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Representations by Home Builders Federation

Policy HO3 Housing Allocations

1. In terms of housing allocations, it is noted that the Federation’s comments initially made with regard to this policy expected that sites being permitted through this local plan process would not come forward until the first half of 2005. However, the date for adoption is expected to be August 2007, which is two and a half years later than first anticipated.  

2. The HBF is concerned that this significant delay is increasing the likelihood of housing land supply ‘drying up’.  A potential consequence of this is would result in a restricted supply for what will effectively be a short period of time and yet take considerably longer for the industry to respond to when the supply ‘tap’ is turned back on again.

3. The Caradon District Council AMR 2005 identifies that housing completions in the Caradon Sub Area have fluctuated over the past five years, both under and over achieving the Structure Plan requirement of 200 dwellings per annum.  The AMR trajectory also anticipates that the target will not be met throughout 2006 and 2007, which would result in a backlog for the subsequent years.  

4. Within the Plymouth Sub Area, completions have consistently exceeded the Structure Plan requirement of 66 dwellings per annum (average 161 dwellings per annum over the past four years).  The AMR trajectory anticipates that dwelling construction will significantly reduce in order to meet the overall Structure Plan requirement.

5. When examining the Submission Draft RSS for the South West, this proposes that Caradon should be achieving an average of 290 dwellings.  The HBF considers the RSS figure to be well below the amount of required dwellings for the district.  In addition, the RSS does not take account of the Household Projections (ODPM, Released on 14th March, 2006) which identify that an average of 400 dwellings per annum are required to meet predicted need.  This is an increase of 100% on top of what is currently being provided.  

6. In conclusion, the HBF would advise that the above is considered and that the local authority should work with developers to ensure a sufficient housing supply for the remainder of the plan period.  This would also assist in the preparation of the Core Strategy for Caradon.  The HBF would advise that this issue should be addressed as a priority.
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Chapter 5 Housing 

Paragraphs 5.11 – 5.14

1. The housing requirement places excessive reliance on the contribution of windfall sites to meet the Structure Plan figures.

2. PPG3 Housing (Para 36) states:

‘Authorities should make specific allowances for all the different types of windfalls in their plans. Allowance should be made on the basis of examining past trends in windfalls coming forward for development and on the likely future windfall potential as assessed in a capacity study.’
3. The HBF recognises that Caradon District Council has examined past trends (Housing Windfall Study, 2004).  However, it is considered that the windfall assumptions within the local plan are too high and that there is no certainty that the level of windfall sites coming forward will remain at such high level and the lack of allocated sites will prevent the required housing figures being met. 

4. Over reliance on windfall sites removes the ability to plan for the required housing provision and has led to the deletion of too many of the proposed allocations from the plan.

5. The emerging Draft PPS3 (Para 14) Housing advocates that:

‘Development plan documents should provide at least five years supply of land for development from the date they are adopted.  Only when it is not possible to allocate sufficient land, should local planning authorities make an allowance for brownfield windfalls where the particular local circumstances justify it.’  

6. The HBF considers that Caradon Local Plan is able to allocate further sites (as proposed allocations have been deleted) and therefore a large dependence on windfall to fulfil the housing allocation is not justified.

7. In addition, the HBF is concerned that no discounting has been applied to the committed and remaining allocations to allow for non-implementation.  A cautious approach should be followed because not all of these commitments will be delivered.  Sites can expire prior to commencement, and sites with a resolution to grant permission subject to a Section 106 agreement can also fail if the said agreement is not completed.  The HBF would recommend that a 10% non-implementation figure in the main towns and 20% for permissions in the rural areas be applied.
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Policy HO11 

1. With reference to Policy HO11, the HBF would like to raise the following specific comments:

2. The shortage of affordable housing will not be addressed without greater increase in the provision of housing across the whole spectrum.  Where affordable housing is sought to be subsidised by open market housing, this will not come forward without a substantial increase in the provision of open market housing to accommodate it.  Furthermore, where an excessively high level of affordable housing is sought, as is currently the case in the proposed Local Plan, this is likely to prevent sites coming forward and thus hamper the provision of both affordable and or open market housing.  

Affordable Housing Target

3. The HBF objects to the level of affordable housing being sought by the Local Plan without identification of individual sites ability to meet such a requirement.  

4. Circular 6/98 allows authorities to set targets in local plans for the number of affordable homes to be provided throughout the Plan area and to set indicative targets for specific suitable sites. However, the former can only be expressed as a number not as a proportion of all housing. The latter can be a proportion of the number of units developed on the site. This is because Government is keen to ensure that the provision of affordable housing is needs based and those needs vary from settlement to settlement and site to site.

5. Whilst it is acceptable, therefore, for the Plan to contain an indicative target number of homes it wishes to see provided in order to meet identified needs, it is not appropriate or acceptable to set a general borough wide target percentage for affordable housing / key worker housing provision, as such a general target cannot be based on, nor reflect, local needs or site specific considerations.

6. The proposed level of affordable housing requirement is likely to result in sites not coming forward and a slowing rate in delivery.  This will further lead to a rise in house prices and increased pressure for affordable houses.
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Size Thresholds (As previously mentioned in response to Policy HO11)

7. The size thresholds are below those set out in Circular 6/98 and the Council has not demonstrated exceptional local constraints to justify the reduction in site thresholds.

8. The policy sets percentages for different types of affordable housing in particular settlements. Paragraph 6/98 of Circular 6/98 clearly states that decisions about what affordable housing types to build should reflect local housing need and individual site suitability and be a matter for discussion and agreement between the parties involved. Within that framework, local planning authorities and developers should be reasonably flexible in deciding the detailed mix of affordable housing types most appropriate to a particular site. The policy as currently drafted is unduly prescriptive and does not allow for the flexibility expected in Circular 6/98.

9. In addition, there seems to be no recognition in the policy of the need to achieve a successful housing development (Paragraph 10(ii) of C6/98), or the need to take account of site size, suitability and the economics of provision (Paragraph 10(i) of C6/98).

Design of Affordable Housing

10. In terms of the Council’s restriction on the size of affordable housing (at 90 square metres gross), the HBF objects to this policy approach as it is will limit housing choice.  In addition, there is no sufficient evidence to justify that 90 square metres is acceptable for a family sized dwelling.  In some circumstances it is more beneficial to provide larger family houses, for example, this restriction would prevent extended families living together e.g. the accommodation of older people (which would help free up more of the existing stock) and would suit living arrangements of the BME population.
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Paragraphs 5.47 – 5.72

1. With reference to the affordable housing, the HBF would like to raise the following specific comments:

2. The shortage of affordable housing will not be addressed without greater increase in the provision of housing across the whole spectrum.  Where affordable housing is sought to be subsidised by open market housing, this will not come forward without a substantial increase in the provision of open market housing to accommodate it.  Furthermore, where an excessively high level of affordable housing is sought, as is currently the case in the proposed Local Plan, this is likely to prevent sites coming forward and thus hamper the provision of both affordable and or open market housing.  

Affordable Housing Target (As previously mentioned in response to Policy HO11)

3. The HBF objects to the level of affordable housing being sought by the Local Plan without identification of individual sites ability to meet such a requirement.  The proposed level of affordable housing requirement is likely to result in sites not coming forward and a slowing rate in delivery.  This will further lead to a rise in house prices and increased pressure for affordable houses.

Evidence Base 

4. The affordable housing target is based upon a 2005 Housing Needs Assessment.  It is important to note that such surveys are now changing and the Government is to place increased emphasis on Housing Market Assessments.  The HBF is concerned that until this work is complete the present policy is not founded on a robust and credible evidence base.

Size Thresholds (As previously mentioned in response to Policy HO11)

5. The size thresholds are below those set out in Circular 6/98 and the Council has not demonstrated exceptional local constraints to justify the reduction in site thresholds.

6. The policy sets percentages for different types of affordable housing in particular settlements. Paragraph 6/98 of Circular 6/98 clearly states 
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that decisions about what affordable housing types to build should 

reflect local housing need and individual site suitability and be a matter for discussion and agreement between the parties involved. Within that framework, local planning authorities and developers should be reasonably flexible in deciding the detailed mix of affordable housing types most appropriate to a particular site. The policy as currently drafted is unduly prescriptive and does not allow for the flexibility expected in Circular 6/98.

7. In addition, there seems to be no recognition in the policy of the need to achieve a successful housing development (Paragraph 10(ii) of C6/98), or the need to take account of site size, suitability and the economics of provision (Paragraph 10(i) of C6/98).

Design of Affordable Housing (As previously mentioned in response to Policy HO11)

8. In terms of the Council’s restriction on the size of affordable housing (at 90 square metres gross), the HBF objects to this policy approach as it is will limit housing choice.  In addition, there is no sufficient evidence to justify that 90 square metres is acceptable for a family sized dwelling.  In some circumstances it is more beneficial to provide larger family houses, for example, this restriction would prevent extended families living together e.g. the accommodation of older people (which would help free up more of the existing stock) and would suit living arrangements of the BME population.

Paragraph 5.49

9.
The HBF objects to the statement in paragraph 5.49 which states that ‘low cost housing is currently unable to address any of the affordable housing needs in Caradon’.  Circular 6/98 is clear that planning policy should not be expressed in favour of any particular form of tenure. Furthermore, the range of affordable housing being provided by developers and RSLs is becoming more varied.  This should be reflected within the Local Plan.

100% Public Subsidy 

10. Affordable housing does not always have to be subsidised, the Council should not ignore the ability of Registered Social Landlords (RSLs) to provide 100% affordable housing schemes and should actively promote such development to meet the needs identified.  Such schemes should be taken into account and allowed for in the Local Plan.  
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1. The local planning authority should be monitoring the level of windfall completions, not the level of windfall sites becoming available for development.  It is crucial that the Council bases any decisions about the release of Greenfield land from allocations on actual delivery rates and not on theoretical supply.  

2. It is widely recognised that due to reclamation works brownfield sites, in some cases, can be more timely and expensive to develop.  Therefore, the local planning authority should be cautious to ensure the housing supply does not ‘dry up’ or is unnecessarily delayed.
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