North East Lincolnshire Council

Core Strategy: Preferred Options 

Policy KP1: Spatial Strategy

Whilst acknowledging a preference for development of housing on previously developed land and that Greenfield development should be monitored it should be acknowledged that there might be Greenfield sites that are in more sustainable, suitable locations than brownfield sites. Given the Government guidance set out in PPS3, the HBF considers it ill-advised to proceed with the principle of a sequential approach in relation to development principles when that approach no longer forms part of emerging Government thinking. The sequential approach has been deliberately omitted from PPS3 as a way of speeding up the delivery of and release of land for housing. Government acknowledges that the sequential approach has been mis-applied by many local authorities and has been used as a tool to avoid releasing sufficient land for housing rather than its intended purpose, which was to ensure that sufficient land was released but that those releases should be the most sustainable.

PPS3 still prioritises the use of previously developed land over greenfield, however this aspiration should be expressed in terms of the priority being given to previously developed sites, and should not be expressed using the terminology “sequential approach”, as that approach has a very precise and specific meaning, which is no longer appropriate.
Policy CP3: Housing Provision

The HBF believes that this policy should be updated in accordance with the Panel Report of the Yorkshire and Humber Regional Spatial Strategy. For example raising the net annual housing provision to 510 in the 2011- 2016 period. 

Policy CP4: Affordable Housing 

The issue of affordable housing cannot be divorced from consideration of the issue of overall supply. If housing requirements are set at rates lower than the need and demand for new housing then it should not be a surprise to anyone that the affordability of housing in relation to local incomes is worsening. 

In seeking to determine what is an appropriate policy approach to securing affordable housing provision, consideration has to be given to the effects on overall housing supply. Particularly the viability of development sites which is a key theme of PPS3. Setting a higher percentage target in this case 30% or lower site size threshold in this case 15 units and above, is wholly counter productive if that target / threshold impacts on development viability and so prevents sites coming forward. Or, if achieving that target means compromising so heavily on other policy objectives and planning obligation requirements that the overall quality of development is adversely affected. 

One sensible way forward is to adopt a cascade approach to both target percentages and site size thresholds but even that must be viewed in the context described above. As well as a cascade of thresholds / percentage targets, the council should also give consideration to a cascade of tenure. The funding of affordable housing will be a key issue in the future. The old distinction between market and social rented housing is no longer appropriate and there are a number of forms of intermediate housing which meet the affordable housing policy objectives as well as being required in order to create sustainable, mixed and balanced communities. So, just as important as thresholds and targets are the tenure and delivery issues (even in terms of what partners the council will be willing to work with) which must be addressed in the research which will underpin whatever policy approach is finally agreed. 

In relation 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.

Policy CP8: Community Infrastructure

Whilst the HBF is not opposed to developer contributions it is crucial that any planning gain requirements are fully considered in relation to site viability. Whilst the public inevitably wants developers to fund a range 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 would then be likely to struggle to meet it’s housing supply requirement. It would also then fail to meet its responsibility to meet the housing requirements of the whole community. Indeed, such a situation would result in worsening affordability problems. 

The HBF draws attention to the Circular 05/2005, paragraph B5, which sets out five tests which must be met by all local planning authorities in seeking planning obligations:

“A planning obligation must be:

(i) relevant to planning;

(ii) necessary to make the proposed development acceptable in planning terms;

(iii) directly related to the proposed development;

(iv) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development; and

(v) reasonable in all other respects.”

Any obligation must meet these tests. 

