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Dear Sir/Madam

Bury Local Development Framework – Issues and Options Consultation Papers

Thank you for inviting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) to comment on the targeted round of consultation papers. We feel the below comments should be borne in mind when preparing the Preferred Options Papers for wider consultation.

General comments to bear in mind with regards to the preparation of Bury’s LDF at this stage is the ongoing RSS work, which at present is emerging in the form of composite working drafts, which indicate the general policy approach the RSS will take. From this work it is clear that the overall spatial approach is that of the concentration of growth to the three city regions, of which Bury Metropolitan Borough falls within the Manchester City Region (Policy SDF1). In particular draft policy SDF12 suggests the need for significant levels of investment in the northern part of the Manchester city region (which includes Bury), in order to bring the northern parts of the city region up to the same economic level as the southern parts.

It should also be noted that Bury is categorised in the Draft RSS (Table 4.1) as within a housing market area named ‘Northern Manchester’, comprising Bury, Bolton and Wigan, and paragraph 4.53 (d) of the RSS working draft policies states that “in Northern Manchester the focus will be on providing sufficient new residential development to support local regeneration strategies including a higher quality and wider range of general market housing, whilst ensuring local needs and affordable housing requirements can be delivered.”

Draft Issues and Options Paper - Core Strategy:

Growth Options 

Whilst the document rather negatively portrays the third growth option of the market led approach, we consider the best option would be a combination of the latter two options – Regeneration with targeted growth and the Market led approach.

Spatial Options

It is difficult to specify a preferred spatial distribution approach, without knowing the preferred housing provision for Bury. A sensible approach is required, which will ideally have regard to a number of the spatial alternatives, including elements of urban expansion, whilst continuing to concentrate on the existing urban area, district centres and transport corridors in a sustainable manner.

Draft Issues and Options Paper - Managing Bury’s Housing Supply:

Issue H1 Current housing requirements and supply:

We consider the background for which this issue is based is misleading with regards to the assumptions that have been made. With regards to Table 1 – Firstly the completions data (2002-2005) should not be included in the calculation of current housing supply. The LDF should be looking forwards rather than backwards. Also the RSS base date will be 2003 onwards. 

Additionally, we consider including within the options paper reference to an 18.58-year oversupply situation, based on current RPG rates is unhelpful and probably misleading, given the now publicly available data that has been commissioned by the Regional Assembly for the preparation of the RSS. There is no reason why this more recent information could not be included within the options paper.  The Regional household growth estimates work results in an annual provision of 529 in Bury based on the lowest improvement scenario figure  (Table at paragraph 5.12 page 49-50 Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners, Deloitte, and David Cumberland Housing Regeneration report North West household Growth Estimates Study – 6th August 2005). Furthermore Appendix 1 of the same report reveals a population projection based annual rate of 424 in Bury.

Although the RSS is very much in draft form, the information available already reveals there is potentially considerable difference between the RPG annual figure of 230 and the likely RSS provision. This will have a significant bearing on consultees opinions with regards to tackling an apparent ‘oversupply’ situation in Bury. We therefore do not think any of the options within this section are appropriate.

Issue H2 Future Housing Requirements:

It would seem the only sensible option to consider would be Option 3 - to seek a higher housing requirement than the current RPG rate of 230 per annum, bearing in mind the recent and forecast population growth, the location of Bury within the Greater Manchester City Region and the emerging RSS policy approach towards concentrating growth in the City Regions. We do not however, think the reference to this higher housing requirement option allowing the council to implement its outstanding commitments is relevant or appropriate to justify this option. 

Issue H3 The Location of New Housing:

We would suggest the most appropriate option would be Option 2, which allows for some Greenfield sites to be developed or safeguarded for housing. That said, if it is demonstrated, as a result of increased housing provision in the emerging RSS, that Bury cannot accommodate its housing requirement within the urban area, we do not oppose the release of, allocation or safeguarding for phased release of appropriate Greenfield sites outside the urban area as suggested in Option 3.

Issue H4 Housing Densities:

We consider it is beneficial to be more flexible with regards to density requirements, and would therefore support option 2, which allows the council to relax the density standards in appropriate locations to enable the provision of ‘executive type’ and first time buyer homes.

Issue H5 Affordable Housing: 

At this current time of uncertainty with regards to affordable housing policy, and the lack of the updated Housing Needs Survey, we don’t think it is appropriate to alter the thresholds, or indeed the percentage requirements for the delivery of affordable housing. The changing of the affordable housing policy should be based on robust up to date evidence of housing need. Increasing affordable housing percentage requirements and lowering thresholds do not necessarily result in the delivery of more affordable housing. It is important to strike the right balance, otherwise the Council will run the risk of land not coming forward on the grounds of viability due to overly restrictive affordable housing requirements.

Issue H8 Mixed Communities:

We believe Option 1 is the most appropriate, which allows market trends to dictate the types and sizes of dwellings, in accordance with other policy requirements. This is likely to result in a natural mix of houses being delivered.

Thank you for giving the HBF the opportunity to comment on these important draft consultation papers. We hope the above comments are useful for the purposes of preparing later options papers for wider consultation and trust we will be kept informed of progress on the preparation of future LDF documents.

Yours sincerely

Gen Berridge

Assistant Regional Planner

Home Builders Federation – Northern Regions

