Ceredigion UDP 2001-2016

Round Table Session - The Key Elements of Housing Provision


1 QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE

1.1 My name is Lynda Healy. I have been employed as the Regional Planner for Wales with the House Builders Federation since June 2002.

1.2 I hold a MA in Town Planning from the University of the West of England, Bristol. 

1.3 I am a member of the Land Use Planning Forum.  Originally established by the National Assembly for Wales to review the Planning System it now provides timely, practical and expert advice to the Minister for Environment Planning and Countryside on policy implications associated with the Planning Delivering for Wales agenda.
1.4 I have worked in planning since 1981, most recently as a Principal Planner in the forward planning section at Caerphilly County Borough Council.

1.5 The House Builders Federation is a representative organisation that acts on behalf of house builders and developers throughout England and Wales. Its members build approximately 80% of the nations new homes. The House Builders Federation’s role is to represent the interests of the industry as a whole. It cannot comment on site-specific issues, which favour one developer over another or prejudice their interests.

2 NATURE OF OBJECTIONS AND REQUESTED CHANGES

Nature of Objections

2.1 HBF object to the Key elements of Housing Provision on the basis that:

· A flexibility allowance is required

· There is an over reliance on unidentified sites 

Requested Changes

2.2 HBF request the following changes:

· Include a flexibility allowance

· Allocate more sites

3 NATIONAL POLICY GUIDANCE

3.1 In preparing their UDPs, local planning authorities are advised to devise a settlement strategy which establishes housing policies in line with their local housing strategy and a spatial pattern of housing development balancing social, economic and environmental needs (See Planning Policy Wales March 2002 paragraph 9.2.1).

3.2 In planning the provision for new housing, local planning authorities must take account of the following:

· the Assembly Government’s latest household projections;

· local housing strategies;

· local housing requirement assessments (needs and demands)

· the needs of the local and national economy;

· social considerations including unmet demand;

· the capacity of an area in terms of social, environmental and cultural factors;

· the environmental implications, including energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions; and

· the capacity of the existing or planned infrastructure.

(Source: Planning Policy Wales March 2002 paragraph 9.2.2)

3.3 Planning Policy Wales (2002) states in paragraph 9.2.3 that:

“The latest Assembly Government household projections should form the starting point for assessing housing needs.  Where local planning authorities seek to deviate from these projections, by using their own policy-based projections, they must justify the reasons for so doing and explain the rationale behind their own preferred projections.”

3.4 Each local planning authority must justify its housing requirement and show how this requirement has been derived in terms of the issues listed above.  In estimating housing requirements local planning authorities are strongly encouraged to integrate the provisions of their local housing strategies with the relevant provisions of their UDPs.

3.5 Paragraph 9.2.5 states that:

3.6 “The Assembly Government will monitor UDPs and their implementation to ensure that sufficient housing land is brought forward for development in each unitary authority and that economic development and related job opportunities are not unreasonably constrained.”  (Planning Policy Wales March 2002 paragraph 9.2.5).
3.7 Planning Policy Wales requires local planning authorities to “ensure that sufficient land is genuinely available to provide a 5-year supply of land for housing judged against the scale and location of development provided for in the UDP.  This means that sites must be free, or readily freed, from planning, physical and ownership constraints, and capable of being developed economically, creating and supporting sustainable communities where people want to live, and that there must be sites suitable for the full range of housing types” (Planning Policy Wales March 2002 paragraph 9.2.5).
3.8 Paragraph 9.1.4 of Planning Policy Wales encourages local planning authorities and house-builders to work together constructively to identify housing land in the most appropriate locations for development.   

4 THE NEED FOR FLEXIBILITY

4.1 The need for flexibility is two fold on the one hand there is need to cater for sites that are expected to come forward for development but for some reason fail to and the second issue is the need for the housing requirement to be able to respond to market requirements. 

4.2 The Barker “Review of Housing Supply”, commissioned by the Chancellor and the Deputy Prime Minister to investigate the adequacy of housing supply in the UK is the most comprehensive review of house building for 60 years.  Kate Barker has set out a detailed and coherent series of recommendations based on one central conclusion: that continuing the current low rate of housebuilding is not a realistic option.  

4.3 Increasing the number of new homes built will help meet the evident long-term shortfall in supply.  This will address the problems of affordability and help more people meet their aspirations to own their own home.  Increased supply should also contribute to macroeconomic stability, create greater market flexibility, generate economic growth and improve the sustainability of the housing stock.

4.4 Demand for housing is increasing over time, driven primarily by demographic trends, the need to replace inadequate elements in the existing stock and rising incomes.  Yet in 2001 the construction of new homes in the UK fell to its lowest level since the second world war.  The review was concerned with issues of volatility and of long-run supply.  Volatility in the UK housing market combined with the strong association between house prices and private consumption, is striking.  Consequently, the housing market has contributed to macroeconomic volatility, creating a more difficult environment for business and for economic policy makers.  A weak response of housing supply to demand over a long period has been one of the factors underlying this instability.   The Review found growing evidence of a persistent inadequate supply.

4.5 The Interim Report published in December 2003 argued that in addition to the costs of volatility, there was a set of adverse consequences as a result of the long-run upward trend of house prices:

· Affordability has worsened

· Wealth is redistributed (from those outside the market to those inside) which tends to favour older generations at the expense of younger.  The wealth gap between home owners and others is widening.

· Labour mobility is restricted which can lead to constraints on productivity.

Objectives of the Review were:

· To achieve improvements in housing affordability in the market sector

· A more stable housing market

· Location of housing supply which supports patterns of economic development; and

· An adequate supply of publicly-funded housing for those who need it.

4.6 The final report, published on 17 March 2004, concludes that realisation of these objectives requires a more flexible housing market, one in which supply is able to respond more strongly and consistently to clear price signals.  The report sets out a proposed framework that will be capable of delivering the rate of housing supply which Government, at national, regional and local level has concluded achieves the best balance between economic, social and environmental costs and benefits.

4.7 The recommendations, 36 in all, fall into six categories; Objectives, Planning for Development, Delivering Development, Contributing to Development, Accessing Housing and the Development Industry.

4.8 Although the review was established with a UK remit, due to the devolved nature of housing and planning policies many of the recommendations only apply to England.  However, the Assembly is considering for itself whether the recommendations are appropriate for Wales, in the light of policy changes the UK Government decides to adopt.

4.9 The report also underlines that undersupply comes at a cost. If supply had matched demand since 1994, up to 380,000 new homes would have been built, generating up to 650,000 new jobs and increasing Britain’s GDP by £16 billion.  Under supply also affects affordability.  If UK house prices had risen only in line with the European average, first time buyers in 2001 would have paid an average of £32, 000 less for their homes.

4.10 According to Kate Barker continuing at the current rate of housebuilding is not a realistic option “unless, we are prepared to accept increasing problems of homelessness, affordability and social division, decline in standards of public service and increasing costs of doing business in the UK – hampering our economic success.”

4.11 The most relevant of all the recommendations to this process is recommendation 9 which suggests that:

“Local plans should be more realistic in their initial allocation of land, and more flexible at bringing forward additional targets, local authorities should allow for the proportion of sites that prove undevelopable, often as a result of site –specific problems.  In drawing up their plan, individual local authorities should identify their own historic shortfall and allocate an equivalent amount of land to fill this implementation gap.

Local authorities should allocate a further buffer of land to improve their plan’s responsiveness to changes in demand. Additional land for development would be brought forward from this buffer when there was evidence of local housing market disequilibrium.  It would be inappropriate to be unduly prescriptive at this stage about the appropriate size of this buffer, but it seems reasonable to assume that an additional 20-40 per cent of land sufficient to meet an authroity’s housing target would provide enough headroom to respond to signals of market disequilibrium.”(Review of Housing Supply March 2004 See Appendix 3)

4.12 Current reviews of TAN W(1) Housing Land Availability and TAN W(2) Affordable Housing will be considering the recommendations included in the Barker Review when redrafting the advice.  In addition to this the HBF considers this report is relevant to the Ceredigion context for a number of reasons.  Firstly there appears to be much uncertainty over the housing requirement figure and secondly there are major issues with regards the deliverability of sites. 

4.13 Whilst many commentators on the plan suggest that the housing projections are inaccurate and unreasonable it must be accepted that projections are not based on science but involve a number of assumptions that can sometimes be proven to be incorrect.

4.14 The HBF wishes to draw to the attention of the Inspector that the Chelmer model, which is a well respected model and used by a number of authorities across Wales including, Carmarthen, Neath Port Talbot, Monmouthshire and Newport identifies that the dwelling requirement for the period 2001-2016 is 7,384, not under 5,000 as the Council suggests.  The population is estimated to rise to 88,478 by 2016 with migration rates of 1080 per annum.  

 Table 1: Chelmer projection for CEREDIGION (See Appendix 2)
	
	Base year   
	Per.end   
	Per.end   
	Per.end   

	
	2001
	2006
	2011
	2016

	Dwellings
	32974          
	35660
	38102
	40358

	Households
	30972               
	33494
	35789  
	37907   

	Population
	74900                 
	79764  
	84262
	88478


4.15 The Council accept that projections may be conservative but argue that a review of the Plan will enable these figures to be re-evaluated.  The HBF is not satisfied with this stance as it has taken Ceredigion 8 years to reach an Inquiry under the current sytem and though the new LDP system is hailed to be a quicker process the requirement for greater consultation is causing many local planning authority officers to conclude that ‘it will take longer to prepare them’.

4.16 A number of other commentators argue that the Welsh Assembly Government household projections should be used but unfortunately the latest ones available at Unitary Authority level are 1994 based and identify a need of 6,000 dwellings in the Plan period that is 1,000 more than the UDP.  The HBF argue that due to these uncertainties a large buffer/flexibility allowance should be catered for. 

Supply Side

4.17 On the supply side it has been common practice in calculating housing land supply to assume that a proportion of all categories of land supply will not be implemented.  An allowance of 10%, based on the DoE Research Paper on Housing Land Availability, Roger Tym and Partners, has traditionally been applied (See Appendix 3).  

4.18 A wide range of factors affect the likelihood of delivering sites.  The following table identifies some of the factors that affect the potential of sites being delivered within the plan period.

	Availability Factors
	Ownership Factors
	Viability Factors
	Market Factors

	· Decontamination

· Demolition

· Stability

· Building Condition

· Flood Risk

· Infrastructure constraints

· Capacity and Access

· Local Character

· Neighbouring uses
	· Willingness to sell

· Ability to sell

· Physical impediments

· Site Assembly

· Compulsory Purchase

· Occupation of site

· Relocate other uses
	· Nature of market

· Land value

· Cost of Realisation

· Funding

· Time required to reach potential
	· Local Market

· Land Values

· Market Demands

· Investment Patterns


4.19 Not only will these issues limit development potential but the politicisation, prevarication and delays experienced by the planning system will impede the promotion of sites through the planning process.  In addition the failure of development to come forward, even when there are no identified constraints, is generally higher on smaller sites in rural areas, this pattern can be observed from the Joint Housing Land Availability Studies.
4.20 Inspector’s at 6 out of the 7 UDP Inquiries in Wales to date have accepted the argument for the need for a flexibility allowance (Vale of Glamorgan, Caerphilly, Wrexham, Anglesey, Blaenau Gwent and Denbighshire).  

4.21 Recent guidance from the Assembly on Minerals and Flood Risk may result in some commitments becoming unacceptable in planning policy terms.  There is also a big problem in the area with sewage capacity and water supply that could result in a number of sites not being implemented.

4.22 The Plan helpfully identifies sewage and water works that are required before sites can proceed.  The council must also be aware that problems of sewage capacity often relate to extensive stretches and are very expensive to overcome, even developers of large sites struggle to fund such schemes.  The extent to which sites included in the Plan are covered by Welsh Water’s capital investment programme is unknown and therefore the Council cannot rely on the required improvement works being undertaken in the Plan period.

5 Over-reliance on unidentified sites

5.1 When sites are not allocated in development plans there is an even greater risk of the sites not coming forward for development.  The Council explain in Topic Paper 2 that consideration has been given by Local Members and officers to evaluate which sites were the most appropriate for inclusion in the settlement boundary looking at issues a - g (See page 9 Topic Paper 2).  However, what was not included was a determination of whether a site is economically viable or attractive to the local market.

5.2 There is a need for a detailed analysis of the ‘deliverability’ of these sites, essentially an assessment of each site’s ownership constraints, market appraisal and economic viability.  

5.3 In addition to this, problems due to sewage capacity constraints means that a reliance on unidentified sites in not helpful to Dwr Cymru who need to accommodate the planned growth in an area.  Without allocations it is more difficult for them to ensure that future sites can be accommodated on the network.  When planning improvements Welsh Water attempt to identify the capacity requirements of an area, where these figures are known they can take sites into consideration.  It is doubtful that figures allocated to settlements have been fed into their planned improvements as quite often, different parts of settlements drain into different sewers and treatment works. 

5.4 The HBF considers that it is far more helpful in terms of bringing sites forward to allocate them in the development plan.  

5.5 The argument that flexibility is allowed for by the absence of a prescribed number of units is not sufficient to overcome concerns as the Council quite rightly supports the policy approach to densities set out in Planning Policy Wales which only encourages higher densities “on easily accessible sites, where appropriate, but these will need to be carefully designed to ensure a high quality environment” (Planning policy Wales paragraph 9.2.11).    Therefore higher densities cannot be relied upon to provide the flexibility required.

6 CONCLUSION

6.1 HBF request the following changes:

· Include a generous flexibility allowance

· Allocate more sites rather than relying on unallocated sites
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