Mr A B Northcote

Principal Planner – Forward Planning

Local Plan Review

West Lindsey District Council 

26 Spital Terrace

Gainsborough

Lincolnshire DN21 2HG

12th October 2004

Dear Mr Northcote

WEST LINDSEY LOCAL PLAN FIRST REVIEW – REVISED DEPOSIT DRAFT 

Thank you for giving the HBF opportunity to comment on the above mentioned document. 

Please find further written representations attached. I look forward to the acknowledgment of these comments in due course.

Yours sincerely

Paul Cronk

HBF Regional Planner

Enc.

Objective 15 (ii), Page 16                                                                       Object 

The HBF would like to object to the following addition to the objective: 

· To adopt a sequential approach to development and the allocation of land with the prioritisation of the use of land with the prioritisation of the use of previously developed land in order to prevent the development of Greenfield sites.

The HBF considers that the change is not in accordance with Government policy, which is indeed to encourage brownfield sites, but it is not to prevent greenfield sites from ever coming forward. It is, instead, to give priority to brownfield sites, and not to support Greenfield provision where this would hinder the release of such brownfield sites. National policy accepts that in all likelihood a mix of greenfield and brownfield sites appropriate to local circumstances will be necessary.  

Policy STRAT 1 Development Requiring Planning Permission         Object 

The HBF would like to object to the following addition to criterion (xii): 

· Avoiding utilising land subject to flood risk.

The HBF considers that the addition is poorly worded, and not in accordance with PPG25.

Government policy in PPG25 promotes the careful evaluation of flood risk, it also considers very carefully the issue of flood defences that can be provided in order to overcome potential flood risk problems.

As presently worded, the text taken at face value would in all likelihood prevent many brownfield sites from coming forward as they are subject to a flood risk of some kind. PPG25 only seeks to prevent development occurring in those areas that are considered to be at the very worst risk of flooding, and where appropriate flood mitigation measures are not possible.

Policy STRAT 2 & paras. A18 to A39 – Residential Allocations        Object 

It is not possible for the HBF to comment in detail on the Council’s summary of housing provision for the period 2001-2016 without very carefully examining the Council’s latest Residential Land Availability and its Urban Capacity Study, in order to assess the realistic nature of whether identified brownfield sites are likely to come forward to meet the housing supply requirement. In addition to the comments submitted at the 1st Deposit Draft stage, the HBF would also make the following additional:

It is not evident from the figures set out whether the housing land supply estimate has taken full account of discounts necessary for matters such as demolitions and losses to other uses, but in particular, in the context of the various sources of land supply identified within the Urban Capacity Study. Appropriate discounting in respect of the various categories being crucial at this stage. Nor is it evident to the extent that the development industry and landowners have been involved in ascertaining the likelihood of site viability and development within the Plan period.

Paragraph A29 states that category 4 (vacant/derelict land and buildings) sites have been excluded from the UCS calculations. However, it is unclear if other sites or sources of housing supply identified in the UCS that have actually been granted planning permission (or indeed built) since being identified in the UCS, have been excluded from the total calculation. 

It is stated in A33 that the windfall allowance is considerably below that achieved over the last few years, however, it is then said that until now the windfall allowance included greenfield provision (contrary to Government guidance). Therefore, the precise justification for the actual allowance appears uncertain. 

The Council states that it has instigated a joint Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. It is also unclear as to what discounting has been made in relation to sites that may be at serious risk of flooding, that might as a consequence be then unviable to develop.

Given inevitable doubts over the deliverability of all allocated sites, and those with outstanding planning permissions, the HBF considers that flexibility allowances are appropriate. 

Policy STRAT 4 – Windfall Housing                                                     Object

(Gainsborough & the urban areas of Lincoln)                                            

The HBF considers that restricting planning permission solely to residential development on previously developed land is not in accordance with Government policy, which is indeed to encourage brownfield sites, but it is not to prevent greenfield sites from ever coming forward. It is, instead, to give priority to brownfield sites, and not to support greenfield provision where this would hinder the release of such brownfield sites. National policy accepts that in all likelihood a mix of greenfield and brownfield sites appropriate to local circumstances will be necessary.  

Furthermore, it is unclear how criterion (vii) that “the proposal has no impact, either individually or cumulatively on the housing strategy of the Plan including in relation to the role of windfall housing and the phasing and the release of land as set out in Policy STRAT 9” would be implemented. On face value, it could be interpreted as potentially being likely to result in almost every residential planning permission sought, being refused.

Policy STRAT 5 – Windfall & Infill Housing                                         Object

(Market Raison & Caister)                                            

The HBF considers that restricting planning permission solely to residential development on previously developed land is not in accordance with Government policy, which is indeed to encourage brownfield sites, but it is not to prevent greenfield sites from ever coming forward. It is, instead, to give priority to brownfield sites, and not to support greenfield provision where this would hinder the release of such brownfield sites. National policy accepts that in all likelihood a mix of greenfield and brownfield sites appropriate to local circumstances will be necessary.  

Furthermore, it is unclear how criterion (viii) that “the proposal has no impact, either individually or cumulatively on the housing strategy of the Plan including in relation to the role of windfall housing and the phasing and the release of land as set out in Policy STRAT 9” would be implemented. On face value, it could be interpreted as potentially being likely to result in almost every residential planning permission sought, being refused.

Policy STRAT 6 – Windfall & Infill Housing                                         Object

(Development in Primary Rural Settlements)                                            

The HBF considers that restricting planning permission solely to residential development on previously developed land is not in accordance with Government policy, which is indeed to encourage brownfield sites, but it is not to prevent greenfield sites from ever coming forward. It is, instead, to give priority to brownfield sites, and not to support greenfield provision where this would hinder the release of such brownfield sites. National policy accepts that in all likelihood a mix of greenfield and brownfield sites appropriate to local circumstances will be necessary.  

Furthermore, it is unclear how criterion (viii) that “the proposal has no impact, either individually or cumulatively on the housing strategy of the Plan including in relation to the role of windfall housing and the phasing and the release of land as set out in Policy STRAT 9” would be implemented. On face value, it could be interpreted as potentially being likely to result in almost every residential planning permission sought, being refused.

Policy STRAT 7 – Windfall & Infill Housing                                         Object

(Development in Subsidiary Rural Settlements)                                            

It is unclear how criterion (xii) that “the proposal has no impact, either individually or cumulatively on the housing strategy of the Plan including in relation to the role of windfall housing and the phasing and the release of land as set out in Policy STRAT 9” would be implemented. On face value, it could be interpreted as potentially being likely to result in almost every residential planning permission sought, being refused.

Policy STRAT 9                                                                                      Object

- Phasing of Housing Development and Release of Land                                            

In addition to our comments at the 1st Deposit Stage, the HBF wishes to now add the following additional points:

The Council is now seeking to sub-divide brownfield and greenfield sites into further categories in order that they can be individually prioritised in terms of their future release.

The HBF is concerned that the new categories are not clear, open to wide interpretation, and would be difficult for developers and the public to understand in terms of which particular categorisations would be likely to be used on a site-by-site basis.

It is unclear how the additional paragraph “when assessing the release of land, consideration will be given to both the individual settlement and the cumulative impact of the overall number of such extant permissions district-wide” would be implemented. Whilst obviously important, account must also be had to the actual likelihood that these will actually come forward and be implemented.

The lengthy time period necessary in order that housing site-releases are capable of actually being taken up and then developed, needs to also be fully taken into account.

Paragraphs A102 & A103 (Policy STRAT 13                                        Object

- Undeveloped Breaks between Settlements 

and Green Wedges around Lincoln)                                               

The HBF does not object to the principle of green wedges. However, it is concerned that the further extension of these wedges as proposed to encompass the wider Lincoln area could hinder the development of Lincoln itself given the strong limitations on future growth options. The proposal that ‘development, apart from in exceptional circumstances, will not be permitted on these areas ’ seems to seek to impede future growth options. 

Paragraph A102 now refers in the justification to open areas providing ‘essential access to the countryside and nature for local people. These open areas also contribute to the wider nature conservation and biodiversity value of West Lindsey’. There appears to now be doubt as to the precise justification for the policy, is it based on landscape or wildlife criteria, and if so, what technical basis is there for these designations. There is a danger that the land-use classification could hinder necessary housing development from physically occurring. 

Paragraph A130                                                                                      Object

(Policy STRAT 19 – Infrastructure Requirements)                                                                

The proposed revisions refer to the Council seeking to liaise with relevant bodies including the Health and Education Authorities to assess the impact of proposals. And where necessary seek appropriate contributions to services and facilities to meet the impacts caused by the development. It then goes on to say that the policy will apply to all new development proposals.

Circular 1/97 states that development should only be required to make provision for those facilities that are necessary as a direct result of new development and which fairly and reasonably relate in scale and kind to the development proposed. Given the negligible impact from very small developments it has to be questionable whether a requirement to consult the Health and Education Authorities for all developments does meet this requirement of 1/97, or is appropriate in terms of the speedy determination of planning applications. Clearly in the case of very small developments, it is highly unlikely that they by themselves will generate a new and specific need for facilities and services (particularly given that many new residents are likely to have moved from elsewhere in the local area). In order for such contributions to comply with 1/97 there has to be some reasonable prospect of the money being spent within a reasonable period for the purpose for which the contribution was sought and within a reasonable proximity of the development from which it was sought. Again, for very small developments this is going to be very difficult to achieve. 1/97 makes it extremely clear that monies should not be sought to pay in to a general fund, yet this is likely to be the case with large numbers of small contributions from single dwelling developments. 

It will also require a great deal of resources and effort to implement and administer such a scheme effectively and within the confines of the requirements of 1/97 (i.e. each contribution should be directly accountable and traceable). All of these factors suggest that applying the requirement to all development is not a satisfactory way forward, regardless of the nature of existing provision in the District. Instead it should only be applied to large developments over a certain threshold in order that these practical difficulties can be overcome. 

Policy SUS 3 – Public Transport Infrastructure                                  Object 

The proposed amendment states that planning permission will not be granted for any proposal which is likely to detrimentally affect any existing, planned or potential public transport network, route or facility.

The HBF would point out that in terms of ‘potential’ network, route or facility there is a danger that the policy could sterilise large areas of land. Particularly given that the word ‘potential’ could presumably be argued by some to include any potential transportation schemes, regardless of whether they have any official status, support or funding.

Policy RES 2                                                                                           Object

– Range of Housing Provision in All Housing Schemes                                               

Whilst it is government policy to encourage an appropriate mix of housing, national policy guidance acknowledges that this will only be possible on larger development schemes. The Council’s policy wording makes no such distinction. Instead, it now requires a range of properties in all housing schemes. It is not physically possible to provide a range and styles of densities in much smaller schemes.

Policy RES 3 & paras. 1.19 and 1.20a                                                  Object                                       

 – Backland and Tandem Development                                 

Criterion (iii) now states that backland or tandem development will not be permitted if it would change the form, structure or character of the part of the settlement in which the proposal is located. The HBF considers that the word ‘harm’ should be substituted for ‘change’ as it is somewhat inevitable that any new housing development of any reasonable size could be argued to change the surrounding area to some extent.   

The additional cross-references at the end of paragraph 1.20a are considered unnecessary. Best practice seeks to avoid these in order to improve the reading of Plans, and to reduce their overall length and size.

Policy RES 6 & paras. 1.34 & 1.36 – Affordable Housing                   Object 

The HBF notes the Council’s reduction in its affordable housing requirement (from 40% to 25% provision). However, paragraph 1.36 states that “the 2003 Joint Housing Needs and Stock Condition Survey for West Lindsey identifies an annual need for 55 affordable units, out of the 350 dwellings required per annum by the Structure Plan. Given this need which is likely to rise over the plan period a target level of 25% affordable housing provision on all housing developments will be sought”. 

The HBF would point out that 55 affordable units, out of the 350 dwellings required per annum by the Structure Plan, actually equates to an affordable housing requirement of just under 16%. Furthermore, it does not see upon what basis the Council can demonstrate that this need is likely to rise over the plan period (it could just as easily fall). Future Housing Market Assessments prepared in association with the Council’s future LDF’s will form the basis for documentary evidence in respect of any further changes in the overall level of housing need.  



















