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(i) What should the Local Plan’s residual housing requirement appropriately be, given the divergent provisions of the Devon Structure Plan and RPG10?

South West Region

Policy HO1 of RPG 10 indicates that 4,300 dwellings per annum should be provided for in Devon over the period 1996-2016, totalling 86,000. Exeter is identified as a Principal Urban Area in the central sub-region, although it is clear that its status is higher than Taunton and Torbay as it is referred to as a “capital centre” of the sub-region.

Devon

Policy H1 in the approved Devon Structure Plan requires the provision of about 75,800 dwellings in the county in the period 1995 to 2011 (an average annual rate of 4,737). Proposal ST.17 in the emerging Devon Structure Plan requires the provision of 64,500 dwellings in the period 2001 to 2016, an average annual rate of 4,300 dwellings, which is in accordance with RPG10.

Exeter

Policy H1 of the approved Devon Structure Plan requires the provision of 6,000 dwellings in the period 1995 to 2011, an average annual rate of 375 dwellings. The emerging Structure Plan requires provision to be made in Exeter between 2001 and 2016 for 6,700 dwellings, resulting in an increase in the average rate to 447. The increased focus on Exeter to meet a higher proportion of the County’s housing requirements is in conformity with the approach in RPG10.

Based on the annual average rate of 375, the approved Structure Plan would therefore require provision for 3,750 dwellings over the period 2001 to 2011. The emerging Structure Plan would require provision to be made for 4470 dwellings over the same period (based on an average annual build rate of 447).

Taking account of the requirements of the approved Structure Plan between 1995 and 2001, provision should have been made for 2250 dwellings. However, 2,630 dwellings were built, 380 more than required.

Taking account of the annual rate required by the Structure Plan at 375 dwellings per annum between 1996 and 2001, and the increased rate likely to be required by the emerging Structure Plan, the housing requirement over this period would increase to 6341 between 1996 and 2011 and 6716 between 1995 and 2011.

Unless there is sufficient flexibility in the Exeter Local Plan to take account of the enhanced rates likely to be required by the emerging Structure Plan there could be a shortfall in provision in the future. If it is accepted that the Local Plan makes adequate provision to meet the approved Structure Plan requirements, clearly it will not be sufficient to meet future requirements. As a result, we consider a 10% flexibility allowance should be applied to the interpretation of “about” in Policy H1 of the Structure Plan, which would result in provision being made for about 6,600 dwellings.

(ii) Is the implementation allowance of 10% realistic, particularly having regards to the degree of certainty in relation to previously developed land?

The HBF supports the application of a non-implementation allowance. It is common practice in calculating housing land supply to assume that a proportion of all categories of land supply will not be implemented. 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. 

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. 

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. 

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. Some of the factors that affect the potential of sites being delivered within the plan period are site assembly, willingness of an owner to sell, relocation of existing uses, land value, capacity and access constraints.
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 facilitate such uncertainties. For the strategic requirement to be constructed in full within the plan period, an allowance must be made for problems or uncertainties that may affect the delivery of sites as anticipated.

(iii) Has the urban capacity work carried out by the City Council generally been carried out in a robust and realistic manner?

The Urban Capacity Study fails to adequately justify the assumptions made about the viability of relocating existing uses to release sites for residential development. The HBF is not entirely convinced by the approach taken to release land currently in employment use for housing. The implication of allowing these employment sites to be redeveloped for housing is that it will result in a reduction in choice of sites and a reduction in the amount of employment land available. This may lead to pressure to release Greenfield land for employment purposes.

Concerns also exist about the lack of clarity about how the suitability and deliverability of sites have been tested and the suitability of the approach to determine the supply from “Living over the shop” and “conversions”.

(iv) Are the Local Plan’s assumptions in relation to housing windfall sites set an appropriate level?

The Council anticipate 269 to 449 dwellings coming forward as brownfield windfalls between 2002 and 2011 – a rate of between 30 and 50 dwellings per annum. This appears to be a reasonable estimate.

However, HBF is unclear whether account has been taken of the finite nature of infill opportunities and restrictive plan policies, which will increasingly frustrate windfall development.

(v) Are the Local Plan provisions for housing densities clear and in conformity with PPG3 Housing?

The proposed densities are in general conformity with PPG3. However, the numbers of units and consequently the densities proposed for some of the allocated sites in Policy H4 are extremely high. Given the wide range of numbers of units proposed on some of these sites, it is not clear whether adequate regard has been paid to the constraints to developing at such high densities.

(vi) Does the Local Plan follow the correct approach to phasing and the sequential approach to housing provision, particularly in the light of recent interpretations by the courts of the guidance in paragraphs 32 to 34 of PPG3?

Paragraph 4.33 of the Second Deposit Plan acknowledges the need to release Greenfield sites for infrastructure provision and development as early as possible so that they can contribute to meeting housing requirements throughout the plan period. The HBF generally supports the approach being taken. However, decisions about the release of sites need to be linked to the monitoring framework to ensure that the phasing strategy is flexible enough to respond to monitoring information which may indicate that performance within the plan period has not occurred as anticipated. 

