SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT ISSUES FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATES PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE DRAF SOUTH EAST PLAN FOLLOWING THE PANEL REPORT. 

The Government’s proposed changes are in the form of a table. Identifying in columns:

1. S.of S proposed change number

2. SE Plan Draft RSS number

3. Panel’s recommendations

4. S.of S proposed change

5. Justification

This document was accompanied by what was called a Companion document – which was not for consultation. As far as I can make out – this Companion document is the SE Plan RSS with the changes incorporated.  

For ease in this summary, the important issues are identified by the S of S’s proposed change number. 

	Chap 4 (7)
	 Regional Hubs -describes the role of the 22 Regional Hubs  and reinforces the Chap. 2 Introduction of the dominance of London in respect of economic and transport activity. The 22 hubs are listed in table format (1 new one at Dover) with brief descriptions based on the Regional Assembly’s.  The description for Milton Keynes “ A major administrative and commercial centre. High level access to strategic rail and road networks. Key interchange point between inter-regional, intra-regional and local rail services with the scope to improve opportunities for public transport through development of the east west rail corridor. Identified as a Growth area in the Sustainable  Communities Plan”.  Of note is that this only vague reference to the east west rail link.  Where Aylesbury is concerned the table summary notes “This opportunity to realise the longer term potential of the town to provide  higher order functions and fulfil role of regional hub will be dependent upon improved strategic transport connections” Eleven Hubs were covered by the eight areas designated as “Diamonds for Investment and Growth by the SEE Regional Development Agency (RDA).  The  Milton Keynes area, from Northampton to Aylesbury is  designated thus on the Key diagram.   

	Chap 4 (8)
	Strategic Development  Areas  - the plan promotes development in surrounding towns in the northern part of what is called the “Golden Arc”  which extends from Bournemouth to Milton Keynes. The Northern part from Reading to Oxford to Aylesbury to Milton Keynes. Eight SDA (three new ones)  are identified in the “Golden Arc”  including SE MK, SW MK and East of the M1 motorway MK.  This last is one of the three new ones – and in the justification “The three areas have been included as they may have capacity for levels of development in excess of 5,000 dwellings and are therefore for consistency they are considered part of the building blocks of this spatial strategy”  

	Chap 4 (14)
	Policy CC10a (Strategic Gaps) has been deleted, and substituted for SP5 See Chap 5 (30) The S of S  is of the view that a Strategic Gap Policy to protect against coalescence is not required and that PPG2 Green Belt, and PPS7 Sustainable Development in Rural Areas  is enough.  

Green Belt – the Secretary of State incorporated the panels views that whilst there is a need for retention of the regions green belts that in order to meet regional development needs selective reviews are required NE of Guildford, S of Woking, S of Oxford and smaller scale local reviews are likely to be required in other locations – this is to meet the demand for new housing through concentration of development in regional hubs.  

	Chap 5 (12)
	Policy CC4 Sustainable Design and Construction – the S of S has decided to ignore the panel’s recommendation for the policy to encourage the highest possible sustainability rating  in the Code for Sustainable Homes, subject to economic viability. The S of S has then weakened three of the examples of standards to be delivered. So i) High standards of energy and water efficiency that exceed current standards required by Building Regulations and reflect best practice becomes Consideration of how all aspects of development can contribute to securing high standards of energy and water efficiency. And  ii)Designing to increase the use of natural lighting, heat and ventilation and the provision of a proportion of energy demand from energy renewable resources  becomes Designing to increase the use of natural lighting, heat and ventilation and for a proportion of the energy supply of new development to be secured from decentralised and low carbon sources  And iii) Reduction and increased recycling of construction and demolition waste and procurement of low impact materials  becomes Encouraging reduction and increased recycling of construction and demolition waste and procurement of low impact materials.  The S of S then sees that it is Local Planning authorities to promote best practice and help to achieve the national timetable for reducing carbon emissions. That its target of zero carbons for new homes by 2016, and its proposed zero carbon for non domestic building by 2019 is sufficient. 

	Chap 5 (30)
	Policy CC10b Strategic Gaps – the whole of this policy is deleted and the panel’s recommendation are not accepted. The S of S as previously stated, considers that PPG2 Green Belt (protection from urban sprawl) and PPS 7 Sustainable Development in Rural Communities is sufficient without a second tier of designations. She is of the view that “Local Development Frameworks are intended to streamline the planning process and promote a proactive, positive approach to managing development…. With that in mind the Secretary of State expects LPAs to set out where development will be promoted in a proactive way rather than take a reactive approach that merely lists all the instances where development will be prevented”

	Housing
	

	Chap 7 (1)
	Housing – the S of S has deleted Para 1.1 – 2.5  and amended to remove superfluous wording and provide appropriate context. i.e. RPG9  regional housing provision between 2001 and 2006 of 28,050 dwellings per annum (dpa).  Sustainable Communities Plan (2003)  called for an additional 200,000 dwellings in the growth areas by 2016 = 29,500 dpa.   2007 Housing Green Paper increase Gvt 2005 target of 200,000 dpa in England by 2016  to 240,000 dpa. 

Panel recommendation was that the regional housing provision levels were increased by 10% and revise the levels  in sub regions, with the largest increases in the London Fringe, Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley, and Central Oxfordshire.  

The S of S has increased it still further -  Policy H1 Regional  Local Planning Authorities will facilitate  the delivery of at least 662,500 net additional dwellings between 2006 and 2026.  a dpa rate of 33,125.

The panel was of the view that the dpa rate should be 32,000 dpa, which they regarded as the bottom range of an appropriate response for housing demand as the Governments housing demand projections indicated. However the panel was of the view that the Regional Assemblies household projections that equated to 31,300 dpa provided a better starting point than the Government projections on the basis that it would be more robust for the strategy to be guided by a long term (10)year migration trends due to the volatility of migration patterns. The S of S rejected this as demonstrated by her increases. 

Of note: The National Housing Policy Advise Unit (set up in 2007 by the Government) has advised the Government on the range of housing targets for each region. Their range for the SE Region is 37,800 – 49,700 dpa  to 2016 and that would of course include MK and Aylesbury as regional hubs. 



	Chap 7 (4)
	Continuing policy H1 the S of S adds  “Local Planning Authorities will prepare plans strategies and programmes to ensure the delivery of the minimum annual net dpa requirements as set out in Table H1b” – this sets out the average dpa and total of each District/SDA. For Aylesbury the average is increased from 1050 to 1345 (+ 295) and the total from 21200 to 26900 ( +5700). For MK the average is reduced from 2440 to 2348 (-92) and the total 48,800 to 46,960 (- 1840).  The explanatory notes have been amended to “ The figures for Aylesbury include some 5,400 related to the expansion of MK”  and. “The figures for MK do not include any adjoining growth in the East of England region which would be subjected to testing at future reviews of the RSS for that region. An additional 5,600 have been included within the district to allow for the potential for development to the east of the M1”
Because of its importance provided is the S of S justification in full in respect of MK “The Secretary of State is mindful of the fact that 5,600 dwellings counted by the Panel as part of Milton Keynes UA is in fact outside the authority’s area and is indeed outside the South East Region, leaving a potential shortfall in meeting even 32,000 dwellings per annum across the South East Region. Growth in this part of Mid Bedfordshire will need to be considered through revisions to the East of England Regional spatial Strategy, and the 5,600 dwellings included in the Panel’s suggested Policy H1 have been subtracted from the regional total. The Secretary of State notes the Panels view (para 23.114) that 8 (?east of the) motorway during the plan period would be less sustainable than the development proposed to the south west of Milton Keynes. However the Secretary of State also notes the Panel’s view (para. 23.131 &23.132) that they did not consider it justified at this stage to rule out provision east of the M1 after 2026 but that a policy for strategic reserves would not be appropriate for an RSS. The Secretary of State notes that the Panel were not satisfied from the evidence before them that there was an overriding need for a strategic reserve site east of the M1 motorway. However for the reasons given in substantiating the Secretary of States decision to set out a higher overall level housing in this RSS, she disagrees with the Panel and takes the view that it is important for RSS to set out a strategy that aims to maximise the strategic opportunities in this growth area. Furthermore the Secretary of State is mindful of the need to ensure that there is sufficient number and geographic spread of development locations to enable the market to deliver the housing numbers required in the Milton Keynes Growth Area. 

Therefore the Secretary of State proposes that the area east of the M1 motorway should be named as a location for additional growth with development starting within this period and continuing after 2026. The Secretary of State acknowledges that further studies are need to test the ultimate scale of development that would be suitable for this location in the longer run after 2026. However given the urgency for a step change in housing delivery and the fact that some development propose to the south east of Milton Keynes cannot be counted towards the SE Plan requirements, suitable development sites should be brought forward now in this general location east of the M1 motorway. This should be done as soon as possible through appropriate local mechanisms rather than await a further review of the RSS. The figure 5,600 dwelling proposed east of the M1 represents what the Secretary of State considers to be feasible for delivery up to 2026, whilst leaving scope for larger scale development to be considered through the next review of RSS. These short term developments will need to be planned in such a way they do not pre-empt the long term planning of the wider area. The Secretary of State takes the view that for the avoidance of doubt and to provide clarification of figures in Policy H1, the district distribution recommended by the Panel should be expressed as a policy; also that reference to the location east of the M1 motorway and growth of Leighton-Linslade should be included in the policy to provide a chain of conformity for LDDs and to support development control decisions. 

 

	Chap 7 (6)
	The S of S proposes a new policy H2 Managing the Delivery of the Regional Housing Provision (and deletes the original)  - this requires local planning authorities to allocate and manage land supply to deliver the district housing provision as well as the sub-regional and rest of the sub regional housing provision whilst ensuring appropriate regard to environmental and infrastructure issues. Of note is one of the requirement for LAs to take into account “need to test the longer term issues that arise from eco town and growth point proposals such as the ultimate size of new settlement through the next review of the RSS” and “ability to accelerate the rate of housing delivery in Growth Areas and New Growth Points”  The policy requires Local Authorities to plan for an upward trajectory of housing completions that seek to achieve both the district distribution and the relevant sub-regional and rest of county area provisions.  (So if there is a shortfall in one area, it sounds like it has to be made up in another) – The justification is around the importance of the South East to the national economy and its interrelationship with London. 

Of note the S of S is of the view that as the current and emerging RSSs provide a stretching framework for housing delivery over the next few years, the Government has agreed not to require and immediate review (of the SE Plan) but will work closely with regional partners to  develop a work programme and timetable which takes account of outstanding issues,  NHPAU’s advise, eco towns, new growth points and the transition to Single Regional Strategies proposed from 2010 .

	Chap 7 (10)
	Policy H3 – Location of Housing is deleted as the S of S considers  it is superfluous, repeating what has been said in other policies. Therefore Policy H4 Affordable Housing  becomes H3, and H6 Type and Size of New Housing becomes H4 – as S of S view is that  policies need to be grouped. 

	Chap 7 (15)
	Policy H6 (now 4)  Section D3  reference to the affordable homes crisis being exacerbated by the provision s of Right to Buy and Right to Acquire legislation has been deleted, as the S of S considers that homes subject to Right to Buy continues to provide a source of affordable homes to those who exercised their right. 

	Transport
	

	Chap 8 (29)
	Policy T9 Airports – Section D4 para 1.24 – 1.27 (critical of the Governments Aviation White Paper) are deleted on the grounds that it was not for the plan to review Government policy as contained in the Aviation White Paper. New paragraphs are added to reflect the Governments  stance and key messages in the White Paper.  

	Chap 8 (52)
	Identifies the locations identified as priority transport links likely to come under increasing transport pressure – there is no mention of MK however.

	Chap 8 (53) 
	Further work is stated to be necessary in the area of “The transport implications of new growth and development covering Eco Towns and the second round of New Growth Points and including  development proposals in ………South Oxford, and Milton Keynes and Crawley.” 

	
	Appendix A of Chapter 8 lists the Schemes :

· currently programmed for 2006-2001. For MK the only scheme listed is Central Milton Keynes Public Transport Access Improvements

· interventions in the Regional Funding allocation not yet approved 2011 –2016.  For MK A421 Milton Keynes to M1

· Interventions identified as priorities post 2016. For MK A418 Bierton – to Stocklake Link and A4146 Fenny Stratford Bypass Dualling. 

No mention of the East West Rail Link. In fact when talking about transport corridors the S of S is very specific that these should not be just about where existing rail stations are – but particularly major highways.

AND

No mention of the combined effect of RSSs on both public and road transport infrastructure

	Natural Resources
	

	Chap 9  (4) 
	Policy NRM1 Sustainable Water Resources and Groundwater (and River water quality management – has been deleted – see section below). The changes made in this policy including the deletion of “not permit development that presents a risk of pollution or where satisfactory pollution prevention measures are not provided in areas of high groundwater vulnerability (in consultation with the EA)”  has not included the Panels recommendations on this policy – and the changes made have considerably weakened this policy. The S of S considers this should be a matter for national regulation and guidance (yeah yeah) There is no mention of any consideration of the joint effect of RSSs on Water Resources

	Chap 9 (5)
	The Panel recommended that a new policy NRM1A on sustainable river water management to clarify the distinction between waste water treatment works and the capacity of receiving waters to accommodate effluent and consideration of cumulative effects of discharges on water quality.  The S of S has chosen instead to remove all references to Rivers from NRM1 and 2. So Policy NRM2 River Management is changed to  Water Quality – the policy is broad and unspecific, leaving it to Local Authorities to identify infrastructure needs, ensure adequate waste water and sewerage capacity, and take account of cumulative impacts of discharges on groundwater, inland and marine receiving waters. There is no mention of any consideration of the joint effect of RSSs on Water quality


	Chap 9 (14 – 16)
	Policy NRM 3(now 4) Sustainable Flood Risk Management – once again the changes/deletions weaken this policy. The justification is that it restates in places PPS25  or is background detail that is not needed. However whilst there is mention that in the preparation of LDDs Local Authorities in conjunction with the Environment Agency should “also take account of River Basin Management Plans, Catchment Flood Management Plans( and Surface Water Management Plans”  The S of S has amended “CFMPs for the region will  be produced by the Environment Agency  by 2007 and will include long term policies” to “The Environment Agency  is aiming to have the majority of CFMPs written and ready for consultation in 2008” In respect of Milton Keynes and the Ouse and its tributaries, the CFMP for the River Ouse and its tributaries  will not be completed til 2009. 

NB - As we have found out – Local Authorities will carry out Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA), which will then inform the Environment Agency’s Catchment Flood Management Plans (CFMPs). The EA describe these as “Catchment Flood Management Plans are high level strategic planning tools through which we will seek to work with other key decision-makers within a river catchment to identify and agree policies for sustainable flood risk management”  The plan for the River Ouse and its tributaries will not be completed until early 2009 – whilst a Flood Risk Assessment was carried out for the SE RSS – none were done in respect of the EE RSS or EM RSS. The former RSS is in place and is currently at preliminary stages of review with a view to increasing both existing and future housing development numbers. The SE RSS is in its final stages of setting housing development targets and locations, and yet the CFMPs are not in place.  There is no plan existing or planned which will assess the combined effect of regional spatial strategies. 

	Chap 9 (23) 
	New Policy  NRM6 Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area – this was following the Panel’s recommendation however  the policy has been changed from that of the Panel’s , as whilst the Panel emphasised  the role of the Regional Assembly in taking a lead role, the S of S disagreed. She followed a recurring theme in this document that this issue is owned by what she calls “competent authorities” and of course Local Authorities in preparation of LDDs

	Chap 9 (40
	Policy EN1 now NRM11 – Development Design for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy – According to the S of S the Assembly’s incorporation of a 10% target of energy supply from renewable sources – was not tested in detail at the EIP.  She is seeking views on whether it is appropriate to set an “interim” target as set out in her changes – but she has also changed it to “decentralised and renewable or low-carbon sources unless having regard to the type of development involved and its design, this is not feasible or viable”  (hardly a target). Indeed her deletions and amendments to this policy have weakened it considerable e.g. using words like “work towards” and “actively promote”

	Waste and Minerals
	

	Chap 10 (8)
	Policy W3 Regional Self – Sufficiency  the existing table in respect of London Waste and replace with a single table showing apportionment as a % and per Million Tonnes.  The S of S has updated these figures to reflect advise on Hampshire exclusion 2006-16).  Interestingly whilst the million tonnage figure (estimated  from an EA note for Inter Regional Waste Forum March 2008) for 2006-15, and indeed for 2016-25 shows a reduction in each of the sub regions and indeed the total , the % figure shows an increase in each of sub regions and districts 2006-16. It is unclear from this document what the EA basis for this estimated  reduction of tonnage is based on. 

	Chap 10 (32)
	Policy W17 Location of Waste Management Facilities  - the S of S has considerable weakened this policy in respect of the siting of facilities in green belt etc. The paragraph is reproduce with the sections she has removed underlined. 

“Waste management facilities should not be precluded from the greenbelt where this is the nearest appropriate location, where there are no alternative sites and provided that the development would not cause harm to the objectives of the designation. In exceptional circumstances Small scale waste management facilities for local needs should not be precluded from Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and National Parks were this is the nearest appropriate location and  the development would not compromise objectives of the designation.”

	Countryside and Landscape Management
	

	Chapter 11  (3)
	The changes that S of S has made have considerably weakened the draft SE plan by the changes made. Section D7 1.2 is deleted entirely  which clarifies the Plans countryside and landscape management policies, including reference to specifically designated areas and Green Belt and  Strategic Gap policies – justifications is that it is background material and “deleted for length”

	Social and Community Infrastructure
	

	Chap 15 (2)
	Despite the panel’s view, the S of S has deleted  D11 1.1 and amended 1.2 and 1.3. The deleted section identifies clearly that in parts of region there are nationally significant areas pockets of deprivation and problems of exclusion and poor access to services and employment – her reason to refocus the chapter. 

	Chap 15 ( 8)
	Policy S3 Supporting Healthy Communities – once again the S of S has deleted reference to differing mortality rates across the region some higher than the national average – her reason “to remove superfluous material and for other editorial purposes”

	Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale
	

	Chap 23 (1)
	The S of S has deleted para 1.1 –1.2, and 2.1 – 2.5.  Of significance in these changes:

· The panel recommended that there be a stronger strategic framework for this sub- regional section integrating Milton Keynes and Aylesbury including the significance of the Oxford Cambridge Arc and the aim of getting the East-West Rail link reinstated. S of S’s changes  incorporate the significance of the Oxford Cambridge arc, but would only support an “aim of improving east west communication” no mention of the east west rail link as an important factor. 

· The S of S identifies one of the key challenges of the sub region is to continue to assimilate high levels of new growth.

· The panel recommended an increase of job estimates for Milton Keynes urban area of 1,100, and Aylesbury Vale of 300 to maintain a 1:1 ratio. The S of S added change “The intention is to seek an approximate 1:1 ratio of news jobs and dwellings proposed for the two growth areas within the sub-region in order to secure no net change in overall out- commuting in line with the objectives of the MKSM strategy. It is not a development control tool to constrain development” (Of note is that one of the changes made in the Strategic Framework Opportunities is  “in addition MKAV sub-region sits at the outer end of the M1 corridor growth area identified in the London Plan. This may present opportunities for reverse commuting away from London”!!

	Chap 23 (2)
	New Policy MKAV1 Housing distribution by District 2006 – 20026. 

The figures are:

Milton Keynes 

34,160 dwellings in the urban area of MK including Local Plan sites, and additional sites through strategic housing land availability assessments

4,800 as part of a development of 10,400 dwellings to the south east of MK (leaving 5,600 dwellings to be found in Mind Bedfordshire subject to inclusion in the East of England RSS 

2,400 dwellings in the rural area/rest of Milton Keynes

at least 5,600 dwellings by 2026 on suitable sites to the east of the M1.

Aylesbury

5,390 dwellings as an urban extension to the south west of MK

16,800 dwellings in and around Aylesbury urban area

4,700 dwellings in the rural/rest area of Aylesbury Vale

As previously advised – the S of S was of the view that the figures for Mid Beds were outside both the district and scope of the SE Plan and could not be counted. 

Of note  is that the S of S states that since the panel report was published revised population and household projections show that the figure of 32,000 dwellings per annum was too low to meet the requirements “Therefore the S of S proposed that the area east of M1 should be names as a location for additional growth with development starting within this plan period and continuing after 2026. The S of S acknowledges that further studies may be needed to test the ultimate scale of development that would be suitable for this location in the longer run after 2026. However given the urgency for a step change in housing delivery and the fact that some development proposed to the south east of Milton Keynes cannot be counted towards the SE Plan requirements, suitable development sites should be brought forward now in this general location east of the M1 motorway. This should be done as soon as possible through appropriate local mechanisms rather than await a further review of the RSS. The figure of 5,600 dwellings proposed east of the M1 motorway represents what the S of S considers to be feasible for delivery up to 2026 whilst leaving scope for larger scale development to be considered through a future review of RSS. These short term developments will need to be planned in such a way that they do not pre-empt the long term planning of the wider area.”
It would appear clear from this that the S of S is looking for considerably more expansion east of M1 than just 5,600 homes. 

	Chap 23 (5) 
	Deletion of paragraphs 2.1 – 2.5 and 3.1 – 3.2 In describing the two urban extensions in the  S of S  replacement paragraphs “ 4,800 dwellings within the authority’s area as part of a strategic development area to the south east of MK. A further 5,600 dwellings may be found in the Mid Bedfordshire part of this SDA subject to a review of the East of England RSS”

	Chap 23 (10)
	New Policy MKAV4 Effective Delivery – Note the first two  items under Delivery will be secured by 1) the Inter-Regional Board 2) the two Local Delivery Vehicles to drive the sustainable growth of the Sub-Region and in respect of MK an extension of powers or establishment of new delivery arrangement to cover the sustainable urban extension ( I would suggest that both MKC and Mid Beds keep a close eye on any changes in area of power, both of MKP and Renaissance Bedford – Jane Chapman is now with the latter)

	Chap 23 (11)
	Paras 5.1 – 5.6 and 6.1 – 6.3 are deleted and replaced. Of note. 

· “In addition to the institutional arrangements required by policy MKV4, and extension of powers of the Milton Keynes Partnership or establishment of new delivery arrangement will be sought if necessary  to cover the sustainable urban extensions to Milton Keynes and secure a coordinated approach. Joint LDDs may be considered if they will being forward sustainable cross-boundary development and support infrastructure in a timely way that supports the phasing in Policy MKAV2”

· The panel recommended inclusion in the key sub regional infrastructure, inclusion of the strategic importance of reopening the East-West Rail link. The S of S does not include this.  Where transport infrastructure is concerned the new paras state 1) a high quality east-west public transport offer, including bus and coach networks, 2) rail improvements and additional capacity to support growth in passenger demand…….
An east west inter regional corridor through MK  is not included in diagram T1 International and Inter-Regional Corridors  This shows the east west via Newbury, Reading and London, and the North South from Southampton through Oxford.  


