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1.0 Is the level of need for affordable housing expressed accurately/appropriately?

The Housing Needs Study 2000 demonstrates that there is a shortfall of 1,851 dwellings over the five year period between 2000 and 2004 which results in an average requirement of 370 dwellings per year.

The shortfall is for 1,390 owner occupied, 159 Low Cost Home Ownership and 402 social rented. These shortfalls are offset by the surplus of private rented homes at 100.

However, paragraph 3.4.20 of the Revised Deposit Plan makes no reference to the level of housing need identified in the Study. The paragraph refers to a forecast by Gloucestershire County Council that over 800 new households will need affordable housing in Cotswold District up to 2011 and adds this figure to the 850 or so households identified as being in priority need on the Joint Housing Register, resulting in a total of 1,650. 

Paragraph 4.4 of The Topic Paper on Affordable Housing indicates that the local housing needs assessment is based on figures from the Census, the findings of the most recent housing need Study and the Joint Housing Register as well key workers. However, it is not clear how the Council arrived at the figure of 1,650 households in housing need as stated in Paragraph 3.4.20 of the Revised Deposit Plan.

Paragraph 5 of Circular 6/98 states, “Any local plan policy for affordable housing should be based on a good understanding of the needs of the area over the period of the development plan” and Paragraph 6 states, “Assessments should be kept up to date during the plan period”.

The Housing Needs Study is out of date, and it appears that the Council has attempted to supplement and update the data in the survey although the methodology and assumptions are unclear.

2.0 Is affordable housing defined appropriately?

Affordable housing is defined in Policy 23 as “housing built for sale or rent at a price level below the going market rate, and which is related to the ability to pay of those identified in a local housing needs survey as being in need.”

Note 2 expands upon this definition by requiring the housing to be genuinely affordable for the target group that the scheme is intended to help and that it will remain available to those in local need, both initially and in perpetuity.

The attempt to secure affordable housing in perpetuity contradicts the advice in Circular 6/98 and should be considered in the light of the situation when a RSL uses Social Housing Grant (SHG) to provide dwellings for rent for in such circumstances tenants enjoy the Right to Acquire by virtue of Section 16 of the Housing Act 1996 (just as every “shared owner” on the SHG funded model lease has the right to “staircase” to 100% ownership). IN this scenario the dwelling would be removed from the stock of affordable housing and therefore it is not possible for a RSL to comply with the proposal. 

Affordable housing is defined by the DETR in its publication “Local Housing Needs Assessment: A Guide to Good Practice as:

Affordable housing is housing of an adequate standard which is cheaper than that which is generally available in the local housing market. This can comprise a combination of subsidised rented housing, subsidised low cost home ownership (LCHO) including shared ownership, and in some market situations cheap housing for sale. Local planning authorities can provide for the provision of appropriate quantities of affordable housing in this sense” (A2.2 page 117).

3.0 Should there be cross-references to other policies

4.0 Should there be separate policies for “on-plan” affordable housing and exceptions sites?

5.0 Should the requirement for affordable housing be applied only to new housing?

6.0 Are the proportions of affordable housing being sought, appropriate and related to site characteristics?

7.0 Are the thresholds for seeking affordable housing appropriate?

8.0 Can affordable housing be provided in a tenure blind manner?

9.0 Are the written justification and guidance notes appropriate?

10.0 Should the exceptions element of the policy apply to all settlements and seek to allocate sites for affordable housing?

11.0 Should cross-subsidy be allowed in order to guarantee high development standards?

12.0 What is the role of SPG?

13.0 Should affordable housing be encouraged in “less sustainable” locations?

APPENDIX 1

The House Builders Federation

1.1
The House Builders Federation is the voice of the house building industry in England and Wales. The industry is highly diverse and HBF’s members range from large, multi-national companies to small, locally based businesses.  Together, they build over 80% of new homes in England and Wales each year.

1.2
The HBF’s role is to represent the interests of the industry as a whole.  It cannot comment on site specific issues that might favour one developer over another or prejudice their interests, particularly the interests of those not presenting evidence to the Inquiry.

APPENDIX 2

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

APPENDIX 3

REPRESENTATIONS SUBMITTED BY THE HOUSE BUILDERS FEDERATION TO FIRST DEPOSIT AND REVISED DEPOSIT PLANS

250/15 POLICY 23: AFFORDABLE HOUSING (First Deposit)

Circular 6/98

Government policy on the provision of affordable housing through the planning system is set out in Circular 6/98. This Circular makes it clear that affordable housing should only be sought (not required) through local plans by negotiation on suitable sites and where there is evidence of local need. It defines what constitutes suitable sites and specifies that definitions of affordable housing must be tenure neutral and must encompass both low-cost market and subsidised housing. 

When it is apparent that authorities can demonstrate a lack of affordable housing to meet local needs over the plan period, they should;

· Define what the authority regard as affordable. This should include low-cost market and subsidised housing. (See below)

· Set indicative targets for specific suitable sites and indicate in the plan the intention to negotiate with developers for the inclusion of an element of affordable housing 

Definition of Affordable Housing

Many local authorities in prescribing their need for affordable housing tend to overlook the issue of including market housing in their definition of affordable housing. Circular 6/98 clearly states that; 

“affordable homes or affordable housing are used to encompass both low-cost market housing and subsidised housing (irrespective of tenure, ownership – whether exclusive or shared – or financial arrangements) that will be available to people who cannot afford to rent or buy houses generally available on the open market”.

Site Size Threshold/Negotiation 

The pressure on Councils to provide an increase in affordable housing is clear. More and more often Councils are seeking to adopt lower thresholds and increase the proportion of which is to be sought for the provision of affordable housing. Circular 6/98 clearly states the criteria, which should be followed when applying thresholds.

Site size, suitability and the economics of provision. It will be inappropriate to seek any affordable housing on some sites. In practice the policy should only be applied to suitable sites, namely;

a) housing developments of 25 or more dwellings or residential sites of 1 hectare or more, irrespective of the number of dwellings;

b) in inner London, housing developments of 15 or more dwellings, or residential sites of 0.5 hectare or more, irrespective of the number of dwellings; and

c) in settlements in rural areas with a population of 3,000 or fewer, the local planning authority should adopt appropriate thresholds

The adoption of lower thresholds may only be granted when the Council can demonstrate exceptional local constraints (not as in many cases is argued the level of housing requirement). Where this can be demonstrated they should not adopt thresholds below the level of (b) above. 

Considerations to take into account include;

· The number and types of households who are need of affordable housing and the different types of affordable housing best suited to meeting their needs,

· The size and amount of suitable sites that are likely to be available for affordable housing 

· The supply and suitability of existing affordable housing; and the relationship between the objectives of the Housing Authority’s strategy and programme, in respect of provision for those in need, and the objectives of affordable housing policies in the plan.

Targets of Provision

Circular 6/98 allows authorities to set targets in local plans for the number of affordable homes to be provided throughout the Plan area and to set indicative targets for specific suitable sites. However, the former can only be expressed as a number not as a proportion of all housing. The latter can be a proportion of the number of units developed on the site. This is because Government is keen to ensure that the provision of affordable housing is needs based and those needs vary from settlement to settlement and site to site.

Whilst it is acceptable, therefore, for the Plan to contain an indicative target number of homes it wishes to see provided in order to meet identified needs, it is not appropriate or acceptable to set a general borough wide target percentage for affordable housing / key worker housing provision, as such a general target cannot be based on, nor reflect, local needs or site specific considerations.

Negotiation

Circular 6/98 makes it clear that affordable housing cannot be required as a matter of course from all sites. Whether or not provision is likely to be appropriate will depend on identified housing needs and the site-specific considerations of the development proposed. Such provisions should be sought through negotiation taking account of the factors described in Circular 6/98 (paragraph 10).

HBF objects to paragraphs 3.4.15, 3.4.17, 3.4.18, 3.4.19, and Policy 23. due to the unclear and unjustified assessment of local housing needs, through the Housing Needs Survey 2001. It is considered that the need for affordable housing is inflated.

The HBF has a number of concerns regarding the target identified in paragraph 3.4.17 and Guidance Note No.1:

· The target identified in the local plan and SPG does not appear to be clearly justified by assessments of housing need, and is contrary to Circular 6/98

· The target is unclear, applies standardised formulae, and is not related to local circumstances – contrary to Circulars 1/97 and 6/98

· The target is potentially inflexible and provides little or no opportunity for negotiation.

· The local plan does not demonstrate the compatibility of the needs assessment in light of DETR good practice. 

· The blanket formulation of the affordable housing requirement is contrary to Circular 6/98

· The management of affordable dwellings should be appropriate to RSL management requirements and the costs of managing a dispersed housing stock.

Target:

HBF objects to the inclusion of a 50% target for affordable housing, considering it to be unduly excessive, and unrealistic given the local circumstances. It is considered that the requirement runs counter to government guidance, and recent Local Plan Inspectors’ findings, both of which would seem to suggest that a target of 50% affordable housing would be unduly onerous.  For example:

· Harborough Local Plan Inspectors Report found:  “most of the objectors are concerned that this figure of 35% is too high, economically unfeasible for developers and contrary to Government policy. I consider that a realistic approach is needed, and to seek affordable housing at a proportion of more than one in every three houses is in my view an unduly high burden to place upon private developers and, ultimately, their customers. Even if it were an accurate reflection of current need, I do no consider it feasible or indeed reasonable even as a negotiating starting point to seek this level of requirement…” (HBF emphasis).

· Elmbridge Borough Local Plan Inspectors Report: “In my view the requirement for 30% of housing on all developments of 25 dwellings or more or sites over 1 ha goes beyond the guidance in PPG 3 and C6/98 and is not justified by local circumstances”. The target set in the Cotswold not only exceeds this target but also requires a more onerous provision in applying the provision to all sites regardless of their size.

· Most recently, Spelthorne Borough sought to progress a threshold of 0.1ha through the local plan process. Ultimately the Secretary of State directed the authority to increase this threshold to 0.5 ha, and this was challenged by the authority but upheld by the High Court at 0.5ha. 

It is clear for therefore that the expectation by Cotswold District Council that it will seek 50% affordable housing is unreasonable, and impractical. The local plan must be amended significantly to reduce the targets for provision.

Thresholds

HBF objects to the reference in paragraph 3.4.18 to the application of a zero threshold limit in all settlements such that affordable housing will be sought on all sites. It is considered to be inflexible in approach, and as such is not consistent with national guidance. Circular 6/98 requires flexibility in the application of affordable housing contributions and emphasises the need to relate provision to site suitability and local circumstances. 

Circular 1/97 does not accept policies that “are based upon blanket formulation. This may not take proper account of whether the contribution is fairly and reasonably related to the development proposed…”(paragraph B17(iii)). The requiring nature of Policy 23 involves an approach of blanket formulation and as such is incompatible with Government guidance.

Affordable housing contributions should be negotiated and applied flexibly as determined by land value; local market conditions; local need; and other unique site circumstances. PPG 3 states “Decisions about the amount and types of affordable housing to be provided in individual proposals should reflect local housing need and individual site suitability and be a matter for agreement between the parties. Local planning authorities and developers should be reasonably flexible in deciding the types of affordable housing most appropriate to a particular site”(paragraph 16) (HBF emphasis). The requirement for ‘all’ proposals to provide affordable housing contributions fails to consider the unique circumstances from which sites come forward for development. (HBF emphasis).

The local plan should provide flexibility for the consideration of particular site circumstances, enabling the assessment of the development potential and viability of proposals as well as the addressing the varying ability of developers to provide benefits over and above the development. 

Policy 23 Revised Deposit

Objections were raised to threshold levels in the First Deposit Plan. The Council has not demonstrated exceptional circumstances to justify adopting thresholds lower than those in Circular 6/98. The application of thresholds of 10 dwellings or 0.3 ha in Cirencester, Tetbury, Bourton-on-the-Water and Moreton-in-Marsh is not justified.

Notes for Guidance

2. It is not appropriate to require affordable housing to remain available in perpetuity unless it is in the rural area.

The objections raised at First Deposit stage still remain.

250/19B First Deposit

Policy 18

With regard to Clause 8, unless there is a clearly justified need for affordable housing to be provided within a settlement that is less self contained or sustainable, the policy should normally preclude housing in such locations.

