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12th October 2005

Dear Mr Cansfield

South Tyneside Local Development Framework - Core Strategy (Preferred Options)

Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the latest South Tyneside LDF documents. We would like to make the following comments. 

We have a general concern over the lack of policy referring to specific housing provision given that Policy SC3 housing numbers equates to the allocation of land for new housing. It is not clear how these numbers relate to net or gross provision. Whilst we welcome the detailed housing trajectory work in the technical appendix that accompanies the Preferred Options document we would welcome further information and detail regarding the Urban Capacity Study in order that scrutiny can be made of the assumptions which led to no further allocations being made in the first phase of the plan period.

Additionally, the housing policies section of the document fails to mention information relating to vacant dwellings in the district, or the number of proposed demolitions over the plan period. Whilst we recognise it is difficult to estimate the number of clearances over the whole plan period, it would be useful if the Core Strategy included demolition projections for at least the first phase of the plan period. Furthermore, there is no clear information on actual building rates in South Tyneside, and there is confusing data, both in the Technical Appendix and the South Tyneside Intelligence Online that doesn’t really correlate. There is no clear picture of actual completions. 

Housing Needs, Mix and Affordability:

We have concerns with Policy SC4 regarding the size, mix and type of dwellings. It would seem the specific requirements are not borne out of detailed housing market assessments, but relate more to household size, which does not necessarily follow suit with regards to the size of houses people actually desire (HBF Research: Room to Move, March 2005). Indeed the policy is not reflective of the NE Aspirations study, and we would question the evidence to support the rather detailed housing mix requirements proposed in the policy, as we do not consider the policy reflects what the people of South Tyneside actually aspire to. Furthermore we would make reference to the Bridging Newcastle Gateshead Pathfinder research work on the New Buyers Study which has looked into the demands and preferences of new buyers in the Newcastle and Gateshead Pathfinder. 

Additionally, we believe there is confusion, as Policy SC4 Part A, refers to the requirement of a mix of all housing, yet this is based on housing needs survey information, which relates to affordable housing provision and not new market housing. It is unreasonable to request a mix of all houses in Jarrow and Hepburn to be 1 and 2-bed, and would be more acceptable to request the affordable element of housing to be 1 and 2 bed, based on housing needs information. Whilst we appreciate the need to deliver a mix of house sizes to meet needs, the private developers are aware of market demands and seek to develop houses to meet the market. We consider the policy to be too restrictive.

Please note the One North East response to the RSS Consultation Draft relating to house type, which we are supportive of (see below). The underlined text refers to the flat/apartment market and small 1 and 2 bed starter homes. Whilst the South Tyneside core Strategy Technical Appendices refers to Borough’s housing stock and large supply of small housing (terraced and flats) at paragraph 3.22, we do not think this is reflected in Policy SC4. 

Type

The Regional Housing Aspirations Study showed that there is a disparity between the regional housing ‘offer’ and the aspirations of residents in a modern knowledge economy.  Work at a national level, such as What Home Buyers Want (Cabe, 2005) demonstrates that these aspirations are common nationally which creates issues for the region if it is to compete for an increasingly mobile workforce.  Areas of the North East that are not able to provide suburban-style, family housing with access to open space, have suffered low demand due to an oversupply of denser, older and smaller stock, characterised by former centres of traditional heavy industry at the core of the city regions.  There are insufficient areas able to offer houses attractive to the market.  This has led to price pressures in those areas that can offer this stock creating problems of affordability.  Or, it has seen migration from the region as those that are most economically able look for better living opportunities move elsewhere.

The Agency believes that better aligning supply and demand can have a positive effect on the economy and allow the region to contribute to the achievement of RES objectives, the Northern Way and government targets, particularly ODPM PSA5 and to the REP PSA held jointly by ODPM, DTI and HM Treasury. 

Further work commissioned by the Agency will ascertain the extent to which the stock differs from the national average and from comparator regions – especially when taking into account market aspirations – and the extent to which the region’s housing stock will diverge still further from these aspirations if current trends in completions are carried forward.  The hypothesis being that the region’s stock will become denser and smaller leading to insufficient suitable housing types creating increased costs which could undermine the economic renaissance which underpins RSS.

The regional aspirations study demonstrates that private suburbs and urban developments near to open space are attractive for all survey groups except ‘Wealthy Achievers’ who were the only group to prefer rural villages in the first instance.  This provides an opportunity for the region:  Developments in the urban areas can be attractive to the market.  However, this will require the RSS to support the delivery the housing market renewal activity in order to bring sufficient sites forward.  It also requires a regionally distinct approach to issues such as density and type to allow for a quality of offer that meets the aspirations of modern knowledge economy and importantly rebalances the region’s stock when compared with comparator, or indeed, competitor regions.  This departure being justified because of the contribution to the regional and national housing and economic objectives outlined above.
With regards to Part B of Policy SC4 – Affordable housing, we object to the lower threshold of 5 dwellings within the Urban Fringe villages as this is contrary to National guidance and policy on affordable housing thresholds, and there is no explanation in the documents to justify a lowering of the threshold in South Tyneside urban fringe villages. It should be borne in mind that according to the JRF affordability ratios of house price to income 2004 update (launched 11th October 2005), South Tyneside has the lowest affordability ratio in the Tyne and Wear sub-region and is lower than the Regional average (Ratio of 3.28 in South Tyneside, against Regional average of 3.35). We believe a more sophisticated and flexible approach to delivering affordable housing is needed (rather than a blanket approach across the Borough), whereby affordable housing is only delivered in areas where there is a clear housing market need. This may mean there are a variety of percentage requirements throughout the Borough. 

We recognise the difficulties of formulating policy in this transitional period, given the uncertainty of final information in the RSS. We do however see the need to reverse the trends of the past and look to a more flexible approach to delivering housing in South Tyneside, pushing the need for growth in South Tyneside, recognising and responding to its role as part of the City Region, particularly given the negative population change that occurred in South Tyneside according to the recent mid year ONS population estimates, at a time where the majority of surrounding districts have seen positive population change. We feel that regardless of the RSS housing provision for South Tyneside, it is important to have a specific LDF policy that allows flexibility of the housing numbers having regard to adjoining districts, in other words, that allows more housing to be provided, should the market allow and grow as forecast, providing that it does not have a negative impact or undermine housing policies of surrounding authorities.

Thank you again for giving the HBF opportunity to contribute to the South Tyneside LDF. We trust you will take our comments on board and look forward to receiving further LDF consultation documents.

Yours sincerely

Gen Berridge

Assistant Regional Planner, Northern Region

Home Builders Federation

Please note that the HBF Northern Office has relocated – Could you therefore update your Council’s records accordingly.
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