HBF response to the Yorkshire & Humber Assembly RPIC Executive Group Meeting 12 October 2005

Agenda Item 4 – RSS Housing Issues

With respect to Agenda Item 4, and in particular paragraphs 5 to 10, the HBF recognise this to be an iterative process to produce a draft RSS in November.   However, the HBF have major concerns over the ongoing debate inside the Assembly and the apparent reluctance to accept the consequences of improved economic growth and its direct impact upon increased housing provision.

The Regional Allocation -‘Size of the Cake’

The chart below outlines recent trends in both house building rates and annual population change in the Yorkshire and Humber region.    Although build rates have continued to increase, they are no longer keeping pace with population change. 
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Chart 1:  House Building and Population Change, Y& H 1998 - 2004

The outcomes of the Regional Assembly’s Economic led Housing Need report (NLP Summer 2005) suggest that house building in the region for 2004 should have been nearer to 22,500 as opposed to the 17,500 actually built.    If this current trend of undersupply continues, there will inevitably be an increase in housing market stress leading to increased affordability problems and inevitably an increase in homelessness.  Should this shortage persist, a general lack of suitable housing will act as a drag on economic growth.

Recent Population Flows

Population flows into this region are not from other ‘northern’ regions.  Since 2001, all three northern regions have experienced population in-migration.  Chart 2 below shows the reversal of flow from north to south experienced in the mid 1990’s.  In recent years, there has been a considerable flow from south to north, probably returning ‘northerners’ taking up new job opportunities.
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Chart 2:  Migration flows between UK North and Southern Regions, 1991 - 2003

Sub-Regional Population Change.

With reference to Agenda 4, Appendix 1, paragraph 1.  Whilst the HBF agree with the overall principle behind the desired spatial change outlined in this paragraph, we don’t agree with the severity of approach outlined in this draft RSS.  We believe recent population changes have been relatively balanced and suggest a more natural halt to the late 1990s ‘urban flight’ that may have contributed to the increase in vacant property in urban areas.  

This change in ‘urban to rural’ flow is confirmed by the fact that all Districts across the region increased in population last year. Chart 3 below outlines population change for 2003-04 by dividing the region’s 29,500 population increase into the four sub-regions.
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Chart 3:  Sub-regional population change, 2003-04

Chart 3 shows that ‘urban’ West and South Yorkshire are no longer losing population to other sub-regions. 

Appendix 1, paragraph 1, 5th bullet point, outlines how RSS housing provision is to be used as a tool to restrain development in rural areas in an attempt to support urban regeneration – WHY?.

The HBF consider the level of restraint proposed in Appendix 2 to be unjustified given the evidence outlined in charts 1, 2 and 3 above.   Current house building rates in North Yorkshire, East Riding or the Humber are no longer undermining urban regeneration.   To impose further restraint will only reduce the prospects for economic growth in those rural areas.

Affordability – JRF Report, October 2005 

Hopefully, most members will be aware of the increasing affordability gap between urban and rural areas.  The latest statistics on district level affordability for average household incomes (ages 20-39) plotted against average 2 and 3 bed-roomed house prices were published today by Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

When compared to last year’s affordability ratios, it can be seen that overall the region become slightly less affordable with house price: income ratios rising from 3.44:1 in 2003 to 3.59:1 for 2004. 

Whilst the region remains below the average Great Britain ratio of 4.13:1, there are a number of districts in the region where affordability is not only at crisis levels but is worsening.

Affordability ratios have risen considerably in all the North Yorkshire Districts between 2003 and 2004 with the average ratio now being 4.8:1, well above the national average.  In particular, house price: income ratios have risen sharply in the following restraint areas:-

Hambleton 

5.40:1

Richmondshire
5.70:1

Ryedale

6.40:1

Ryedale District is now within the top 5 of least affordable districts in Great Britain behind Kensington and Chelsea, Westminster, Penwith (SW) and Oxford.

Cutting off housing supply in these locations in order to reverse an urban to rural migration trend that doesn’t currently exist is bordering on the irresponsible.  

Appendix 1 – Recommendations 1 and 2– Post 2016 and break points

We agree there is a need for a third break point and would accept that 2011 is the most appropriate date.  The 3 phases now also neatly align with those of the NE RSS.

The HBF do not agree with waiting until the final phases to introduce higher and lower rates in particular sub-regions to fit with the intended strategy.

Firstly, phase 1 2004-2011 should reflect a combination of issues including employment growth rates, current build rates and population trends.  More importantly, this phase should also respect the current levels of planning approvals and the ability of each district to continue to grant planning permission for additional units for reasons of regeneration or affordability.  In our opinion, several of the West Yorkshire allocations for this phase are too large whilst many of the neighbouring areas in North Yorkshire and in particular around the York sub-region are too low.

Phase 1 should be regarded as a transitional period.  An annual regional requirement of 17,700 should be regarded as a minimum. 

Phase 2, 2011 to 2016 should be more reflective of regional trends with more of the spatial strategy being built into it to accommodate additional growth where those jobs are forecast to be generated.   This phase should include for a more gradual increase in build rates.  

Finally, Phase 3, 2016 to 2021 should aim to include Northern Way aspiration.  Again this would require increased build rates in all Districts.

Appendix 2 – Sub-Regional Comments

East Riding and the Humber: 

The ‘adjusted’ figures still don’t reflect the requirements of East Riding’s own economic needs or its role within the York sub-regional housing market.  East riding should be adjusted to a minimum of 1,500 per annum in Phase 1 and gradually increased thereafter - especially if York is not willing or capable of taking increased provision over the period 2004 – 2021.

The long-term requirements for Hull appear to bear no relation to the NLP forecast of 480 units per annum beyond 2016.  It would appear the housing and economy model has now been completely abandoned when applying the outputs to this sub-region.

South Yorkshire:

The ‘adjusted’ figures for Sheffield appear to fall well short of the NLP Model outcome.  However, we recognise that growth has been spread more evenly across the sub-region and this would appear more appropriate.

North Yorkshire:

As stated above, this continued arc of restraint from Harrogate through York, Hambleton, Ryedale, Selby and into East Riding fails to recognise the future economic growth forecasts.  By 2011, we predict well-paid scientists in white coats sleeping rough on the streets of York. 

The numbers put forward by the North Yorkshire Districts are unlikely to undermine the location strategy within RSS and will help to improve on the delivery of much needed affordable housing.  The HBF don’t agree with the ‘adjusted’ numbers put forward for this sub-region as they fail to provide for the needs of those housing market areas.

West Yorkshire:
Although we don’t agree the figures promoted by the West Yorkshire districts, we do share their view that this RSS attempts to ‘shoe-horn’ the majority of the region’s growth into a select number of districts having little or no regard to its infrastructure.

We consider the request by Bradford to adopt a lower figure to be respectful of current build rates.  We believe 1,600 per annum in Phase 1 is more realistic which should then gradually be increased in Phases 2 and 3.

We would warn against significantly reducing build rates in Calderdale in the longer term, especially as it lies on the main Northern Way M62 growth corridor.

For Kirklees we would adopt a similar approach to growth as that suggested for Bradford.  Kirklees have consistently failed to deliver housing numbers over the past five years despite it being a very buoyant market.  We believe a starting point of 1,200 units in phase 1 could then be increased in the following two phases.

Although we share the view of Leeds for the 3,300 units per annum beyond 2016 as being challengeable, we also express some concern over the backwards numbers proposed by the Council.  If Leeds is to be the centre for growth, 2,200 per annum in all three phases won’t deliver housing to match employment opportunities.

For Wakefield, again we suggest starting from a position nearer to a deliverable 1,300 units per annum and building up in the three phases to nearer 1,700 per annum.

‘Capping Off’ Growth?

Paragraph 16 to 18 of Appendix 2 appear to suggest that a lowering of housing provision in West Yorkshire in the final phases would be offset by an increase in other sub-regions.  From the text, it is unclear if the RSS is now intending to show any increase in provision over the three phases.   Again, returning to the NLP Homes and Economy work, these higher rates of house building are required to provide additional housing for economic growth where investment has already been allocated.  The intended increase from 17,700 per annum in 2004 to 21,000 per annum by 2021 is not a ‘Northern Way’ aspiration - it is the actual amount of housing provision currently required to keep pace with known economic growth and population trends.

Mark Johnson





11 October 2005

Regional Policy Manager (Y&H, NE, NW)

Home Builders Federation
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Population loss to the South





Population migration to the North
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