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1.     INTRODUCTION
1.1 The House Builders Federation (HBF) 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 approximately 85% of new homes in England and Wales every year. 

1.2 This statement is submitted on behalf of the House Builders Federation by Paul Cronk, BA (Hons), Dip TP, MRTPI who is the HBF’s Regional Planner for the Eastern and East Midlands Regions. It’s aim is to inform both the local plan inquiry inspector and the debate at the round table session on housing land release to be held between 30th June - 1st July 2004. 

2.      THE REQUIREMENT FOR AT LEAST 10 YEARS HOUSING LAND SUPPLY

2.1    The existing adopted Local Plan & Structure Plans only run until the period to 2006. Alteration No. 3 is envisaged as running to 2009. The Local Plan Alteration Inquiry is occurring in 2004, and it is assumed that the Local Plan will be adopted sometime during 2005 by which time the Plan period will be rapidly approaching its end. Consequently, there is a need for the proposals to avoid being very much a short-term fix, lacking in long-term strategic guidance. Particularly given that a LDF is likely to be several years away.

2.2    The Draft Alterations should seek to be in conformity with the requirement for Local Plans to identify at least 10 years housing land supply as stated by the Minister of State for Housing and Planning, Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (Mr Keith Hill) on 17 July 2003.

2.3    The Communities Plan sets out the Government's vision for sustainable communities where everyone has the opportunity to be decently housed, in a prosperous community, with a good quality of life. The Statement concerns the planning system's role in providing sufficient, and better designed, homes to meet the variety of housing needs in England and clarifies aspects of the Government's policy for planning new housing set out in Planning Policy Guidance Note 3 (PPG3). Together with the measures in Budget 2003 which it complemented, it is an important part of the process to enhance the flexibility of our housing market and planning system, and thereby help secure the changes which are required to meet the tests for membership of the Euro zone.  The intention is to remove barriers to delivering the housing needed in our communities and ensure the planning system is not a brake on an adequate and continuing supply of sites for housing in sustainable locations.  

2.4     The Minister stated that Local authorities should:

· enable the provision of sufficient new homes in the right place at the right time and avoid arbitrarily phasing new housing development; 

· provide for at least ten years potential supply of housing from the adoption date of the Plan (my emphasis);

· put unneeded employment sites back into use through actively considering residential development;

· promote sustainable residential environments;

· be flexible on car parking requirements;

· improve the contribution development makes to securing affordable homes and ensure the size and type of housing better matches the need;

· take responsibility locally for delivery.

. 

2.5    The Statement added that “the planning system must enable the provision of new homes in the right place and at the right time, whether through new development or the conversion of existing buildings. This is important not only to ensure that everyone has the opportunity of a decent home but also to avoid constraining economic growth and the delivery of quality public services”. 

2.6     “Achieving a better balance between housing availability and the demand for housing is a key priority for this Government. Regional planning bodies should maintain an up-to-date understanding of the likely housing requirements of their areas, and have regard to Government policy to reduce volatility in the housing market and promote macro-economic stability as part of delivering sustainable development. Regional planning bodies should prepare regional planning guidance, and local planning authorities prepare plans, with the aim of providing sufficient housing opportunities to meet the likely housing requirements of their areas. And in doing so, there should be a choice of sites which are both suitable and available for house building”

  Removing barriers: planning for at least ten years potential supply of housing 

2.7    “Paragraph 28 of PPG3 requires local and unitary development plans to identify sites for housing and buildings for conversion and re-use sufficient to meet housing requirements, after making an allowance for windfalls, and manage the release of land over the plan period.  The duration of a plan should be for a period of 10 years from the plan's forecast adoption date.  This means plans should make provision for at least ten years' potential supply of housing” (my emphasis). It is quite evident that the Revised Deposit Draft Braintree District Local Plan does not accord with this requirement.
2.8    In addition the Ministerial Statement reiterated “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 (my emphasis). This does not mean 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. Identifying sites on the proposals map allows allocations to be drawn on expeditiously if the monitoring required by PPG3 demonstrates that windfalls are not being realised as anticipated.  If windfalls are being realised as anticipated not all of the sites allocated on the proposals map (which in aggregate provide sufficient capacity to accommodate the first five years or so of housing development) will be needed during the plan's first five years.  Managing their release through phasing allows the timely release of sites in support of sustainable development. The aim is to avoid disruption to housing supply, without undermining a plan-led approach to implementing the site search and allocation sequence set out in PPG3”.

2.9    Given that the Plan will not be adopted until 2005 at the earliest, and that the proposed expiry date for the Plan is 2009, it will not be in a position to comply with the requirement to identify 5 years available housing supply on the Proposals Map. Instead, it will be a largely historical document identifying where development is, or already has, taken place. 

2.10 Therefore, the HBF is suggesting that the Plan should seek to make appropriate housing provision for the period up to 2016, which would accord with the Replacement Structure Plan period.

3.   Policy H4/1– Housing Land Release
3.1 Paragraph 3.19 shows that by 2009 there will be a housing shortfall of 525 dwellings by 2009 if the Replacement Structure Plan housing figure (as proposed to be modified), is adopted. This is a significant housing requirement figure.

3.2 Given the overall reliance of the Plan on monitoring housing delivery it is surprising that there is not more information on the actual mechanics of monitoring and how these will be used to ensure the delivery of sufficient housing supply, contained within the policy or its supporting text. Nor is the short amount of text on the subject in paragraphs 4.15 and 4.16 particularly illuminating upon the actual mechanics of how monitoring will be undertaken and implemented, and then used to ensure sufficient sites are on stream for when they are needed. This would seem to be a major weakness.

3.3  In our view the plan must contain a PMM policy supported by explanatory memorandum that sets out:

· The need to achieve the housing provision required;

· The need to adopt a sequential approach to the identification and allocation of sites for residential development. It should explain that the sequential approach will firstly focus development on previously developed land and land within urban areas and will then move outwards as explained in paragraph 30 of PPG3. This should recognise the requirement to focus on PDL except where this is inappropriate for the reasons set out in paragraph 31 of PPG3 and should fully recognise the role that greenfield sites can play in meeting overall housing requirements;

· A monitoring regime which explains the need to undertake, publish and widely consult on the results of annual monitoring; and

· A process for the results of that monitoring to be used to allow the release of sites where the results of monitoring show annualised housing requirements are not, or will shortly not, be met.

3.4  Insufficient information is provided in paragraph 4.16 as to the Council’s proposed sites assessment matrix, or how it will operate. The HBF welcomes reference to the fact that regard will also be had to the implications of development lead times and build rates. It sees these as crucial matters as development is not a tap that can be easily switched on and off in order to readily increase or decrease supply. Developments can extend over very long timescales even when they are not of a major size due to a wide number of factors.     

3.5  With regard to sites with planning permission, it is important that if these fail to come forward (as some inevitably will not) other alternative provision is made in order to meet the overall housing requirement.

3.6    Paragraph 3.19 shows that by 2009 there will be a housing shortfall of 525 dwellings by 2009 if the Replacement Structure Plan housing figure (as proposed to be modified), is adopted. This is a significant housing requirement figure.

3.7    The HBF reiterates that with regard to the ‘predicted completions’ figure in relation to sites with planning permission, it is important that if these fail to come forward (as some inevitably will not) other alternative provision is made in order to meet the overall housing requirement.

3.8    The details of the Policy fail to clearly show how a sequential release will operate in practice, particularly with regard to sites falling within the same development category within the sequential test. How will such a process be undertaken, and how open will it be in terms of public accountability and fairness?

3.10 The term “other appropriate land” in categories (c) and (e) needs more detailed explanation in terms of its implementation. Policy 1 (b) of RPG8 refers to ‘other suitable locations within urban areas not identified as land to be protected for amenity purposes’. The first paragraph of the policy refers to “..a sequential approach to the selection of land for development should be adopted in development plans in accordance with the following priority order…”. However, the HBF does not consider that the text is demanding that such sites take precedence over Plan allocations. Instead, it believes that it is explaining the sequential approach in terms of local plans choosing which sites to allocate (rather than for use in deciding which sites to effectively de-allocate).

4.    LOSSES

4.1   It is not evident whether the housing supply requirement figures have subtracted an appropriate number in respect of demolitions and losses to other uses that will occur in the District over the Plan life scale. If not, a suitable allowance has to be made for the whole Plan period. 

5.    PLAN, MONITOR, MANAGE & PHASING

5.1  PTD requires whatever approach to be used to implement PMM to be based on realistic assumptions and to be transparent and based on clear policies set out in the local plan rather than an arbitrary process. Those policies should be accompanied by an explanation of how the managed release of sites will be achieved. The aim being to deliver in sustainable locations sufficient housing to meet housing requirements. In addition, paragraph 34 of PPG3 states that ‘it is essential that the operation of the development process is not prejudiced by unreal expectations of the developability of particular sites…’.

5.2  It must be understood that given the complexities of Brownfield development, the rate of its development is often subject to a number of factors, including availability of sites, ownership, assembly, clearance and site preparation, local demand and funding. As a consequence of which, the development of Brownfield sites is often slow and sometimes not completed until towards the end of plan periods.

5.3   It is imperative that Authorities consider constraints that in effect reduce the potential for land allocations to meet housing requirements and as such release sufficient sites so as to achieve an adequate and continuous supply of land for residential development. 

5.4  Given the overall reliance of the Plan on monitoring housing delivery it is surprising that there is not more detailed information contained within it explaining how annual monitoring will be used in order to implement the policy. Nor is the short amount of text on the subject particularly illuminating upon the actual mechanics of how monitoring will be undertaken and implemented. This would seem to be a major weakness in the Plan.

5.5 At the end of TTP (page 34) it is stated that the best way to check the robustness of the final capacity figure identified is to compare what is proposed in the study with recent development activity (i.e. a comparison with past rates). While it is right that capacity studies should be constrained by past development activity, there needs to be a demonstrable link between past activity and identified capacity as a test of reasonableness of the latter.

5.6 It is our view that the plan is crying out for a policy that explains precisely what specific actions the Authority would take if completions fall or PDL does not come forward at the required rate. Yet this is absent from the Plan. Policy H4/1just talks generally about annual monitoring.

5.7  In our view the plan must contain a PMM policy supported by explanatory text which promotes:

· The need to achieve the housing provision set out in Policy H4/1;

· The need to adopt a sequential approach to the identification and allocation of sites for residential development. It should explain that the sequential approach will firstly focus development on previously developed land and land within urban areas and will then move outwards as explained in paragraph 30 of PPG3. This should recognise the requirement to focus on PDL except where this is inappropriate for the reasons set out in paragraph 31 of PPG3 and should fully recognise the role that greenfield sites can play in meeting housing requirements;

· A monitoring regime which explains the need to undertake, publish and consult on the results of annual monitoring; and

5.8  A process for the results of that monitoring to be used to allow the release of sites where the results of monitoring show annualised housing requirements are not being met.    
6.
HOUSING TECHNICAL PAPER
6.1  The HBF has only had time for a brief glimpse of the Council’s latest paper containing background information on housing requirements. However, it would draw attention to the following matters:

6.2    The final paragraph of the paper refers to the fact that “..this exercise reinforces the findings based on annual development rates that there is likely to be, based on current information, a shortfall in housing provision at some point during 2006/07 (with the exception of the figures used in the Deposited RSP). However, making an allowance for possible lead times it is likely that there would be a need to consider granting planning permission for development at some date prior to 2006/07”. 

6.3 The HBF cannot over-emphasise the importance of the need to take full account of the long lead-up times necessary for many sites, particularly when infrastructure provision and/or site decontamination are required. It can be a very long time indeed from the date that planning permission is granted, to the completion of units on site. This will often involve outline and detailed planning applications, and usually S.106 Agreements. The time-period for the latter in particular often take many months, and in some cases, in excess of 12 – l8 months.

6.4    Continuation of housing supply is highly important and needs to be maintained. Planning to Deliver advises that care should be taken to avoid interruptions to land supply. The policy needs to be capable of now enabling sites to come forward for development, and therefore dwellings to be completed, so as to ensure that shortfall or interruption in housing supply occurs in 2006.  

6.5    It is vital that any build rate assumptions are realistic and take full and proper account of site conditions.

6.6  The Urban Capacity Study discussed at the EiP previously identified potential development sites. However, it does not seem that the predicted numbers of dwellings emanating from these has actually come forward (22 dwellings as opposed to an assumed rate of about 40 dwellings per annum). It is acknowledged that other sites both within, and outside of, the UCS study area have come forward instead. However, it should not be assumed that this situation will continue into the future. This is especially true of those located outside of the UCS study area. Therefore, it is important that UCS assumptions are fully monitored, and actions taken if necessary in order to rectify any potential supply deficiencies.

7.      The Barker Report

7.1    The recently published Barker Report, the findings of which the Government has broadly welcomed, is highly pertinent. It emphasises the economic importance of housing provision in ensuring that the wider economy can prosper. It also calls for a step-change in housing delivery rates in order that housing supply better matches housing demand.
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