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Housing Round Table Questions

1. How does the Core Strategy stand against the Regional Spatial Strategy? 

2. Are there issues over the sourcing, proportion and site thresholds for Affordable Housing?

3. Does the Core Strategy unduly prefer housing for local needs over planned growth?

4. Are the assumptions right about the numbers of dwellings that can be predicted from urban intensification?

5.
Should a housing market assessment have been conducted? 
The Home 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. 

This statement is submitted on behalf of the Home Builders Federation by Paul Cronk, BA (Hons), Dip TP, MRTPI who is the HBF’s Regional Planner for the Eastern Region. It needs to be read in conjunction with the HBF’s earlier representations.
1. How does the Core Strategy stand against the Regional Spatial Strategy? 

The East of England Plan

The Proposed Changes to the Draft RSS sets an overall housing requirement of 6,500 dwellings, as opposed to the figure of 6,000 dwellings set out in the Draft East of England Plan and the Council’s Draft Core Strategy. The Proposed Changes document states on page 120 that in the period April 2006 to March 2021 there is a remaining requirement for 4,600 dwellings. 

Furthermore, the Proposed Changes to the Draft RSS also make it clear that local authority housing requirements must be treated as an absolute floor, rather than ceiling figures. Consequently, the aforementioned housing requirement figure is the absolute minimum number of dwellings that the Council has to ensure delivery for. The Plan text (including the Housing Trajectory) needs to be updated and amended accordingly.

Furthermore, the Plan should seek to comply with PPS3 by making provision for at least 15 years housing supply from its adoption date, making the assumption that the annual average rate of provision during the early years after 2021 will be the same as for 2006 to 2021 (see page 44 of RSS Draft Modifications).

2.
Are there issues over the sourcing, proportion and site thresholds for Affordable Housing? 

The Council’s Housing Needs Survey (2003) was originally commissioned in order to review the housing need and affordability in the Borough until 2007 (this year). It has since undertaken partial updates.  

PPS3 

The Council needs to ensure that policies are underpinned by sound and up to date evidence including such an Assessment. It also needs to: 

· take account of the need to deliver low-cost market housing as part of the housing mix;

· set separate targets for social-rented and intermediate housing;

It is crucial that any planning gain requirements are fully considered in relation to site viability. Whilst the public inevitably wants developers to fund all sorts of facilities and services in their areas, it must be remembered that developers can only be asked to fund these where need directly relates to new development. Furthermore, if planning gain requirements are unrealistic then landowners won’t sell their sites, and developers won’t find them profitable enough to develop. As a direct consequence, the Council will then be likely to struggle to meet its housing supply requirement. 

With regard to affordable housing provision, proper and full regard must be had to the overall viability of schemes in setting any requirements. It should be remembered that in order to make housing more affordable, there needs to be more housing built in total. There should also be a flexible approach to the delivery of any affordable housing requirement, taking on board whether or not public grant funding is available. If not, then an alternative approach/requirement has to be properly considered.

The Council’s proposed policy is very inflexible. It states that all residential proposals for development  (my emphasis) must make provision for minimum specified levels of affordable housing, not less than (my emphasis) defined percentages. However, the wording completely ignores the issues of financial viability (including other likely planning gain requirements), and the availability of grant funding.  

Furthermore, the Council states in some (unexplained) circumstances it will seek to exceed the aforementioned specified levels of affordable housing. Thus creating much uncertainty for landowners and the development industry.

With regard to smaller sites of 9 or less dwellings the Council will seek unspecified financial contributions towards off-site affordable housing provision from applicants. This is likely to act as a deterrent to landowners and developers from bringing sites forward for re-development (especially brownfield ones). 

It must be remembered that affordable housing requirements must not be so onerous that they threaten the delivery of the Councils’ overall housing requirements. The HBF considers that the words ‘all’ and ‘not less than’ should be deleted from the text, in order to better reflect the reality of development, and to make the Plan sound. 

PPS3 emphasises the importance of the role of Strategic Housing Market Assessments in the evidence base for DPD policies. The Council should ensure that a proper Strategic Housing Market Assessment is undertaken with the full involvement of the property industry in order to help underpin the evidence base for its policies and requirements. 

The Council refers in its evidence to Housing Market Assessments only being introduced in PPS3. However, previous government advice had already flagged up the need for them and their relevance.

3. Does the Core Strategy unduly prefer housing for local needs over planned growth? 

The HBF is concerned with regard to references to providing housing for local people, which seems to be suggesting that other housing needs will not be given such priority. 

The Council has no authority to control who can, and who cannot, purchase private dwellings in its Borough. If this policy requirement were to be implemented it would be a strong deterrent to house builders from operating in the Borough. The Federation is fundamentally opposed to any specific discrimination between locals and other homebuyers. It would see it as an unwarranted interference and intrusion into the housing market without any legal basis. It remains unclear as to what precisely the Council is seeking to achieve in relation to this matter.

The Federation wants to see all references relating to the prioritisation of housing for local people removed from the Plan text, as these could potentially be discriminatory. 

4.
Are the assumptions right about the numbers of dwellings that can be predicted from urban intensification? 

It is considered that there is an over-reliance on PDL sites.

It is not evident that suitable regard has been had to ensuring a range of different types of housing provision have been made in different localities and of different sizes to meet the District’s needs. Furthermore, given that Tendring has a very high and growing retirement population, regard should be had to ensuring that suitable provision is made to meet such specialist needs. 

PPS1

There has been many recent substantive changes in government policy including the proposed supplement to PPS1 ‘Planning and Climate Change’. This obviously has significant implications in relation to the development of sites that could be at future risk of flooding. 

PPS3

The Council needs to:

· have a flexible responsive supply of land managed in a way that makes efficient and effective use of land, including the re-use of previously developed land, where appropriate;

· be market responsive;

· work collaboratively with stakeholders (such as the HBF);

· take into account any physical, environmental, land ownership, land-use, investment constraints or risks associated with broad locations or specific sites, such as physical access restrictions, contamination, stability, flood risk, the need to protect natural resources e.g. water and biodiversity and complex land ownership issues;

· include housing and local previously-developed land targets and trajectories, and strategies for bringing previously-developed land into housing use;

· identify broad locations and specific sites that will enable continuous delivery of housing for at least 15 years from the date of adoption, taking account of the minimum level of housing provision stipulated in the RSS;

· identify deliverable sites to deliver at least 5 years supply that are – available, suitable and achievable;

· identify a further supply of specific, developable sites for years 6-10 and, where possible, for years 11-15;

· exclude sites granted planning permission unless it can be demonstrated that they are developable and likely to contribute to housing supply within the appropriate timescale;

· exclude allowances for windfalls in the first 10 years of land supply; and

· set out a housing implementation strategy.

The new Policy Statement heralds several new changes, these are:
   

· The requirement for a robust evidence base;

· A partnership between local authorities, developers, and other stakeholders to establish a more transparent assessment;

· An emphasis upon sustainable locations; rather than just the prioritisation of previously developed sites, or sequential test; and

· The identification of constraints (physical and housing market) on sites, and considering how these might be overcome during the plan period.

It will be necessary for both brownfield and greenfield sites to be released in good time if the overall housing requirement is to be met. 

The Council now needs to demonstrate in the Core Strategy that its assumptions with regard to the future housing supply in their new housing trajectories are accurate and realistic, and that identified sites are readily available for development. 

The Council will need to ensure that it provides a suitable range of housing localities to meet the needs of their current and future residents. It should make decisions based upon a sound evidence base, a SHMA (Strategic Housing Market Assessment) will be a very important source of information.

Annex C of PPS3 states, “a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment should:
· Assess the likely level of housing that could be provided if unimplemented planning permissions were brought into development.

· Assess land availability by identifying buildings or areas of land (including previously developed land and greenfield) that have development potential for housing, including within mixed-use developments.

· Assess the potential level of housing that can be provided on identified land.

· Where appropriate, evaluate past trends in windfall land coming forward for development and estimate the likely future implementation rate.

· Identify constraints that might make a particular site unavailable and/or unviable for development.

· Identify sustainability issues and physical constraints that might make a site unsuitable for development.

· Identify what action could be taken to overcome constraints on particular sites”.

The Council’s latest Annual Monitoring Report (December 2006) includes a graph in relation to projected net additional dwellings between 2006 and 2021 (Figure 4.4.3 – page 52). It is stated in paragraph 4.4.8 that these projected net additional dwellings have been determined by calculating the contribution of outstanding planning permissions, adopted allocations, expired planning permissions, sites identified in the Southend Urban Capacity Study and pending S106 agreements over a 15 year time-period. However, not all of the components of the aforementioned sources can realistically be expected to come forward for development, as PPS3 makes clear. Accordingly, these have to be looked at in more detail to see what likelihood there is of them coming forward. The Council does not seem to have done this. It is also seemingly somewhat optimistic in terms of how quick developments will come forward, and is relying upon a significant amount of windfall development.   

Paragraph 4.4.13 states that from 1st April 2001 to 31st March 2006 all completed dwellings were built on previously developed land. Paragraph 4.4.15 goes on to state that between 1st April 2005 and 31st March 2006, over 83% of dwellings built in Southend were built at a density of over 50 dwellings per hectare. In addition, Figure 4.4.9 (on page 59) sets out the percentage of dwellings by size and type between 2002 and 2006. it is clearly evident that recent completions have been increasingly made up by high density flat developments. It must be somewhat questionable whether this type and form of development will be capable of the anticipated delivery rates the Council envisages into the future. Furthermore, such high emphasis on this particular form of development is unlikely to result in mixed and balanced communities, as it will not well meet family accommodation needs. This is a matter of concern discussed in PPS3. 

PPS25

PPS25 sets out policies for planning authorities to ensure flood risk is properly taken into account at all stages in the planning process; prevent inappropriate development in areas at high risk of flooding and direct development away from areas at highest risk. It is accompanied by Circular 04/2006.

Whilst there may well be local support for the re-use of brownfield sites, it is essential that where any such sites are identified and allocated, they are readily and realistically available for appropriate forms of housing development. The over-riding objective must be to comply with the overall housing requirement. Consequently, in order to so do the Council will realistically need to ensure a range of both brownfield and Greenfield sites are available (some of which could currently be in the green belt).

5.
Should a housing market assessment have been conducted)? 
The Council will need to ensure that it provides a suitable range of housing localities to meet the needs of their current and future residents. It should make decisions based upon a sound evidence base, a SHMA (Strategic Housing Market Assessment) will be a very important source of information.

Furthermore, the Council must seek to ensure that a range of different types of housing are provided in different forms and in different localities in order to meet the various needs of the borough’s population. To this end a Strategic Housing Market Assessment is likely to be an essential tool and evidence base.    
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