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1. Is the allowance for windfalls appropriate?

1.1
The Housing Numbers Topic Paper (page 5) suggests that the brownfield windfall allowance for the period between 31.12.02 and mid 2011 for Cirencester and the Principal Settlements has been estimated at 234 dwellings. With regard to the windfalls in the rural areas, 328 dwellings are expected to come forward (41 x 8 years). The Council also includes 36 dwellings as a result of representations to the First Deposit Plan.  As a result the estimated windfall total is 562 for the remainder of the Plan period (end 2002 to 2011).

1.2
In settlements subject to Policy 21 there will be no new build open market housing permitted i.e. all new build will have to be affordable housing. Paragraph 3.4.6 of the Revised Deposit Plan makes it clear that “outside Cirencester and the Principal Settlements, other types of windfall, such as infilling and redevelopment which leads to a net increase in the number of dwellings will not be permitted”.

1.3
Consequently, the only open market housing that will be permitted will be through changes of use/conversions. Barn conversions are classed as greenfield windfalls and therefore no allowance can be made for these (Para 36 PPG3). Changes of use to residential will only be permitted if no other use is appropriate. The number of permissions for agricultural workers dwellings is likely to be minimal.

1.4
Although the Council has reduced the figure for rural windfalls since the First Deposit Plan from 880 to 328 it is considered that the application of Policy 21 will result in virtually no (brownfield) windfalls coming forward. Consequently, the windfall allowance has been grossly over-estimated. No allowance whatsoever should be made for rural windfalls.

1.5
It is considered that the windfall allowance of an additional 36 dwellings from representations made at First Deposit Stage is already included in the windfall allowance. To avoid double counting, this figure should be deleted.

1.6
The only element of the windfall allowance that should be included is the allowance for Cirencester and the nine Principal Settlements (198 dwellings)

1.7
The average annual windfall allowance is therefore 198 divided by 8.5 years (31.12.2002 to 30.6.11) which gives 23 dwellings. To avoid double counting of windfalls with permission and the first year’s completions, one year should be deducted and therefore the windfall allowance for the period 31.12.02 to 30.6.11 should be (23 x 7.5 years) 173 dwellings.

2. Should there be an allowance for non-completions/slippage/losses to dwelling stock?

2.1
It is 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%, in accordance with the advice provided by Tym (1991) has traditionally been applied. Since 1991 the land supply position has changed, most significantly with regard to previously used sites.  It is important to acknowledge that the application of a 10% allowance during the early 1990s related principally to greenfield sites.

2.2
The Inspector in his report on the Worcester City Local Plan Inquiry (paragraph 6.2.13) stated “Notwithstanding the general guidance of PPG3, I consider that the particular emphasis in Worcester on brownfield sites where development is more complex and uncertain makes it important that a specific flexibility allowance be incorporated in respect of previously developed land. The HBF have suggested that a figure of 10% be applied to all allocations…”. 

2.3
Consequently, the figure for dwellings with planning permission not yet started should be reduced by 10% from 789 to 710 and by 10% on brownfield (148) and the greenfield (598) allocated sites from 746 to 671. A non-implementation allowance of 30% is more appropriate for the mixed use sites, thereby reducing the likely contribution from this source from 295 to 207.

3. Are the estimates of site capacity appropriate?

No comment.

4. Are the sites identified through the UCS capable of development during the plan period?

It is not appropriate for the HBF to comment on matters of a site specific nature.

5. Does Appendix 7 show how the Structure Plan requirement will be met?

5.1
Appendix 7 does not set out how the Structure Plan requirement will be met. The HBF objected to the removal of Table 5 from the Plan.

5.2
Section 4 should clearly set out the housing land supply position and should not relegate information that should be included in the Plan to a Housing Position Paper or an Appendix.

5.3
Table 5 in the First Deposit Plan set out some details of the housing land supply position as at January 2001. However, this Table was deleted at the Revised Deposit stage. These details are a necessary component of the Plan and should be reinstated.

6. Does the level of allocations meet five years housing supply from the anticipated point of adoption?

6.1
A five year supply of housing land equates to 1,538 dwellings (6,150 – 20 = 307.5 x 5). There would have to be sufficient sites allocated on the Proposals Map at the time of the adoption of the Plan to accommodate at least 1,538 dwellings. 

6.2
The Plan makes provision for 1,812 dwellings at 1.1.03 (710 with planning permission, 165 under construction and 937 on allocated sites – HBF figures in Table 1 of this statement). This represents 5.9 years supply.

6.3
Keith Hill, in his statement on 17 July 2003, stated that “Paragraph 34 of PPG3 requires sufficient sites to be shown on the plan’s proposal map to accommodate at least the first five years (or the first two phases) of housing development proposed in the plan. This does not mean that plans should only have a 5-year time horizon nor is it guidance directed at the determination of planning applications. The purpose is to safeguard against unrealistic windfall allowances.”

6.4
The Plan should show sufficient sites on the proposals map at the time the plan is adopted to accommodate at least 1,538 dwellings. It is considered that the Plan is unlikely to be adopted until April 2006. This is based upon the Inspector’s report being received by the Council no later than April 2005, and the Council consulting on any proposed modifications by September 2005.

6.5
There will not be at least five years supply of housing land at the time the Plan is adopted and certainly not the ten years supply suggested by Keith Hill in his statement last year.

7. Is the UCS deficient in its coverage of “brownfield” development opportunities?

No comment

8. Should site based affordable housing requirement appear in Appendix 7?

8.1
It is considered that it is not appropriate to include site based affordable housing requirements in Appendix 7. Circular 6/98 makes it clear that affordable housing cannot be a “requirement” but should be negotiated on a site by site basis. 

8.2
All references in the plan to affordable housing requirements on a site by site basis within each of the settlement chapters should also be deleted.

9. Is the supporting text appropriate?

9.0
No comment.
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