Walsall Unitary Development Plan Review

Further written representations by the House Builders Federation


WRITTEN STATEMENT

HOUSING LAND SUPPLY

WALSALL UNITARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW

OBJECTION REFERENCES:

R336/96/O 6.3 Housing Land Supply

R336/97/O 6.20 Housing Land Supply

R336/131/O Table 6.1 Housing Land Supply

R336/98/O 6.25 Windfall sites

R336/99/O 6.26 Replacement on Redevelopment Sites

R336/2028/O INDVAC Indicator: Reduction of Vacancies

R336/2029/O Table 6.1 Housing Land Supply

R336/2032/O Table 11.1: UDP Monitoring Indicators

HOUSE BUILDERS FEDERATION

R336/96/O 6.3 Housing Land Supply
R336/97/O 6.20 Housing Land Supply

RPG11 paragraph 9.1 requires that 10,100 dwellings be constructed between 1991 and 2011 rather than sufficient land being available to accommodate at least 10,100 additional dwellings. In addition, it is necessary to make provision for an additional 500 dwellings to take into account the 500 dwellings that will be lost through demolitions.

R336/131/O Table 6.1 Housing Land Supply

R336/98/O 6.25 Windfall sites

R336/99/O 6.26 Replacement on Redevelopment Sites

R336/2028/O INDVAC Indicator: Reduction of Vacancies

R336/2029/O Table 6.1 Housing Land Supply

The HBF objects to the figures contained in Table 6.1.

Firstly, in calculating the supply from sites with planning permission it is necessary to take into account those sites that will not be developed, those sites where planning permission will not be renewed and those sites that may be only partially developed within the plan period. Accordingly, it is considered that it is necessary to apply a 10% non-implementation allowance.

Secondly, the category for small sites without planning permission do not form allocations and therefore by definition must emerge as windfalls. This would therefore lead to double counting with the windfall allowance.

Thirdly, a 10% non implementation allowance should be applied to H2 allocations to account for those sites that will not be developed or only partially developed during the plan period.

Fourthly, the allowance made for demolitions has been underestimated. The total number of demolitions 1991-2000 was 272, but 56% of this occurred during the last two years of that period. Also, at least 126 dwellings were proposed for demolition in 2000/01. An allowance of 500 dwellings has been made for the period 2001-2011, at 50 per annum. Recent trends suggest that this rate will be considerably exceeded. In addition, the rate of vacancy in the Council stock is considerable at 8.1% in April 2000. This suggests that to bring this rate down will require further demolitions.

We consider that an annual demolition rate of 100 for the period 2001-2011 will occur. This gives a total demolition of 1000. At a clearance rate of 47%, the allowance for future housing redevelopment sites will increase to 500 (265+235).

Fifthly, the HBF considers that the allowance for windfalls has been overstated. The windfall allowance should be assessed in terms of historic completion rates. The supply from sites with planning permission that have emerged as windfalls must be deducted from the allowance. Table 6.2 identifies that only three of the sites over 0.4ha with planning permission were allocations (Poplar Avenue, Town Wharf and Lindon Drive/High Street which total 140 units). Accordingly, the remaining sites must be windfall sites and to include them as windfall completions would incur double counting. This requires a deduction of (975-140) + 287 =1122 from the windfall allowance.

Also, allowance has to be made for the emphasis in the Plan on brownfield housing allocations as this will have an impact on the rate of windfall completions, which are now restricted in PPG3 to brownfield windfalls. By implication, if there is an increasing emphasis on brownfield allocations, the rate at which brownfield windfalls will emerge is likely to diminish. It is also necessary to take account of the previous rate of greenfield development. An allowance of 500 units has been made to take account of this.

If the average of 255 windfalls per year from 1991-2000 is applied to 2000-2011, this gives an overall total of 255 x 11 = 2807. From this figure should be deducted 1122 and 500. This gives a total windfall allowance of 1185 at an annual rate of 108. From this total, one year should be deducted from the beginning of the period to account for the time lag for windfall permissions to become completions. This gives a residual total of 1077.

The HBF has updated the figures in Table 6.1 to April 2001. The amended table 6.1 is as follows:

	
	Brownfield
	Greenfield
	Total

	Completions at 1.2.2001


	4,056
	1,913
	5,969

	Large sites (over 0.4 ha.) with planning permission


	664
	438
	1,102

	Less 10%


	598
	394
	992

	Small sites with planning permission


	347
	10
	357

	
	312
	9
	321

	Small sites without planning permission


	234
	13
	247

	Less 10%


	211
	12
	223

	Sub Total


	5,177
	2,328
	7,505

	H2 Allocations


	715
	352
	1,067

	Less 10%


	643
	317
	960

	DA6 Allocations


	61
	
	61

	Sub Total


	704
	317
	1021

	Future conversions

 
	270
	
	270

	Future housing redevelopment


	500
	
	500

	Future windfalls


	835
	
	835

	Sub Total


	1605
	
	1605

	TOTAL


	7,486
	2645
	10,131


Whilst it would now appear that sufficient land has been identified to meet the RPG requirement, if it is accepted that there needs to be an additional 500 dwellings provided to take account of those lost through demolition, there is still a shortfall in land supply.

R336/2032/O Table 11.1: UDP Monitoring Indicators

The HBF considers that the monitoring framework developed by the Council has not had adequate regard to the requirements of DTLR good practice guidance on monitoring.

It is essential that the monitoring framework seeks to monitor the assumptions that underpin the plan, rather than merely counting completions. This element of the plan requires substantial development to accord with Government guidance. Greater justification is required with regard to the target to reduce vacancies to 3%.

WRITTEN STATEMENT

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

WALSALL UNITARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW

OBJECTION REFERENCES:

R336/100/O H4 Affordable Housing

R336/2030/O H4 Affordable Housing

HOUSE BUILDERS FEDERATION

R336/100/O H4 Affordable Housing

R336/2030/O H4 Affordable Housing

The HBF objects to the figure of 3,600 affordable homes to be provided over the plan period. This figure has been derived from material prepared to support the advice submitted to the government in 1997 to assist in the revision of the housing provision of RPG in 1998. We do not consider this figure to be robust and it should not be applied at the local level. This view was expressed by the Minister for Planning, Transport and Environment in a speech to the English Regions Association on 8 December 1997, where he stated that “The need for affordable housing is best judged locally, not through a statistical analysis at the regional level. We are not convinced that the calculations which you have made are robust”.

Furthermore, the Council has produced a Housing Needs Study for the Borough. The HBF considers that this should contribute towards a more robust assessment of affordable housing needs within Walsall. This study makes reference (para 1.9.3) to achieving a target of 30% subsidized affordable homes from the total of all suitable sites coming forward for planning consent over the six year period to 2006.

We do have objections to the scale of affordable housing prescribed in the Housing Needs Survey. In particular, we consider that the demand from concealed households is overstated since it is likely that concealed households are able to share accommodation and it is also likely that they will be occupationally mobile and likely to increase their income and accessibility to the housing market.

Furthermore, to use the Council waiting list in full is misleading. This list will include persons who wish to move, for example, to a different neighbourhood, but who are not actually in housing need.

The HBF also objects to the residual figure of 1,936 dwellings to be provided. Paragraph 6.35 states that the Council is not able to calculate the provision of low cost market housing. This category of affordable housing, however, is included in the definition of affordable housing stated in Policy H4. It is therefore unacceptable to exclude it from calculations of affordable provision in the period 1991-2000. In this context, we consider that the residual provision of affordable housing has been overstated.

The HBF has a number of concerns regarding the targets and approach identified by Paragraph 6.36, 6.37, Policy H4 and Indicator Page 132 as:

No accurate assessment of local need exists and is counter to Table 2a and 2.1 of the Guidance Note

The UDP requirement is based upon an inaccurate assessment of need and misjudged interpretation of that need. The assessment and interpretation exaggerate need.

The targets identified in the UDP do not appear to be clearly justified by assessments of housing need, and is contrary to Circular 6/98

The targets are unclear, apply standardized ‘global’ formulae and are not related to local circumstances and are contrary to Circulars 1/97 and 6/98.

It would appear that little regard has been taken of the supply of affordable housing within the plan period

The policies seek to promote socially rented housing rather than all forms of tenure contrary to Circular 6/98.

