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1. The overall provision of land for housing

a. Is the housing provision target appropriate and consistent with the figures set out in the latest RPG11, the Regional Housing Strategy, national policy in PPG3, the Council’s Community Strategy and its strategy of promoting sustainable development?

Regional Planning Guidance for the West Midlands

1.1
Regional Planning Guidance for the West Midlands (RPG 11) (April 1998) provides the framework for the Solihull Unitary Development Plan 2001 to 2011. RPG sets out the requirement to accommodate 10,100 additional dwellings (including replacements and conversions) between April 1991 and March 2011 within Solihull (a balance of 4,300 dwellings between 2001 and 2011)

1.2
A review is being undertaken of Regional Planning Guidance and the Secretary of State’s proposed changes have been the subject of recent consultation. It is important that any examination of the Solihull Unitary Development Plan should be in the context of the current statutory planning framework. It is not appropriate to consider the implications of the emerging RPG on housing provision in Solihull in the period up to 2011. 

Regional Housing Strategy

1.3
The Regional Housing Strategy has been prepared in the context of emerging RPG. It contains the figures contained in the WM RPG Panel Report (October 2002). Table 1 in the Strategy indicates that for Solihull the average dwellings per annum for the period 2001 to 2011 is 400 and for the period 2011 to 2021 it is 470.

b. 
Are the housing land supply assumptions realistic, accurate and achievable, with no double counting or over-estimation of the various sources of housing land supply, including:

i Housing commitments (houses built, under construction and with planning permission);

Completions

1.4
Table 1 in the Background Paper on Housing sets out the position regarding completions between April 2001 and September 2003. This indicates that 1,340 dwellings were completed during this period. The HBF sees no reason to dispute this figure and it is accepted as a statement of fact.

Under construction

1.5
Table 1 also provides information on the number of dwellings that were under construction at 1 October 2003 (395) which is accepted.

Dwellings with planning permission

1.6
Table 1 indicates that at 1 October 2003 there were 2,126 dwellings with planning permission. Whilst this figure is not disputed, it is considered that a proportion of these may not be implemented.

ii Previously designated strategic housing sites

1.7
There are nine sites from the adopted UDP which have been carried forward into the Revised Deposit UDP. Seven of these sites have either been completed or are under construction. The other two sites have outline planning permission. I therefore consider that it is likely that these sites will be completed before 2011.

iii New strategic housing sites

1.8
Table 3 in the Housing Background Paper provides details of the five new Strategic sites. The Former British Gas Site and the Transco site have outline planning permission and Solihull College has full planning permission. It is therefore likely that these sites will be developed in the period up to 2011. It is not appropriate for the HBF to comment on the deliverability of the other sites listed in the Table.

iv Windfall sites

1.9
Paragraph 6.23 of the Housing Background Paper indicates that that the windfall allowance is based on past trends in windfalls coming forward for development on previously developed land and on the likely future potential assessed by the Urban Capacity Study.

1.10
The Urban Capacity Study includes an assessment of the likelihood of sites coming forward for development in the period up to 2011. Category 1 sites are those where there is considered to be a high degree of certainty that the discounted capacity will be delivered during the Plan period and the capacity of these sites is 1019. Category 2 sites are considered to have potential for residential development but there is currently uncertainty about deliverability in the Plan period and the discounted capacity of these sites is 733. Category 3 sites are considered to have limited potential for residential development and no capacity is likely to be realised during the Plan period.

1.11
The category 2 sites have been incorporated within the windfall allowance. Of the 19 sites in this category, 17 sites are “large sites” i.e. sites that are expected to yield 10 dwellings or more. Only 2 sites (Site nos. 09 and 37) which together are expected to yield 11 dwellings are “small site” windfalls. Consequently the contention that he likely level of windfalls in the future being higher than past trends is based upon a high proportion of large sites in category 2 coming forward although these are identified as sites where deliverability in the Plan period is uncertain.

1.12
There are two significant factors that could affect windfall delivery in the future. The first is the proposed increase in the proportion of affordable housing being sought and the reduction in site size thresholds which could make some sites unviable for residential development. The second is the increasing concern about the replacement of family houses with higher density development and the effect this will have on the character of existing areas of low density housing.

1.13
In conclusion, there is little evidence to support the conclusion in paragraph 5.5 of the UCS that likely windfall provision in the future will be 170 to 180 dwellings per annum. It is contended that the windfall completion rates will either be similar to those in the past i.e. 150 dwellings per annum or may start to fall as sites become less viable.

v Demolitions and replacement rates

1.14
In 2000/01 22 dwellings were demolished and between 2001 and 2003 there were a further 38 dwellings demolished. Emerging RPG assumes a demolition rate of 10 dwellings per annum. It is contended that in view of recent trends and the likelihood of this continuing in the future, the assumption that 20 dwellings per annum will be demolished as contained in the adopted RPG is more appropriate.

vi Density and phasing considerations

1.15
The HBF supports the deletion of Policy H7. The majority of the sites in the UDP have planning permission therefore a phasing policy is inappropriate and unnecessary to control the release of land up to 2011. 

1.16
However, there will be a need to allocate sites which are currently identified to meet longer term needs to ensure that sufficient housing is delivered in period 2011 to 2016 to accord with the advice in PPG12 paragraph 6.8 and Keith Hill’s statement last July regarding the duration of Plans which “should be for 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.”

vii Brownfield v Greenfield land and the application of the sequential site-selection process?

1.17
A significant proportion of housing has been allocated on brownfield sites and the Plan therefore maximises the use of previously developed land during the Plan period.

c.
Is there a need for a flexibility allowance to compensate for sites which may not be developed within the plan period or may be developed at a reduced capacity?

1.18
Given the increased uncertainty attached to previously developed sites, and the increased potential for difficulties and delays to occur in developing such sites, there should be sufficient flexibility in housing land supply to take account of such uncertainties. For the RPG requirement to be constructed in full within the plan period, an allowance must be made for factors that may affect the delivery of sites as anticipated. (see Section 5 in Appendix 3)

1.19
There were a number of sites allocated in the previous UDP which did not come forward within the Plan period that were expected to be completed by April 2001. This was also the case in Worcester City where the Inspector accepted that there was a need for a 10% non-implementation allowance on brownfield sites. He 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…”. 
1.20
The Council suggests that the Plan, Monitor, Manage approach to housing land supply removes the need for any specific flexibility allowance. However, there should be sufficient certainty in the Plan at the outset that there is a sufficient supply of housing land to meet the RPG requirement. It is noted that the housing land supply exceeds the requirement by up to 28% and that as a consequence, there is some flexibility built into the Plan. However, as stated above the duration of the Plan should be 10 years from adoption. 

d.
Should additional housing sites be designated in order to make adequate housing provision over the Plan period?

1.21
If it is accepted that the Plan should cover the period up to 2016, there will be a need to allocate additional housing sites. (See response to Question 1b(vi))

e.
 Does the proposed provision take sufficient account of the local housing market, the Urban Capacity Study and Housing Needs Survey, the Council’s Housing Strategy and the latest regional monitoring report?

1.22
The Housing Needs Survey concluded that there was a need for 631 affordable dwellings per year. Thus the need for affordable housing substantially exceeds the total annual housing requirement. The housing market in Solihull is extremely buoyant and it is an area where demand for private housing is high. It is noted that the Council is seeking to increase the provision of affordable housing. A direct consequence is the supply of new private dwellings will reduce which will contribute to further house price increases, making owner occupation even less affordable for FTBs.

1.23
It is imperative that there is a steady flow of completions throughout the Plan period to avoid the supply of land “drying up”. In view of the amount of housing which has planning permission, there is the potential for the majority of these to be completed well before 2011. There has to be sufficient flexibility built in to the Plan to address this issue when it arises.

2. The provision of long-term housing land

a. Has an appropriate amount of housing land been safeguarded to meet longer term needs, having regard to likely future housing requirements, Green Belt and other development constraints, the emerging RPG11 RSS and other relevant considerations?

2.1
Table 3 identifies 76.8 hectares of land which is being safeguarded to meet long-term housing requirements. Assuming that the yield from these sites will be at least 2,300 dwellings (based on a minimum density of 30 dph) these sites provide about 7 years supply of housing land. I have assumed that the level of windfalls will continue to contribute 150 dwellings per annum and that the residual requirement will therefore be 320 dwellings per annum.

b. Should the Plan enable long term housing sites to be released for development if there are signs that the RPG Housing Provision target will not be met?

2.2
If it is accepted that the UDP should cover the period up to 2016 there should be provision in the Plan to enable suitable long term housing sites to be brought forward to address any drying up of housing land supply in the period up to 2011. It is suggested that some of the sites in Table 3 should be allocated to meet this requirement if necessary.

2.3
There is also a need to allocate sites which could be brought forward between 2011 and 2016 to meet the RPG requirement. Although it is stated in Policy H2 that the identification of land to meet longer term housing requirements will be determined through reviews of the UDP and through PMM, it is considered that there should be greater certainty built in to the UDP at this stage to ensure that an adequate supply of land is maintained over the ten years from the adoption of the Plan.
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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

1.0
PPG3

1.1
PPG 3 provides the framework for planning for future housing. It states clearly “the government intends that everybody should have the opportunity of a decent home” (paragraph 1). It emphasises that “new homes are provided in the right place at the right time…the aim should be to provide a choice of sites which are both suitable and available for house building” (paragraph 3).

1.2
PPG3 paragraph 34 states “sufficient sites should be shown on the plan’s proposals map to accommodate at least the first five years (or the first two phases) of housing development in the plan.”

1.3
In his statement on 17 July 2003, Keith Hill made it clear that “This does not mean plans should only have a five 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.”

1.4
Consequently, the five year land supply should not include potential windfalls. The requirement in PPG3 is that at least five years supply of land should be available at the time of the adoption of the Plan.

1.5
Keith Hill also indicated, “The duration of a plan should be for 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.”

2.0
Regional Planning Guidance

2.1
Regional Planning Guidance for the West Midlands (RPG 11) (April 1998) provides the framework for the Solihull Unitary Development Plan 2001 to 2011. The main points relating to Solihull are:

· The requirement to accommodate 10.100 additional dwellings (including replacements and conversions) between April 1991 and March 2011 within Solihull (a balance of 4,300 dwellings between 2001 and 2011)

· In the Birmingham/Solihull sub region development should be accommodated, as far as possible, within the existing built up area.

·  Where housing needs cannot be met in central locations, they should be located where they can be well served by rail or other public transport and are near other community facilities.

2.2
A review is being undertaken of Regional Planning Guidance and the Secretary of State’s proposed changes have been the subject of recent consultation. It is important that any examination of the Solihull Unitary Development Plan should be in the context of the current statutory planning framework. It is not appropriate to consider the implications of the emerging RPG on housing provision in Solihull in the period up to 2011. 

3.0
Solihull Unitary Development Plan 2001-2011 Revised Deposit Draft

3.1
Table 1 in the Council’s Housing Background Paper sets out how the Council proposes to make provision to meet the emerging RPG housing requirement of 4,000 dwellings between 2001 and 2011.

3.2
1,340 dwellings were completed between April and September 2003, leaving a residual figure of 2,660 to be met through planning permissions, windfalls and allocations. The Plan makes provision for 215 dwellings to be built on previously designated Strategic sites and New Strategic sites.

APPENDIX 3

HOUSING LAND SUPPLY

1.0
Introduction

1.1
The component elements of land supply in meeting the adopted RPG requirement for 10,100 dwellings between 1991 and 2011 are completions between 1 April 1991 and 30 September 2003, dwellings with planning permission, allocations and a windfall allowance. The components of housing land supply are considered in turn below.

2.0
Completions (b)

2.1
Table 1 in the Background Paper on Housing sets out the position regarding completions between April 2001 and September 2003. This indicates that 1,340 dwellings were completed during this period. The HBF sees no reason to dispute this figure and it is accepted as a statement of fact.

2.2
It should also be noted that between 1 April 1991 and 30 September 2003 7,139 dwellings were completed.

3.0
Dwellings with Planning Permission (e) and Under Construction (d)

3.1
Table 1 indicates that at 1 October 2003 there were 2,126 dwellings with planning permission. Whilst this figure is not disputed, it is considered that a proportion of these may not be implemented. Table 1 also provides information on the number of dwellings that were under construction at 1 October 2003 (395) which is accepted.

3.2
Applying a 10% non-implementation allowance to the units with planning permission not yet started (2,126) gives a figure of 1,913. If this is added to the number of units under construction (395) this gives a total for commitments of 2,308.

4.0
Allocated sites (g), (h)

4.1
Table 1 also indicates that the capacity of previously designated strategic sites which do not have planning permission is 75 and the capacity of new strategic sites which do not have planning permission is 140. Thus the total number of dwellings expected from allocations is 215.

5.0
 Non-implementation

5.1
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 provide 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, and as such a similar allowance for more difficult to develop previously developed sites, would seem insufficient.

5.2
Whilst 10% may be an appropriate allowance for sites with planning permission, regard should be had to the inherent problems likely to be experienced in developing previously developed sites. 

5.3
The need for a non-implementation allowance for brownfield sites is widely acknowledged, however the level at which such an allowance is applied is questionable. Traditionally the 10% allowance has been attributed to sources of supply in accordance with the Tym report in 1991. Since 1991, planning policy has changed substantially, encouraging the use of previously developed sites.

5.4
Applying an allowance to previously developed sites, which is based upon a level of non implementation experienced on greenfield sites is inappropriate, if the strategic requirement is to be constructed within the plan period. 

5.5
In 1986 the Inner Cities Commission were charged with identifying brownfield sites which had development potential for housing. The Commission identified 56 such sites. The Civic Trust – 12 years on – was commissioned to examine the progress of these 56 sites identified by the Commission. The findings of the study provided some interesting data. It found that 54% of sites had been developed for housing, 17% had been developed for other uses, and 28% had still not been developed.
5.6
The study found that factors such as poor ground conditions, retention of sites by landowners, poor location, poor market conditions, lack of political consensus and competing land uses were all major factors that contributed significantly to the delays being incurred in bring the sites forward for development as anticipated.

5.7
Both the Tym research, and the work undertaken by the Civic Trust demonstrates the importance of ensuring the availability and suitability of sites for housing, for delay and difficulties in the process, and the resultant implications for the likelihood of non-implementation. 

5.8
A wide range of factors affect the likelihood of delivering sites. Principally, full regard should be had to the potential availability and deliverability of sites. The Table below identities 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 capacity & 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 realise potential
	Local market

Land values

Market demands

Investment patterns


5.9
Given the increased uncertainty attached to previously developed sites, and the increased potential for difficulties and delays to occur in developing such sites, sufficient scope should be provided within the housing land supply to take account of such uncertainties. For the strategic requirement to be constructed in full within the plan period, an allowance must be made of problems or uncertainties that may affect the delivery of sites as anticipated. 

5.10
Not only will ownership and marketability issues limit development potential but the delays experienced by the planning system will impede the promotion of sites through the planning process. It is for such reasons that the level at which non-implementation is applied needs to be flexible. The Civic Trust work identified that a total of 45% of all previously developed sites, had not been developed for housing after 12 years. It is clear that a non-implementation rates is essential, especially given the increased policy emphasis on previously developed sites. The findings of the Civic Trust Research demonstrate that a figure greater than 10% may often need to be applied.

5.11
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…” 

5.12
Consequently, the figure for allocated sites should be reduced by 10% from 215 to 194.

6.0
Windfall allowance (f)

6.1
Table 1 indicates that between 1 April 2001 and March 2011 between 1,500 and 1,596 dwellings will be completed on windfall sites. Of those, 172 have been completed between 1 April 2001 and 30 September 2003, 204 were under construction at 1 October 2001, and 532 had planning permission. The Council anticipates between 592 and 688 dwellings being completed on windfall sites.

6.2
The Council suggests in paragraph 6.24 of the Background Paper that the windfall assumption of 150 dwellings per year to be cautious as a result of the findings of the UCS which concluded that a yield of 170-180 dwellings per year could be expected.

6.3
The Urban Capacity Study includes an assessment of the likelihood of sites coming forward for development in the period up to 2011. Category 1 sites are those where there is considered to be a high degree of certainty that the discounted capacity will be delivered during the Plan period and the capacity of these sites is 1019. Category 2 sites are considered to have potential for residential development but there is currently uncertainty about deliverability in the Plan period and the discounted capacity of these sites is 733. Category 3 sites are considered to have limited potential for residential development and no capacity is likely to be realised during the Plan period.

6.4
The category 2 sites have been incorporated within the windfall allowance. Of the 19 sites in this category, 17 sites are “large sites” i.e. sites that are expected to yield 10 dwellings or more. Only 2 sites (Site nos. 09 and 37) which together are expected to yield 11 dwellings are “small site” windfalls. Consequently the contention that he likely level of windfalls in the future being higher than past trends is based upon a high proportion of large sites in category 2 coming forward although these are identified as sites where deliverability in the Plan period is uncertain.

6.5
There is little evidence to support the conclusion in paragraph 5.5 of the UCS that likely windfall provision in the future will be 170 to 180 dwellings per annum. It is contended that the windfall completion rates will be similar to those in the past i.e. 150 dwellings per annum.

7.0
HBF Assessment Of Housing Supply Over The Plan Period

7.1
Table 1 sets out the House Builders Federation’s position concerning the housing land supply position for Solihull MBC.

Table 1 – Housing Supply

	
	House Builders Federation

1991-2011
	House Builders Federation

2011-2016

	(a) RPG Requirement


	10,100
	2,350

	(b) Completions 1 April 1991 to 30 September 2003


	7,139
	

	(c) Residual requirement 1.10.2003 to 31.3.11 (a) – (b)
	2,961
	

	(d) Dwellings under construction at 1.10.03
	395
	

	(e) Dwellings with planning permission not yet started at 1.10.03
	2,126 – 10% = 1913
	

	(f) Windfall allowance 1.10.03 to 31.3.11
	592-688
	750

	(g) Previously designated Strategic Sites
	75 - 10% = 68
	

	(h) New Strategic Sites
	140 – 10% = 126
	1600 + 10% = 1,760

	(i) Total supply 1.10.03 to 31.3.11 (d)+(e)+(f)+(g)+(h)
	3,094
	2,510

	Surplus
	133
	160


8.0
Five year land supply

8.1
A five year supply of housing land equates to 1,975 dwellings (10,100 – 7139 = 2961 - 7.5 years = 395 x 5). At 1 October 2003 the Plan made provision for 2,502 dwellings (1,913 with planning permission, 395 dwellings under construction and 194 on allocated sites). This represents 6.3 years supply.

8.2
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.”

8.3
By the time the Plan is adopted on say 1 April 2006 (i.e. 2.5 years from 1 October 2003), a further 988 dwellings will have been completed thereby reducing the land supply to 1,514 or 3.8 years. The Plan should show sufficient sites on the proposals map at the time the plan is adopted to accommodate at least 1,975 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.

APPENDIX 4

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

1380/42/ H1

Policy H1, Policy H2, Paragraph 3.1.1-3.1.15 and Tables 1 and 2

The HBF objects to Policies H1, H2, paragraph 3.1.1-3.1.5 and Tables 1 and 2 as it is not considered that sufficient scope is provided to achieve the regional housing requirement. The HBF objects to the land supply position as identified by the Council as it is considered that the Council has not identified sufficient land to ensure that the strategic requirement can be achieved by 2011.

The HBF considers that the findings and assumptions made within the urban capacity study (UCS) need to be available to enable the detailed scrutiny of the sites and urban capacity study assumptions. The HBF questions the discounting approach taken within the urban capacity study and the level of robustness of the figures as a result.

Inadequate regard has been taken to the likelihood for non-implementation and as such the land supply proposed by the Council is likely to fall short of that identified by the RPG as some sites may not be delivered in whole or part within the plan period.

Having taken appropriate regard to the likelihood for non-implementation and the potential uncertainties associated with the capacity, the HBF considers that significant shortfall exists within the Council’s current land supply position.

The HBF questions the validity of the objective for brownfield delivery given that the findings of the urban capacity study have not been identified. The HBF therefore considers that greater evidence is required to demonstrate that the target is both sustainable and realistic within the plan area. It is also unclear whether the UCS has been undertaken in accordance with Tapping the Potential. Greater detail is necessary within the plan to enable greater scrutiny.

The HBF also questions how the Council seeks to rational potential conflicts between local plan policies that seek to restrict/protect the loss of community facilities, employment and open space uses, and the objectives of the urban capacity assumptions to secure residential development on such sites. This matter needs to be rationalised through the windfall assumptions.

1380/179/R/Para 3.1.4 – Rev 3/13

It is not clear whether the Council has taken into account the need to “enhance local distinctiveness” when considering the potential of sites identified in the Urban Capacity Study. It this has not been adequately taken into account, the yield from these sites may be less than originally anticipated.

1380/180/R/Para 3.1.3 – Rev 3/9

It is not clear which of the Sites in Table 2 contribute to the 770 and the Plan should list these separately. It is also unclear why the figure given in Policy H1 (ii) (640) is not the same as the figure in (c) New Sites – Brownfield (770) as in both cases there is reference to “strategic sites”.

1380/181/R/Para 3.1.3 – Rev 3/7

It is not clear why the figure in (a) Land Previously Designated and Approved (1,895) is not the same as the figure in Policy H1 (ii) (1,942).

1380/182/R/Para 3.1.2 – Rev 3/5

Although an Urban Capacity Study has been carried out and was approved by the Council in October 2001, this does not appear to have been the subject of public consultation and the development industry has had no opportunity to scrutinise the methodology or the findings.

1380/184/R/Para 3.1.1 – Rev 3/4

Since the First Deposit Plan, the time period over which the housing land supply has been calculated has changed from 1991-2011 to 2001-2011.

It is not clear in paragraph 3.1.1 whether the UDP housing figures are based on the existing West Midlands RPG or the RPG review. This is particularly important as the review of RPG is well advanced and the Secretary of State’s decision is expected shortly.

1380/185/R/Para 3.1.3 – Rev 3/3

It cannot be assumed that all dwellings with planning permission or previously committed at 1 April 2001 will be completed as set out in (i) of Policy H1. The figure of 1,942 should be reduced to take account of non-implementation of permissions.

Similarly, the strategic housing sites will not necessarily be developed in their entirety.

The HBF considers that the land supply contributions achieved through existing commitments and housing allocations should contain a non-implementation allowance. It is essential that due regard is had to the possibility that sites may not be in their entirety within the plan period.

In order to ensure that the strategic housing target is achieved it is necessary to provide a non-implementation allowance for virtually all forms of land supply within the housing provision requirement. This should reflect the circumstances of the area and the tendency for planning permissions not to be completed in their entirety within the plan period.

Planning permissions may lapse, they may not be renewed, sites may gain planning permission for alternative uses, delays and obstruction may also prevent developments being implemented in full during the Plan period.

It cannot be guaranteed that the strategic requirement can be met in full within adequate consideration of the possibility of non-implementation. In calculating a non-implementation allowance, regard should be had to the conclusions of the DoE Planning and Research Programme, Housing Land Availability, which recommended a discount of about 10%.
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