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DRAFT MINISTERIAL INTERIM PLANNING POLICY STATEMENT

CHAPTER 9 HOUSING

OBJECTIVES

Paragraph 9.1.2

The HBF considers that the definition of affordable housing must include private sector low cost market housing (see comments on TAN 2).  All previous versions of guidance have included this section, in order that the needs and desires of aspiring home- owners are met.  It is therefore incomprehensible that at a time when problems in this sector are greater that these forms of provision are being excluded.  The intermediate market should be addressed by the private sector not through inflexible policy requirements.  

Paragraph 9.13

The corporate approach involving housing and planning interests in the public and private sectors is supported.  However reference to Community Strategies and other documents setting the policy context for LDP’s is not supported as the LDP provides the only opportunity for decisions to be examined through the statutory process.  Community Strategies are very weak on private sector input and have no statutory status. 

Paragraph 9.1.4

The involvement of private house builders in the production of Local Housing Assessments is supported.

This paragraph must also make clear that LPAs cannot dictate the mix of private housing on new sites.  Private house builders have the ability and knowledge to be far more responsive to demand than any housing market assessment.  It would be unjustifiable for LPAs to force their view of the market on house builders or to refuse planning permission based on dwelling size and type.

The last sentence of this paragraph needs to clearly state that changes to housing requirements must be through the LDP process (see comments on TAN 2).

DEVELOPMENT PLANS AND NEW HOUSING PROVISION

Paragraph 9.2.1

The requirement for LPAs to work in collaboration with house builders is supported but this must be policed by the Assembly to ensure that this happens in reality.

The list of issues and documents LPAs are to take account of must refer to Housing Market Assessments rather than local housing requirement assessments.

Backlog of unmet demand together with requirement figures in the housing market assessment will identify an additional need above those set out in housing projections.  LPAs must be encouraged to meet these needs wherever possible and if they do not meet them be required to explain their reasoning.

Paragraph 9.2.2

The availability of population projections only at a regional level is a major issue for the HBF.  The initial problem is that the private sector have not been involved in the production of these projections which is not a good example to set.  Our next issue is that the projections are not purely trend based but are policy based.  It is bizarre that such decisions can be taken by LPA’s and WAG without any opportunity for examination.  If a LPA meets these requirements there will be very little the private sector can say to contest the figures – as they meet the Policy provisions of this document.

There is also an issue with the fact that LPAs can undertake the division of the WAG figures without  scrutiny or public debate.  

As a result of the projections being policy based rather than trend based they will more often than not disagree with HMA’s figures.  If the evidence of the HMA’s is ignored by LPA there will be no buy in to the process from the private sector and no long-term solution to the problems of affordability (see comments on TAN 2).  More emphasis is required on the need for LPAs to address requirements set out in their HMA’s.  

Paragraph 9.2.3

The HBF supports the strengthening of the requirement for a 5-year supply of land.  This is a crucial part in ensuring that demand is met but will only be effective if an appropriate requirement figure is set in the local development plan.  

Paragraph 9.2.4

It is unclear what paragraph 9.2.4 is referring to.  Given that LPAs have many options open to them in delivering affordable housing, the HBF cannot see why LPAs would need to diverge from national policies.  The HBF believes that the advice is referring to the opportunity for local only policies for market housing which is totally unacceptable and flies in the face of the idea of housing market assessment area.  As far as the HBF is concerned the smallest local area that should be used is the market area not the local village as some authorities adopt.  The Assembly should note that use of small geographical areas is considered by the Racial Equality unit to be unacceptable.  

Paragraph 9.2.5

The idea that LPAs and house builders should work together to identify housing land is supported but again this needs to be policed otherwise LPAs will continue to exclude house builders.

Paragraph 9.2.6
The HBF welcomes the policy clarification on the use of sites no longer needed for office or industrial use being as appropriate locations for housing.  There is a huge surplus of employment land most of which is not considered suitable for the intended purpose by the WDA.

Paragraph 9.2.8

The reference in the last sentence to LPA only seeking to identify sufficient land to meet their housing requirement must be deleted.  If land prices and house prices are to stop increasing there needs to be sufficient sites available to meet demand.  Evidence shows that there is always an element of sites that prove undevelopable and therefore a flexibility allowance of at least 10% is required to enable the housing requirement figure to be met.  

In addition to this Kate Barker recommends that a 20-40% buffer should be allocated to improve the responsiveness of the housing market.  There is plenty of evidence in Wales of housing developers not being able to respond to market need  as often price rises have not resulted in more houses being built. This whole issue of market responsiveness needs to be addressed.  In our view this sentence should be deleted and replaced with a reference to the need for a flexibility and buffer allowance (see comments on TAN 1).

Paragraph 9.2.14

This paragraph must make it clear that LPAs are not to determine the mix of housing in the private sector.  House builders should be given the opportunity to determine their own mix on the ‘affordable housing’ element provided it meets needs set out in the HMA.  

The option of the authority to refuse the permission should be removed as this does not enable negotiation or partnership working (see our comments on TAN 2).

Paragraph 9.2.15

It must be made clear that S106 agreements are only one way of providing affordable housing requirements and that other sources are deducted before the figure is translated into a development plan figure.  Even then viability issues might result in only part of this provision being met (see our comments on TAN 2)

Paragraph 9.2.16

Local Planning Authorities should be encouraged to work with house builders in identifying thresholds and site-specific targets.  These must be sensible and achievable or otherwise sites will become unviable and will remain undeveloped.

Paragraph 9.2.18

The HBF requests that the words ‘seek to negotiate’ are put in bold as this is an important point that has not come through in the TAN.  LPAs must realise that affordable housing cannot be required through planning as any transfer of land or subsidy must be negotiated with the developer.  House Builders are prepared to work with LPAs but must be seen as partners who may have something to bring to the table.  
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