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11th November 2007

Dear Mr Cooke, 

Babergh Design Guide SPD 

Thank you for giving the Home Builders Federation an opportunity to comment on the above mentioned document. 

General background (sustainable construction issues)

You may be aware that the HBF (unlike many local authorities) is a signatory to the national commitment to seek to deliver zero carbon housing by 2016. 

The relationship between the Code for Sustainable Homes and planning policies being interpreted in an inconsistent way throughout England (and, indeed, Wales) is becoming increasingly problematic for the house building industry. In their attempt to be seen to be rising to meet the challenges set by climate change many regions, sub regions and local authorities are taking it upon themselves to try to move faster than the timetable attached to the Code for carbon reduction.

It is similarly curious as to how, or why, regional or local planning bodies could, or should, set their own carbon emission targets for the performance of buildings. The national application of the Code for Sustainable Homes quite clearly sets targets and milestones that together are a national trajectory, culminating in zero carbon homes by 2016. 

Following on from the HBF summit on zero carbon homes, a Task Force was set up co-chaired by Yvette Cooper MP and Stewart Baseley (HBF Executive Chairman). It met for the first time on 31 January 2007.  Alongside the HBF and DCLG, membership includes the Construction Products Association, the DTI, John Callcutt (in respect of his new housing review), WWF, the UK Business Council for Sustainable Energy and the Local Government Association. 

Members of the Task Force will focus on work in relevant areas. HBF will lead on research issues, including those relating to housing and urban design. Our short-term objective is to reach agreement on a Concordat between the main parties, which can be published in the summer alongside the Government’s final policy proposals on the timeframe and approach to zero carbon homes. 

The HBF is extremely concerned that regions and local authorities are seeking to amend and shorten the agreed zero-carbon timeframe. It has written to Yvette Cooper MP reaffirming the point that multiple targets will critically undermine our prospects of achieving the Government’s overall objective. It is crucial that this fact is taken on board. The 2016 Taskforce will, inevitably, want to address this issue as well since it is considered to be unhelpful and unnecessary for each region to set its own targets for implementation of the Code. 

Fundamentally the Industry has signed up to a deal with the Government to achieve Carbon Neutrality within the next nine years. Local Authorities should also sign up to this objective in order for consistency and certainty with regard to long-term investment in new technologies and skills that will be essential in order to deliver Carbon Neutrality in the 10 year time-span envisaged. 

Furthermore, Carbon Neutrality is best achieved through Building Regulations and not via unsubstantiated planning policies.

 

Technological innovation is moving rapidly in the sector of energy generation. It is, therefore, the HBF’s view that planning policies should not try to “back winners” by specifying one type of technology over another in terms of types of energy generation or types of renewable energy generation.

Emerging practice is becoming confusing, in part due to a lack of sufficient clear guidance by central government in the context of energy policy. We have thus seen the emergence of myriad definitions used to calculate energy use of development proposals.

Planning policy should not be a tool to define and control what are essentially energy generation considerations. That is the role of national energy policy and regulation and the role of planning is to facilitate the delivery of the energy supply solutions that stem from national energy policy. 

The debate over the benefits (and pitfalls) of on site, local, regional or national energy generation is still ongoing, as are the issues surrounding the long-term costs/benefits of individual renewable energy technologies. We believe the key in this field is a national strategic vision of how we can achieve an efficient low carbon energy supply for the country. Local authorities should not seek to second guess such thinking through adopting prescriptive local policies on energy supply. We also consider that the expert capacity to determine such matters is, in any case, not something that currently exists, especially within LPA planning departments.

It is, therefore, considered that planning policy should be concerned solely with removing barriers to the siting or development of new innovations such as wind turbines, CHP plants and other energy generation development. It should not seek to control the use of power within dwellings (since this would, in any event, be unenforceable) or be concerned with the fabric of the building, which is covered adequately by the Code for Sustainable Homes as discussed above.

There are many examples of such confusion arising in attempts by local authorities seeking to set and implement “Merton Rule” style policies for a proportion of “on site” renewable energy. Indeed, even Merton Borough Council relies solely on independent consultants reports to assess energy use of dwellings to calculate compliance with their 10% target for on site renewable energy. It is quite obvious that this issue is not one that can be adequately controlled through planning measures and is an example of how planning is being used to inadequately address issues that are better dealt with through other legislation and controls.

Planning does, of course, have a role to play in allocating sites suitable for the establishment of renewable technologies for energy generation, both in themselves (such as sites for large wind farms and district CHP plants) and in areas that may benefit from access to renewable sources for on site generation, such as sites near to biomass generation sites. 

However, the debate over whether wind turbines are more or less efficient than photo voltaic cells, whether ground source heat pumps are more effective than solar heat transfer technology or other similar discussions should not an issue for consideration under planning powers available to local authorities.

In such a fast moving field of technological innovation planners and the planning system should be open to discussion about the most appropriate issues and solutions on a site by site basis rendering any blanket proportional target unnecessary and, indeed, potentially restrictive on emerging new solutions.

The HBF has very strong views on this subject matter. The Code for Sustainable Homes sets clear standards, and dates by which they need to be reached. It is therefore clearly inappropriate for Councils to seek to set their own alternative standards and requirements. It is especially inappropriate to do so via SPD rather than through the statutory process.  

Planning and Climate Change (December 2006) was published as a draft supplement to PPS1. The document supports the HBF’s viewpoint that the draft PPS should clearly recognise the need for planning policy not to duplicate the role of national building regulations. It states in paragraphs 27-39 that in determining planning applications LPA’s should ensure they are consistent with the PPS and avoid placing inconsistent requirements on applicants. Paragraph 30 says that with regard to the environmental performance of new development, planning authorities should “engage constructively and imaginatively with developers to encourage the delivery of sustainable buildings. They should be supportive of innovation”.

Paragraph 31 of the aforementioned draft document states that “LPA’s should not need to devise their own standards for the environmental performance of individual buildings as these are set out nationally through the Building Regulations”.

The HBF feels that only this will provide the certainty required for developers and businesses to invest in the new long-term technologies and skills necessary in order to reduce carbon emissions. Individual local authorities all setting their own standards and requirements would be a recipe for chaos.

Furthermore, it must be recognised that if carbon emissions are to be properly tackled then there needs to be a concerted effort to reduce carbon emissions from the existing housing stock, which is far less environmentally friendly than any modern housing now being built.

Compliance with Statutory Planning Policies

All SPD policies will need to be in full compliance with Adopted Statutory Local Plan Policies. They cannot seek to introduce new policies or standards. Furthermore, the Adopted Local and Structure Plan policies referred to need to have been saved and approved for retention by GO East. It is unclear as to whether this has happened in respect of all of all the adopted policies referred to.

A copy of a letter is attached dated 17 November 2006 from GO-East in relation to the (Essex) Urban Place Supplement Draft SPD. It makes a number of important general points:

Planning Policy Statement 12 (PPS12) indicates that a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) must be consistent with policies in the development plan documents or ‘saved’ Local Plan (paragraph 2.43) and that whilst SPDs may contain policies which expand or supplement those policies, that SPDs should not include policies that should be subjected to proper independent scrutiny in accordance with statutory procedures (paragraph 2.44).

17. Additionally, an ‘up-front’ statement should be included that in the instance of a conflict arising between a current policy in the Development Plan and the SPD, that the policy in the Development Plan prevails.

Paragraph 30 in PPS1 – Delivering Sustainable Development indicates that ‘planning policies should not replicate, cut across, or detrimentally affect matters within the scope of other legislative requirements’ giving the example of Building Regulations in the context of energy efficiency.

Whilst SPDs are not subject to independent examination, paragraph 4.39 in PPS12 – Local Development Frameworks states that the underlying principles of soundness remain applicable which includes that the content of the SPD should be appropriate, having considered relevant alternatives, and be founded upon a robust and credible evidence base.  

32.There is no apparent evidence and testing of relevant options in relation to the draft SPD..”.

The comments immediately above are considered important for local authorities to remember when ensuring that the content of SPD’s are fully compliant with their Statutory planning policies, and are not too prescriptive and inflexible. 

Therefore, the document must only act as a guidance document. It would be inappropriate to suggest that its content must be adhered to, as there will inevitably be other alternative ways of dealing with design issues and problems. It is plainly unacceptable for it to seek to introduce new policy requirements.

Specific matters:

In relation to the content of the Draft document itself, the HBF would like to make specific comments in relation to the following matters:

1.4 & Appendix 4

The public are referred to planning policies in the Adopted Local and Structure Plans. These will only be of any interest or relevance if the policies themselves have been saved and approved for retention by GO East. It is unclear as to whether this has happened in respect of all of all the adopted policies referred to.

1.13

Reference is made to a checklist overleaf. This appears to be missing.

The Council will only be able to require types of information that is in full accordance with matters specified in the forthcoming national list of requirements that Council’s will be able to ask for in order to validate planning applications.

5.81

The text seems to state that as household sizes are getting smaller there must be a need for smaller sized housing accommodation. The HBF believes that this is a false linkage, and question what evidence base the Council has to back up such an assertion.

Please see the appendix at the end of this response which sets out the executive summary of research undertaken in respect of household composition by Professor Dave King in relation to household composition. This dispels any direct linkage between smaller sized households and smaller sized accommodation.

6.16, 6.131 – 6.138

It is stated that the Council’s preferred tool is BREEAM Standards Assessment. However, the specification of current Eco Homes standards will time limit the document and restrict future innovation, particularly with the measurement of environmental performance of buildings being replaced by the Code for Sustainable Homes. The same code will also take on board issues related to sustainable construction methods.

6.63

It is not apparent what adopted planning policy justification there is for requiring SUDS in all new development.

The HBF and its member companies are keen supporters of the concept of SUDS and seek to implement them wherever this is practicable. However the implementation of SUDS and their adoption are processes which involve separate bodies and consequently this is where the problem arises. 

Most Planning Authorities require the integration of SUDS into developments, however it is the adoption which is controlled under Building Regulations (and/or other relevant Construction/Public Health legislation).

If the Planning Authority imposes conditions which require developers to provide SUDS, and Local Building Control, Highway Authority and or the Water Company are reluctant to adopt SUDS. It is clear that this will leave developers in a situation where although Planning requirements have been satisfied, the SUDS will not be adopted by water companies and local authorities.

In view to the practical problem it is clear that to require provisions in all circumstances would frustrate development. Developers should not be expected to deal with the long-term management and administration systems involved in the successful operation of SUDS. Until such a time as a suitable mechanism for dealing with the adoption of SUDS schemes is established policies should require either to;

“encourage” the use of SUDS; or

“seek the implementation of sustainable drainage systems wherever practicable”

rather than require in all circumstances.

As such the HBF consider Authorities planning system should promote better communication channels, and early communication and liaison between all parties to aid the incorporation of SUDS. Any statutory policy should encourage the use of SUDS but should not impose the use of SUDS until such time as other stakeholders, especially those agencies who will be responsible for their long-term maintenance, accept them.

6.87 – 6.123, 6.139 – 6.174

The HBF is extremely concerned by the Council seeking to quite blatantly abuse the planning process by introducing brand new policy requirements via SPD that have absolutely no linkage to any adopted statutory planning systems. This is clearly openly in violation to the content and requirements of PPS12.

In particular, the so called new ‘Babergh Benchmark’ states that for residential developments of 10 dwellings or more, the requirement will now be for:

· Code for Sustainable homes (CSH) Level 3 (which includes a 25% improvement in energy efficiency over the 2006 Building Regulations)

· Consideration of energy efficiency design principles

· On-site low or zero carbon energy sources to supply at least 20% of the buildings energy requirements (regulation emissions)

· Lifetime Homes standard (50% target)

It is further stated that future ‘Babergh Benchmark’ Standards are likely to follow the timeline outlined below:

· Code 3 from 2008

· Code 5 from 2011

· Code 6 from 2026

Applicants for major development will also be expected to submit a Sustainability Statement setting out how the development will address the sustainability requirements set out in the SPD. It is stated the information that the information set out that will be used to assess the ‘Babergh Benchmark’ is not exhaustive, and that it is envisaged  that the Council’s website will publish up-to-date information which supplements the guidance in this SPD. This arrangement is also considered unacceptable as it would mean that the Council can amend its requirements at any time without any opportunity for public comment or input.

Given that that the HBF believes that the above requirements fail to adhere to national policy it cannot see the need for submitting any such statement. Furthermore, the Council will only be able to require types of information that is in full accordance with matters specified in the forthcoming national list of requirements that Council’s will be able to ask for in order to validate planning applications.

The Government has very recently again emphasised that Local Authorities should not seek to set their own individual timescales for introducing particular Code Levels. The Department for Business, Enterprise & Regulatory Reform published ‘Addressing Climate Change and Fuel Poverty – Energy Efficiency Measures Information for Local Government – Energy Measures Report: September 2007’ which states (see pages 93-95):

“..Given the ambition of the national timetable, the Government considers that local authorities should not set separate building standards from the Code for Sustainable Homes or set ad hoc timetables through the planning system to reach zero carbon emissions (my emphasis). There may be specific opportunities and local circumstances where authorities and developers can go further and faster. Any such higher standards for homes need to be set using the Code for Sustainable Homes rather than any other criteria. It may be that a local authority could focus on the carbon standards in the Code or the whole Code. These approaches on energy and building standards need to be properly introduced and tested through the planning system rather than on an ad hoc basis when individual applications are dealt with.

Policies set out in a development plan document are examined by an independent inspector, to ensure that they are sound. This examination process considers the deliverability of the plan and its polices as part of the broader tests of soundness…”.
It is, therefore, apparent that the Council’s approach is contrary to government policy. Furthermore, the HBF does not believe that the new requirements are actually deliverable, particularly with regard to at least 20% on site energy provision. 

6.124 – 6.130

The lifetime homes standard has no status as far as town and country planning legislation is concerned. PPS1: Delivering Sustainable Development states in paragraph 30 that “…planning policies should not replicate, cut across, or detrimentally affect matters within the scope of other legislative requirements, such as those set out in Building Regulations for energy efficiency”. PPS12: Local Development Frameworks states in paragraph 1.8 that “…planning policies should not replicate, cut across, or detrimentally affect matters within the scope of other legislative requirements..”.

The HBF considers that this is largely a matter already dealt with by way of Part M of the building regulations. Developers must, as a matter of law comply with the Building Regulations and they are subject to frequent change and update unlike local plans. The purpose of these references in the two Planning Policy Statements is to avoid confusion and potentially conflicting advice being given by different regulating authorities. 

Thus whilst it may be appropriate for planning authorities to seek to negotiate with developers for a proportion of dwellings to be built to lifetime homes standards, it is considered excessive and unwarranted to require a specific percentage to be built to such standards. 

I would draw your attention to an appeal decision concerning a reference to the provision of lifetime homes on land at former RAF Quedgeley, Gloucester. In paragraph 27 of the decision notice (see attached copy) the Secretary of State said that “it is not appropriate to include this matter, for the reason that the internal layout of buildings is not normally material to the consideration of planning permission. 

It is unclear as to which Adopted Statutory Policy includes a requirement for 50% Lifetime Homes provision.

Consultation

I await the opportunity to be further involved in all aspects of the LDF generally as it evolves. We therefore look forward to being consulted in relation to all relevant planning policy documents at appropriate times during their evolution.
The Federation would appreciate being informed in writing of when any relevant DPD is being submitted to the Secretary of State, and when any DPD or SPD documents have been finally adopted by the Council..

I look forward to the acknowledgment of these comments in due course. 

Yours sincerely,

Paul Cronk

HBF Regional Planner

(Eastern Region)
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	Your Ref: 
	-

	Dear
(optional)
	Dear Mr Dawson

	Title
	Draft SPD – Urban Place Supplement (UPS) 

regulation 17 Consultation


1. Thank you for consulting the Government Office on the above draft Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). We welcome the opportunity to comment and are encouraged to see the important issue of design being addressed within formal planning documents. 

2. We are responding on the basis that we have been consulted pursuant to Regulation 17 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004. We note that the document is stated as having been produced jointly by the County Council and a number of district and boroughs in Essex, and is intended to be adopted by those districts and boroughs as SPD following consultation. We further note that the formal consultation is being carried out by each of the individual districts and boroughs with representations to be forwarded to the County Council, but that the individual consultations are being undertaken to varying time frames. We understand that the formal closing date for representations to be sent to the County Council equates to the last date of the individual district and borough consultations and that representations received before this date will be considered by all the districts and boroughs before the SPD is adopted. 

3. Overall, the draft Urban Place Supplement (UPS) represents a comprehensive approach to providing guidance on the issue of design in the urban context in Essex. Joint production of the document will also hopefully help with ensuring a consistency of approach to design quality across the county’s urban areas. While we support these principles, we have however, a number of issues that we think require further consideration and address before the SPD is finalised and have set out in this letter our representations on the draft UPS. 

4. As well as forwarding this letter to the County Council, we have copied it to each of the districts and boroughs who are consulting on the draft UPS. It will be for each of the districts and boroughs (the local planning authorities) to ensure that all regulatory procedures are met in producing and adopting the UPS as SPD (please refer to regulations 17, 18 and 19 in the Town and County Planning (Local Development) Regulations 2004) as well as other requirements such as Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) and ensuring the SPD has been included in the individual authority’s Local Development Scheme (before adoption at the latest). Any failure in these areas may result in reduced weight being able to be applied to the final SPD relative to where it has been produced fully in accordance with regulatory requirements and policy provisions.

Representations

Application

5. The draft SPD requires the application of a process of Context Appraisal to inform the development and design of schemes, particularly at the pre-application stage. Having undertaken the Appraisal the development type applicable to the site’s location can be identified (as indicated in Diagram 3) with attendant design solutions/requirements identified.  

6. In Section 4 on page 7 it is stated that ‘higher density development above all needs to be in the right location’ … ‘The guide therefore establishes rules for determining the minimum density and nature of new urban development’. Section 4 further indicates that the appraisal will ‘inevitably suggest a suitable range of uses, housing tenure and green space needs….’ to be used in informing the right development approach for a site.

7. It is not clear from the draft SPD whether the approach required will vary depending on whether the site is allocated in the Development Plan or is a windfall site. It would be expected that where a site is allocated that the principle of use or mix of uses will have been established as might density/yield along with development briefs and/or Masterplans possibly also having been produced; if this were the case then it is not clear how the UPS approach should be applied and we consider that clarification should be included in the final SPD before it is adopted.

8. Also, whilst we recognise that matters such as the density of development, accessibility, the mix of uses and open space all influence design, the decision about the location of development and related policies on density and uses is something that should be established principally through the spatial strategy and allocations policies in the Development Plan and in the context of testing of alternatives and options through the application of Sustainability Appraisal incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment. Such an approach allows for the proper testing of spatial approaches relative to the specific characteristics and needs of particular communities. 

9. Additionally, a rigid use of the UPS at the application stage may either pre-empt the proper consideration of policy issues through the Development Plan (refer to representations on ‘consistency with plan policies’ and ‘prescription and flexibility’) or lead to unnecessary duplication of work already carried out. Whilst we note that it is indicated that ‘Much of the information necessary to complete this work is readily available from local authorities, agencies..’, we consider that there needs to be further consideration as to how the UPS should be applied relative to the issues outlined above. The final SPD should be amended to include a clear statement/s about how the UPS should be applied relative to whether the sites are allocated or otherwise and policies related to those allocations and whether other ‘design documents’ have been produced for the site i.e. site development briefs. Where there are existing policies or documents relating to design then the approach set out in the final SPD should seek to avoid requiring unnecessary duplicative work on the part of an applicant.

Relationship to Design and Access Statements

10. As of 10 August 2006, it is a regulatory requirement for planning applications other than those for householders, change of use and engineering and mining operations to be accompanied by Design and Access statements. The Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE) has produced good practice guidance on how the statements will work.

11. It is recognised that the UPS is intended to offer guidance for the design and assessment of urban development in Essex in a more collaborative manner and which requires the consideration of design issues from the initial stage of the development process. Nevertheless, in carrying out the Spatial Context, Full Context and Site Appraisals, it appears that the approach will include issues that will also need to be addressed in Design and Access statements. However, the UPS makes no apparent reference to the Design and Access Statements and how the UPS should be applied relative to the statutory requirements relating to Design and Access Statements. As such it is not clear whether there is potential for duplication of work or mismatch between the processes that could be improved so that early work carried out pursuant to the UPS informs Design and Access Statements in an effective way.

12. We request that further consideration is given to this matter and information included in the final SPD as to how the design approach in the UPS relates to Design and Access Statements to ensure an effective marry up between them where appropriate.  

Reference to Plan Policies

13. Planning Policy Statement 12 (PPS12) indicates that a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) must be clearly cross-referenced to those policies that it supplements (paragraph 2.43). In the case of the draft UPS, which is being produced jointly and to be adopted by a number of local planning authorities, then the policies that the SPD will supplement will vary for each individual authority where they are contained in a Local Plan or Development Plan Document unless it is intended to supplement a ‘saved’ policy in the Structure Plan.

14. In the draft UPS no information is included about which policies the draft SPD supplements. At the time of adoption, it will be for each individual local planning authority to ensure that information is included making it clear which policy/ies the SPD supplements.

Consistency with Plan Policies

15. Planning Policy Statement 12 (PPS12) indicates that a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) must be consistent with policies in the development plan documents or ‘saved’ Local Plan (paragraph 2.43) and that whilst SPDs may contain policies which expand or supplement those policies, that SPDs should not include policies that should be subjected to proper independent scrutiny in accordance with statutory procedures (paragraph 2.44).

16. In the absence of information about which policies the UPS SPD is intended to supplement (refer to representation relating to ‘reference to plan policies’) it has not been possible to comment in relation to the consistency or otherwise between the policies of the Development Plan and the content of the draft UPS. Additionally, it has not been possible to identify whether the content does or does not introduce additional matters above the policies in the Development Plan and which should not be included in SPD. 

17. It will be necessary for each local planning authority to ensure that the content of the final SPD that they adopt does not conflict with the policies of their local plan/DPD.  Where, following more detailed consideration of policies and the content of the SPD, it is evident that there is either a conflict between the SPD and Development Plan or the SPD introduces policy which should be subject to examination (this will need to be considered on an individual authority basis) then this will need to be made clear, preferably through removal of that content from the SPD, or through an alternative means such as an accompanying statement to the SPD indicating which parts of the SPD do not apply within that local authority area (although this will need to be carefully presented to ensure that it is clear what elements of the SPD do and do not apply). Additionally, an ‘up-front’ statement should be included that in the instance of a conflict arising between a current policy in the Development Plan and the SPD, that the policy in the Development Plan prevails.
18. Whilst we recognise the fundamental importance of securing development of the highest quality design to the sustainability of places and quality of life, it is important that policy is implemented in the proper manner to ensure certainty (reflects a plan-led approach). It is therefore requested that the SPD is amended before its adoption as indicated above to ensure that the final document does not  conflict with the policies, or introduce polices over and above those, contained in the Development Plan for each authority. 

Scope of Planning 

19. Section 55 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, which defines the meaning of development for the purpose of the Act, effectively sets the scope of planning. Development that falls outside of the meaning of development can not be enforced through the planning system. Paragraph 30 in PPS1 – Delivering Sustainable Development indicates that ‘planning policies should not replicate, cut across, or detrimentally affect matters within the scope of other legislative requirements’ giving the example of Building Regulations in the context of energy efficiency.

20. Whilst in the context of the new planning system and a spatial planning approach authorities should seek to move away from narrow ‘land-use’ plans, and therefore should seek to integrate planning with other delivery mechanisms, where a spatial approach is being taken which requires implementation through a mechanism other than the planning system, this should be clearly indicated. However, planning documents should not prescribe requirements that go beyond the scope of those other mechanisms (or the planning system where it is intended to be implemented through planning decisions).

21. In section 2 of the draft SPD it is recognised that ‘not all of the provisions [of the UPS] are able to be adopted as supplementary planning guidance at the present time’, citing the example of a standard ‘for very high environmental performance’.  At various points throughout the draft UPS, there are elements/requirements that appear to be outside of the scope of planning to require and in some instances  also appear to go beyond the scope of other regulatory mechanism such as the Building Regulations. For instance:

· Page 49 – in relation to waste recycling and facilities within homes for waste;

· Page 59 – in relation to requiring all new development to be built to meet ‘lifetime homes’ standards;

· Page 73 – in relation to requiring all new development in Essex to achieve a very good rating under EcoHomes or BREEAM;

· Page 74 – in relation to using solar control glass and selection of office equipment and lighting etc; and 

· Page 78 – in relation to rainwater harvesting and performance of water appliances. 

22. Whilst the statement in section 2 is noted, in terms of applying the SPD, we consider that where the guidance is suggesting an approach that goes beyond the scope of planning or would be implemented through alternative regulatory mechanisms, that this is made clear in each instance. Additionally, these issues should not be included in the SPD in a prescriptive manner way but rather it should be made clear that the approach is guidance and is ‘encouraging ’ the indicated approach (please see representation relating to ‘prescription and flexibility’). 

Prescription and flexibility

23. There are a number of places in the document where the draft SPD appears to place requirements on proponents of schemes in a prescriptive way, with the possible inference that failure to comply would result in refusal of an application. For instance:

· Section 2 – stating that the guidance proposes minimum and maximum housing densities relative to the location of any site within its urban context (in combination with Diagram 4 of Pages 67 and 68);

· Page 41 – requiring at densities above 50dph and outside space of at least 25 square metres;

· Page 45 – requiring at densities above 50dph specified car parking arrangements/structures (in combination with Diagram 4 on Page 67); 

· Page 68 (Diagram 4) – requiring minimum of 50% of ground floor frontages on a main street must be non-residential;

· Page 73 – requiring all new development to achieve a ‘very good’ rating under EcoHomes or BREEAM standards;

· Page 76 – requiring all developments over a prescribed threshold to incorporate infrastructure for renewable and heat and power generation so as to provide at least 10% of their predicted energy requirements; 

· Page 77 – all sites over 50 hectares to incorporate a Combined Heat and Power Plant or Ground Source Heat Pumps, or both;

· Page 70 – requirement for development to meet Green Points Score of at least 1000 points per hectare

Note: most of these requirements are also replicated/summarised in the table contained in Appendix 5.  

24. It is highly likely that there will be not policy basis in the existing Development Plan to seek these requirements in each local authority’s area in every instance and as such in certain circumstances new policy that should be subject to testing may be being introduced inappropriately through SPD (paragraph 2.44 in PPS12 states that ‘policies which should be included in a development plan document and subjected to proper independent scrutiny in accordance with statutory procedures should not be set out in supplementary planning documents.’). Additionally, it is also likely to be the case that some of these requirements are in direct conflict with Development Plans Policies (please refer to representations relating to ‘consistency with plan polices’). The final SPD should clarify therefore that these are aspirations for Essex that in many or most cases will need to be brought forward through DPDs or other non-planning mechanisms.

25. Moreover, an inflexible application of standards across the urban areas of Essex is likely to inhibit responsive design to the local context. The draft SPD, in seeking to apply the above standards rigidly may result in a lack of innovation in design through inhibiting the ability to respond to particular issues such as car parking or outside space on a site by site basis. 

26. Additionally, a rigidly applied prescriptive inflexible approach will fail to take into account site specific considerations such as soil conditions or contamination which may impact on the ability to provide the prescribed design response (physically or in terms of project viability). Such an approach therefore might actually hinder delivery of projects or in the worst case, render them unviable. 

27. Whilst we note in section 3 that it is stated that ‘the guide avoids a prescriptive menu and instead relies upon rigorous appraisal of location’ we remain concerned that the locations are quite general (as set out in section 6) and although various ‘development types’ are indicated as being appropriate for each of those locations providing some flexibility, the approach is quite broad and will not necessarily provide for variations in the character of areas in different urban settings throughout Essex. We therefore request that in the final SPD, it is made clear that standards are not applied in a prescriptive manner but rather that the standards constitute an possible design solution that can be used as a basis for negotiating the design of a scheme and that appropriate (in design terms) innovative alternative solutions are encouraged. This will also allow for the negotiation of high quality proposals whilst allowing other issues that might affect delivery of a scheme to be taken into account. 

‘Signing-off’ of Context Appraisal

28.  Whilst we fully encourage the use of pre-application discussions because of the potential benefits it brings in terms of timely determination  of planning applications by establishing the principles of development early, the approach of ‘signing-off’ of Context Appraisals prior to an application being made has implications that require further consideration.

29. Firstly, there is no apparent mechanism for enforcing this approach and therefore the signing-off of Context Appraisals is not something that can be required. Nevertheless, the principle of obtaining agreement between the proponents of a scheme, the local planning authority and other stakeholders would be beneficial in terms of providing a degree of certainty to all parties. The signing-off of the Context Appraisal will therefore need to be negotiated rather than required.

30. Secondly, unless the signing-off takes place in a timely manner then this process could potentially delay schemes. In particular, if the local planning authority or other stakeholders delay in signing-off, then the draft SPD appears to suggest that the application can not be made. There may be resourcing implications for local planning authorities and other stakeholders in engaging in the process advocated in the draft UPS and that if insufficient resources are made available then signing-off may be delayed. As such, the final SPD should include a clear statement about responsibilities not only of proponents of schemes but also of other parties in signing-off Context Appraisals and it should be made clear, that if a party fails to sign-off in the agreed timescale (need to consider whether this should be negotiated individually) then this should not be an impediment to the application being submitted.

Evidence

31. Whilst SPDs are not subject to independent examination, paragraph 4.39 in PPS12 – Local Development Frameworks  states that the underlying principles of soundness remain applicable which includes that the content of the SPD should be appropriate, having considered relevant alternatives, and be founded upon a robust and credible evidence base.  

32. There is no apparent evidence and testing of relevant options in relation to the draft SPD. For instance, the draft SPD indicates that the approach to Context Appraisal will vary; for sites less than 0.1 hectares a Spatial Context Appraisal is indicated whereas for sites over that size a Full Context Appraisal is indicated. It is not clear how the threshold has been determined relative to other thresholds that might have been applied and on what basis. It is also not clear what evidence has been used to derive the threshold.

33. Each local planning authority will need to be able to robustly justify the approaches taken in the final SPD relative to the evidence base when applying the SPD to planning decisions. If the authority can not justify the approach then there is a risk that the weight that can be accorded to the SPD may be reduced.

Conclusion

34. We request that the matters raised in our representations are given further consideration and addressed prior to adoption of the SPD. We further request that the authority send us a copy of the adoption statement pursuant to Regulation 19(c) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004. In the meantime, if you would like to discuss any matters raised in our comments or representations, please contact me directly.

Yours sincerely

Nick vass-bowen

Development Plans Team

ROOM TO MOVE
HOUSEHOLD FORMATION, TENURE AND HOUSING CONSUMPTION
Executive Summary

This report was commissioned by the Housebuilders Federation. It was written by Professor Dave King and Janet Hayden of the Population and Housing Research Group at Anglia Polytechnic University.  

It examines, for England and Wales, the relationship between household composition, tenure and housing consumption in terms of dwelling size.  It initially investigates past patterns and trends.  It then creates future scenarios for the period up to 2021, on the basis of known patterns, processes and trends.

Chapter 2 shows that in 2001 20% of all dwellings were seven rooms or more in size nationally and that half of the four million net increase in the number of (occupied) dwellings between 1981 and 2001 was of that size.  Dwellings of a size associated with the concept of “executive dwelling” or “wrong kind of house” are, therefore, widely consumed and increasingly popular, despite the growth in the number of small households.  

Chapter 2 confirms a strong relationship between dwelling size and household size in terms of numbers of rooms.  Smaller households tend to occupy smaller dwellings.   It also shows however, that even an average one-person household occupies at least four rooms, while most other sizes of household occupy on average at least five rooms.  60% of the growth in the number of large dwellings (seven or more rooms) 1981-2001 was occupied by small households (one or two-person).  Two-person households dominate this effect.

Chapter 2 also shows that it is only in Inner London and a limited number of other urban local authority districts that high concentrations of small (one or two-person) households are to be found in small (one to three room) dwellings.  Elsewhere 20% or less of small households are found in such dwellings.  In many districts, including some key “coastal retirement” districts where older small households migrate to as a matter of choice, the levels are below 10%.  This suggests that, in our cities, the matching of small households to small dwellings is a housing market response to supply-shortage and floorspace-affordability issues.  Elsewhere the housing market is more flexible and allows small households to meet their aspirations for larger dwellings.

In terms of processes relating to housing consumption, the life-cycle is a dominant theme.  Chapter 2 shows that, on average, young adult households do not remain small for very long.  They form relationships, have children and reach a peak household size by the age of 35-39.  Peak dwelling size follows later in the family building phase at age 45-49.  Thereafter, the average household size and the average number of rooms consumed reduces with age, although the latter reduces at a slower pace than the former.

Married couples are the largest households on average in those family rearing ages and they consume the largest dwellings.  Despite their differences in household size in those child-rearing years, lone parent, cohabiting couple and other multi-person households consume similar sizes of dwellings on average (around 5.5 rooms).  In older ages all household types (apart from one person households) converge towards a similar average household size (around 2.2 people per household at age 80-84).

Chapter 3 shows that while the population is projected to steadily increase (by 4.2 million 2001-2021), it is the ageing of the population which is a dominant feature.  For the same period, there is projected to be a net increase of 4.3 million in the number of adults aged over 60.  This can be expected to have a significant impact on household composition and the size of dwellings.

According to the official marital status projections, the numbers of married people (aged 20 and over) is projected to decline substantially (by 1.4 million 2001-2021), offset by the increase in cohabiting single adults (1.9 million).  In addition, the number of single non-cohabiting adults is projected to increase by 2.3 million and the number of divorced by 1.1 million.  The equivalent official household projections (in Chapter 4) show a reduction in the number of married couples of 0.7 million, an increase in cohabiting couples of 0.9 million, a growth in one-person households of 2.3 million and of other multi-person households of 0.6 million.  These changes will have a bearing on the size of dwellings consumed in the future.  

Since those official projections were produced there have been a number of more recent official projections of population.  Based on the most recent (the 2002-based GAD projections), the author’s own projections in Chapter 4 show a net increase in the number of households of 3.8 million 2001-2021.  In terms of household composition they show a reduction in the number of married couples of 0.5 million, an increase in cohabiting couples of 0.9 million, a growth in one-person households of 2.6 million and of other multi-person households of 0.7 million.  

Chapter 5 examines “housing (room) consumption propensities” by age of “head” of household.  It constructs a set of such propensities for 2001 from partial data derived from the 2001 Census, using the greater detail available from the 1991 Census Sample of Anonymised Records.    These show that young adulthood households tend to consume relatively small dwellings (in terms of number of rooms) with the consumption of the largest dwellings peaking at age 45-54 in 2001.  31% of all households headed by a 45-54 year old occupy dwellings with 7 or more rooms.  This proportion falls to 10% for those aged 75 and over.

If these propensities remain constant 2001-2021 (i.e. the propensity for each age group in 2021 will be the same as for that age group in 2001), the projected changes in population age structure and household composition would result in about half of the 3.8 million net increase in households occupying four rooms or less and only 5% occupying seven rooms or more.  This scenario would support the intuitive view that the large projected net growth in one-person households (together with a net reduction in married couples) will trigger a net additional demand for smaller dwellings, rather than larger.  However, this scenario raises the question as to whether these propensities are likely to be different in 2021.

Chapter 6 examines one aspect of housing provision that has a strong bearing on whether these housing/room consumption propensities are likely to be different.  Tenure has a strong bearing on this issue.  Private renting tends to be the province of the young adult, whether one-person, cohabiting couple or other multi-person household.  Social renting tends to be the province of the lone parent and older households of other types, particularly older one-person households.  Owner occupation is the dominant tenure for most household types, and particularly couples.  If these tenure propensities do not change 2001-2021, the net increase of 3.8 million households will be distributed as follows:  2.1 million owner occupiers (1.5 million, being one person households; 1.6 million being headed by an over 65 year old), 1 million social renters (0.7 million, being one person households; 0.6 million being headed by an over 65 year old) and 0.7 million private renters (0.5 million, being one person households; 0.3 million being headed by an under 45 year old).

Having investigated possible changes in tenure 2001-2021, Chapter 7 examines the relationship between tenure and dwelling size in more detail.  It shows that for all household types at virtually all ages of “head” of household, owner occupiers occupy more rooms than their renter counterparts.  Even owner occupier one-person households consume five rooms on average, with other household types consuming between five and six rooms.  The greatest differential between owner occupiers and renters occurs among one-person households.  Renters consume a room or more less than owner occupiers on average.  For social renters this gap widens with age, whereas for private renters it narrows.  For all household types, at the youngest adult ages, there is less of a distinction in terms of room consumption patterns.  In other words at the outset of a housing career households are likely to occupy smallish dwellings irrespective of tenure.  As the housing career progresses a greater differentiation tends to occur. Consequently, future shifts in tenure, particularly in older ages, will have a strong bearing on future housing/room consumption over all.

A set of projections is produced in Chapter 7 which assumes that tenure propensities and room consumption propensities do not change over the period 2001-2021.  These show that only 6% of the 2.1 million net increase in owner occupier households would occupy seven or more rooms.  The bulk of the demand in all tenures would be for dwellings of five rooms or less. Again, this scenario raises the question as to whether these propensities are likely to be different.

Two processes are identified that might lead to changes in patterns of housing consumption propensities.  The first of these processes is the cohort or generation effect.  This is the process whereby each generation is prone to retain its consumption characteristics, whether tenure or dwelling size, as it gets older.  This is also reinforced by the description of housing careers as generally “progressive”, with the latter term referring to the tendency of households to maintain or improve upon their housing circumstances as their housing career develops.

Chapter 8 examines the evidence for cohort effects in relation to tenure over the period 1991-2001.  The main effects are evident among married couples over the age of 45 and to a lesser extent, among one-person households of a similar age.  On the basis of a continuation of these cohort effects, owner occupation is projected to increase by 2.5 million households 2001-2021, an increase of 0.4 million on the projections which assumed constant propensities.

Chapter 9 examines the evidence for cohort effects in relation to room consumption over the period 1991-2001.  The main effects are evident among owner occupiers, and this is illustrated in terms of those households consuming seven or more rooms.  On the basis of a continuation of these cohort effects, of the 2.5 million net increase of owner occupier households 2001-2021, 37% are projected to occupy seven rooms or more.  This contrasts with the 6% projected assuming constant propensities in Chapter 7.  Conversely only 18% of the net increase of owner occupier households 2001-2021 are projected to occupy four rooms or less.  This contrasts with the 41% projected assuming constant propensities in Chapter 7.  In other words if middle-aged owner occupier households retain their existing tenure and room consumption into older ages, there needs to be a substantial increase in larger owner occupied dwellings, while the need for the provision of smaller dwellings is likely to be more modest.

The second of the two processes that might lead to changes in patterns of housing consumption propensities is a “trend” effect.  This effect is most evident under the age of 45.  The “trend” effect is one where, for any given age, a shift in propensities can be discerned over time.  It applies to both tenure and room consumption propensities.  Only the latter are explored in this report (Chapter 10).  The main effects are evident among owner occupiers, and this is illustrated in terms of those married couple households consuming seven or more rooms.  A very substantial shift in such consumption is evident 1991-2001 for owner occupier married couples. However, there are also lesser “trend” effects pointing to consumption of larger dwellings among the other two tenures.

If these owner occupier “trend” effects are incorporated into projections, of the 2.5 million net increase of owner occupier households 2001-2021, the vast majority are projected to occupy seven rooms or more.  This contrasts with the 6% projected assuming constant propensities in Chapter 7.  Conversely, those owner occupier households projected to occupy four rooms or less show a net decrease of 27% 2001-2021.  In other words if, alongside the cohort effect of the over 45’s, younger owner occupier households continue to increase their room consumption into the future at the same rate that they increased it 1991-2001, the net increase in owner occupied dwellings will need to be almost entirely focussed on large dwellings.

Professor Dave King and Janet Hayden

Population and Housing Research Group, Anglia Polytechnic University

March 2005
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ROOM TO MOVE: RECONCONCILING HOUSING CONSUMPTION ASPIRATIONS AND LAND-USE PLANNING

The Implications of Professor King’s Findings: an HBF Paper

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 Introduction

The links between household formation and dwelling requirements are poorly understood. To help inform the policy debate, HBF commissioned Professor Dave King to examine the implications of demographic trends over the next 20 years for the types of dwellings we will need. This paper explores the implications of his findings.

1.2 Policy Context

Developments in Government and local authority planning policies are increasingly focusing on influencing the mix of house types and sizes built by house builders. Projections of household numbers and types are becoming an increasingly important planning tool.

1.3 Research Findings

Professor King’s study examines key influences on housing space consumption in England and Wales: 

· changes in the age distribution and size/types of households

· implicit income and asset-value changes over the adult lifecycle

· tenure

· long-term growth of living standards

He finds that from 1981-2001, half of the (4 million) net rise in dwellings had 7+ rooms, with 60% of these occupied by one or two-person households. One-person households accounted for two thirds of household growth over this period.

He also finds that housing space consumption tends to rise with household income and family formation, and as real incomes rise over the longer-term, and is higher among owner occupiers than renters. But space consumption declines only modestly, and tenure tends to remain unchanged, as households age beyond their mid/late 40s. The tendency of households to take their tenure and housing consumption with them as they age will therefore be major influences on housing consumption over the next 20 years.

Because owner occupation is already the majority tenure and likely to rise, this sector will dominate trends in housing consumption over the next 20 years. Home owners exercise choice over their housing consumption, conditional on income, trading up to the dwelling size and type they can afford, with household size and type much weaker influences. Sharply higher numbers of older home owners over the next 20 years will be an especially important influence on housing consumption.

The future housing consumption of younger households (under 45) is much less certain. The number and types of dwellings built over the next two decades will influence the ability of younger people to get onto, and subsequently move up the housing ladder. The potentially very different housing consumption experiences of the under and over 45s is one of the key issues raised by the research.

Based on past trends, the projections show a steady rise in demand for larger homes, especially those with 7+ rooms, alongside a decline in demand for smaller dwellings (4 or less rooms). The owner-occupied stock is expected to expand by 2.50 million by 2021, with 2.49 million extra dwellings with 7+ rooms, but 0.68 million fewer homes with 4 or less rooms. This is contrary to conventional wisdom and challenges the key policy assumption that demographic trends will require many more smaller dwellings.

1.4 Research Conclusions

The findings are projections of past trends. So what factors might be sufficiently different in the future to produce a significantly different outcome?

The UK already has exceptionally small dwellings and room sizes by international standards, and dwelling and plot sizes are getting smaller.

It is difficult to see how trends in population ageing, household formation and dissolution, tenure or space consumption aspirations will alter dramatically over the next 20 years. Some policy measures, such as higher council tax on larger dwellings, could increase space consumption costs, but will not necessarily encourage older home owners to trade down.

The actual outcome will depend on the degree to which the housing stock adapts to allow the projections to be realised. What if people’s space aspirations and expectations cannot be realised? What might be the social and economic consequences? There appears to have been little discussion of such issues, and of how planning and other public policies may need to be adapted.

1.5 Policy Implications

The consequences will not be felt by all households equally, nor are they necessarily obvious. There will be different effects for different age groups (especially between those aged under and over 45), different household types, different income groups and different tenures. The main impact of any planning controls on the number and types of new housing will be on real house prices and relative prices of different types of housing. The price of floorspace will rise. 

If space aspirations cannot readily be met, this will tend to encourage the extension of existing homes. In terms of planning policy, an important issue is the extent to which house builders can meet people’s housing space aspirations at PPG3 densities, and whether the housing that results (e.g. town houses, flats) will meet people’s overall housing aspirations?

If planning policies push supply towards smaller dwellings, contrary to demand and aspirations, the relative price of larger, privately owned dwellings will rise, while the relative price of smaller dwellings will fall. If the total quantity of new homes is below demand, real house prices will also rise.

Younger people will be especially hard hit by restrictions on building larger homes because older households (45+) have already achieved their housing space consumption aspirations and will carry this through into older age.

Such restrictions will exacerbate wealth differences as better-off households in larger dwellings see the value of their homes rise relatively rapidly. This will have an especially big impact on younger households. It could be argued that today’s young people will be the first generation for nearly 100 years who will not be able to aspire to more spacious housing than their parents.

Space constraints could lead some couples to have fewer children, while overcrowding will tend to rise if families are unable to trade up. 

Growing shortages of larger homes, and rising relative prices, could make communities less sustainable by squeezing out middle-income households, including many key workers, leaving more polarised communities of the very poor and the well off.

Policies to increase home ownership will tend to worsen the potential conflict between people’s aspirations and planning policies because owners tend to occupy more space then renters.

The tendency of older people to remain in their family home is a major influence on the outcome of Professor King’s projections. It would seem desirable to encourage trading down to smaller homes. However the emphasis of Government policies on higher densities, recycling urban land, regenerating failing markets in inner-city areas, and restricting house building in other areas, may do little to encourage older home owners to trade down. The policy concept of Lifetime Homes would also seem to conflict with the desirability of encouraging older home owners to trade down.

Professor King’s findings will be an especially valuable contribution to the forthcoming review of PPG3. They suggest the thinking behind the policy emphasis on providing smaller, higher-density dwellings needs re-examining. 

A recent review
 of housing policy from 1975-2000 concluded: “Policies are most successful when they follow the grain of economic and social change, and least successful when they do not.” Understanding the conflict between current planning policies and people’s housing space aspirations and expectations, and considering how this conflict can be resolved, will be central to ensuring communities are truly sustainable.
2. INTRODUCTION

Official projections of the number of households have been an important planning tool for more than two decades, providing the base data for estimates of future housing requirements. Recent and emerging Government policies suggest the projections are going to become even more important in the future. In particular, planning policies that focus on the mix of house types and sizes are expected to rely heavily on projections of household types. The links between household formation and dwelling sizes and types are therefore becoming a crucial issue for house builders and planners.

Yet our understanding of these links is surprisingly poorly informed. Comments rarely go beyond the assertion that a big rise in one-person households must equate to a need for many more small dwellings. There does not appear to have been a rigorous, quantitative analysis of the issue.

The following simple example illustrates how the links between household change and dwellings can produce outcomes that are far from obvious:

· Suppose we start with three “couple” households, two families with children in their early 20s and an elderly couple, all in family homes. 

· Now suppose two young people marry, one from each of the families, creating on additional “couple” household, and that they seek to buy a family home ready for when they have children, while their parents remain in their family homes. Suppose also one of the elderly partners dies, leaving a widow who decides to stay in her family home.

· The household stock sees no change in the number of “couple” households (still three), but one extra one-person household.

· However the housing stock outcome is demand for one extra family home.

To help inform the policy debate, HBF commissioned a leading demographer, Professor Dave King, to examine the implications of demographic trends over the next 20 years for the types of dwellings we will need in England and Wales. Professor King’s study is a pioneering exercise and an extremely valuable contribution to the debate. 

This paper has been written to help bring his findings to a wider audience and to begin to explore the implications of his findings. After setting out the policy background, it summarises the key influences at work and the most important findings. It then draws out some of the implications for Government policy and house builders. Finally the paper suggests some areas for further research.

3. POLICY CONTEXT
The Government’s density policy in revised planning policy guidance for housing (PPG3, March 2000) significantly increased the planning system’s influence over the types of new housing. This policy reflected the Government’s intention to reduce the quantity of greenfield land developed for housing. However an added justification was that because one-person households account for more than 70% of projected household growth, there is a growing need for smaller dwellings.
 In other words, demand trends appear to support the land-use case for smaller dwellings and higher densities.

In similar vein, house builders are often accused of building “the wrong houses”
. The inference is often that they just want to build detached “executive homes” on greenfield sites, whereas the growth of one-person households, and the need to protect greenfield land, mean the industry should be building many more small dwellings.

The objective of the Government’s Communities Plan, first outlined in 2003, is to build sustainable, “mixed and balanced” communities. Mix and balance refer to tenure, socio-economic groups, household types and, by implication, dwelling types.

Recently proposed revisions to PPG3 would potentially allow local planning authorities to exercise a greater influence over the mix of dwelling types. Design policies can also influence the mix of new housing, independently of market demand, because only certain house types will meet the design criteria.

Local Housing Assessments, which will shortly replace Housing Needs Assessments, are expected to place a heavy emphasis on using projections of household types, and so they too may influence the types of new dwellings.

4. THE RESEARCH RESULTS: SETTING THE SCENE

Note on Dwelling Sizes

Professor King measures dwelling size by number of rooms, the best measure available from the Census, the core data source for his analysis. ‘Rooms’ in the 2001 Census included bedrooms, reception rooms and kitchens, but not bathrooms. In more familiar terms, a 3 room dwelling would usually be a one bedroom flat, while a 4 room dwelling could be a two bedroom, one reception room flat or terraced house. A 6 room dwelling would be a typical three bedroom, two reception room terraced house, semi or small detached house. A 7 room dwelling would be a four bedroom, two reception room terraced house, semi, town house or detached house. 

To understand Professor King’s results, we need to understand the key factors influencing housing space consumption: household change, income change, household movement, tenure, and living standards.

4.1 Household change

Over time, households form, change and dissolve from within the slowly changing population of adults (aged 16+). 

Household formation for individual households changes across the lifecycle: young people set up home on their own or with friends, form couples, have children, become “empty nester” couples again, and are eventually widowed. Of course some individuals remain single throughout their lives, some couples do not have children, and some couple households or families split into more than one household through separation or divorce.

Change at the individual level in turn influences the aggregate mix of households. Because there are many more middle-aged people today than 20 years ago, the mix of household types is different
. The big rise in households of retirement age over the next 20 years will alter the mix still further. Population ageing, a dominant feature of population change from 2001-21, will have a big impact on housing composition and demand for space.

4.2 Income change

Over the adult lifecycle, broadly speaking, income rises with age until the 40s and early 50s, and then declines at retirement.

4.3 Household movement

The rate of household movement is strongly related to age: while over 40% of owner-occupier households under 25 are either new households or movers each year, movement declines sharply with age until only 2% of households aged 60 and over move each year. This has an impact on the flow of previously occupied homes onto the market. Small dwellings, which tend to be occupied by young, mobile households, disproportionately come onto the market; whereas larger family homes, which are owned by older, far less mobile households, are much less likely to come onto the market.

4.4 Tenure

Households tend to fix on a tenure at a fairly early age and then remain in this tenure throughout their lives.



4.5 Housing consumption

Housing consumption
 is related to three key variables: household size, which tends to be related to the age of the household, tenure and income. (Other factors, such as changing tastes, are not considered in the study.) 

Professor King refers to cohort, or generation effects, the tendency of households to take their space demands and tenure with them as they age. He also notes that individual housing careers tend to be progressive, with space demands rising with age until the late 40s/early 50s. The age composition of the population is therefore an important influence on the mix of households and aggregate housing consumption.

4.5.1 Housing consumption and households

For couples with children, as the household size increases, and as income rises, housing consumption rises. For singles or childless couples, while the household size will not increase, income will tend to rise with age, pushing up housing consumption. Consumption of the largest homes peaks around age 45-54.

But as household size diminishes (or remains unchanged for those without children), usually from the 50s onwards, housing consumption tends to decline only modestly, if at all. Older households tend to stay put, and when they do move it is often to a smaller “family” home.

It is misleading to assume that one-person households occupy small, “one-person” dwellings. Young one-person households often occupy a small dwelling because of low income, but this group makes up only a small proportion of total one-person households. Those who remain single will tend to buy more space as their income rises over their working life. And a large proportion of the projected growth in one-person households will be among the elderly, many of whom will remain in their family home.

Professor King’s research shows that half of the four million net increase in dwellings from 1981-2001 had 7 or more rooms, of which 60% were occupied by one or two-person households. One-person households accounted for two thirds of the growth in households over this period.

4.5.2 Housing consumption and tenure

The different tenures have different patterns of housing consumption. There is a relatively close correlation between households and dwelling size in the social rented sector. By contrast, as owner occupiers are able to exercise choice over their housing consumption, subject to their income, the correlation between household size and housing consumption is weaker. Also decades of rising real house prices have generated a strong investment motive for trading up to larger dwellings. Housing consumption in the private rented sector falls between the other two tenures.

Because owner occupation is the majority tenure, with the Prime Minister recently advocating a substantial further increase, housing consumption in this tenure will be the dominant influence on total consumption over the next 20 years.

Sharply rising numbers of older home owners over the next 20 years - driven by a rise in the number of older households, along with higher rates of home ownership - will drive up the housing consumption of the retirement age group. Because today’s middle-aged households will generally maintain their housing consumption and tenure as they grow older, this rise is effectively unstoppable.

However the future housing consumption of younger households is much less certain. Influences such as the rise in higher education numbers, rising student debt, the increasing average ages of marriage and first child, poor housing affordability, and the types of new homes built over the next two decades, will all influence the ability of younger people to get onto, and subsequently move up the housing ladder. This is one of the key issues raised by Professor King’s research.

4.5.3 Housing consumption and income

Housing space consumption is positively related to household income. To a large extent, people tend to buy up to the housing they can afford, with household size and type exercising a much weaker influence.

4.6 Rising living standards

Another longer-term influence on housing consumption is rising living standards. (UK per capita household disposable income rose by 2.5% per year over the last five decades.) Because housing consumption is positively related to income, long-term rises in living standards tend to push up overall demand for housing space – or space expectations - even if the supply of housing does not adapt sufficiently to allow people to meet these expectations. Professor King refers to this long-term change as a “trend effect”
.

Although not as pronounced as in the owner-occupied sector, a trend rise in housing consumption has also been seen in the social and private rented sectors. 



4.7 Housing consumption projections

Demand for larger homes has risen steadily over the last 20 years, driven by rising incomes and living standards, an ageing population, expanding owner occupation, and the tendency for older households to stay put.

Professor King has also projected consumption forward to 2021. Initially he looks at alternative projections using constant tenure and housing consumption propensities
. However these are unrealistic, For example, the tenure and space consumption of households who reach ages 70-80 in 2021 will reflect their circumstances today, at age 50-60, and not the circumstances of today’s 70-80 year olds who are less likely to be home owners and consume less space.

A more realistic approach is to “age on” housing consumption and tenure, a process Professor King calls cohort, or generation effects
.

5. KEY FINDINGS

Professor King finally brings together all the influences – tenure, household change, housing consumption, trends effects – to produce the most plausible projections of housing consumption over the 20 years 2001-2021
. 
He concludes that, based on past trends, there will be a steady rise in demand for larger homes, alongside a decline in demand for small dwellings (see following table). His findings are completely contrary to conventional wisdom and challenge a key assumption behind much current planning policy thinking.

Actual and projected change in housing consumption 1981-2021

	
	Number of rooms

	
	1-3
	4
	5
	6
	7+
	All

	Change: 1981-2001: all households (000)

	
	148
	579
	372
	723
	2132
	3954

	Change: 2001-2021: all households (000)

	
	257
	-26
	345
	715
	2540
	3831

	Change: 2001-2021: owner-occupier households (000)

	
	-255
	-424
	113
	603
	2486
	2509


Sources: Tables 2.3, D4, 11.4

Although Professor King does not analyse regional differences, he notes that space consumption is relatively low in Inner London and a limited number of other urban districts
. Were these areas excluded from his statistics, his conclusions for the rest of England and Wales would be even more dramatic.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

A critical phrase in the previous section is “based on past trends”. A projection is different from a forecast in that it projects forward past trends, rather than attempts to predict the future.

What factors might we reasonably expect to be different in the future, so that the outcome would be different from Professor King’s projections? These factors would include social and economic influences, as well as deliberate policy measures designed to produce a different outcome. Any differences would have to be very substantial to have a significant impact on the projected outcome.

Before looking at these factors, it is worth highlighting some key features of housing in Britain compared with the 15 pre-enlargement EU countries

:

· The fifth smallest average floor area per dwelling;

· The equal second highest average number of rooms per dwelling;

· By far the smallest average room size;

· The average new dwelling is among the smallest, at around three quarters the average size in Germany, France and the Netherlands. 

· The average dwelling size in England is getting smaller, as is the average plot size.

6.1 Demand pressures

It is difficult to see how trends in population ageing, household formation and dissolution, tenure or space consumption aspirations will alter dramatically over the next 20 years compared with the last two decades. Why would large numbers of owner-occupiers decide to move into small dwellings in the social rented sector? Why would significantly larger numbers of older households than over the last two decades decide to sell up their family homes and move into smaller dwellings? Why would rising household incomes, or rising living standards, have a weaker influence on housing consumption than in the past? Why would households aged under 45 have lower housing aspirations over the next 20 years than comparable households over the last 20 years. (Note that we are talking about changes in relation to past trends. For example, some households have always traded down, or changed tenure, but these are already captured in the past trends analysed by Professor King to produce his projections.) 

Some policy measures may have an impact on demand for space. For example, a sharp rise in council tax on larger homes might “persuade” a larger proportion of older home owners than in the past to sell up their family homes and trade down to smaller dwellings. (Conversely, cutting council tax payments for pensioners would have the opposite effect for those in larger homes.) However it could also be argued that the pensions crisis, which has increased the attractiveness of investing in dwellings, combined with upward pressure on the relative price of larger homes (see below), will tend to encourage older people to remain in their homes.

6.2 Supply influences
One major influence on the actual outcome over the next 20 years, as opposed to the projected outcome, will be the degree to which the housing stock adapts to allow the projections to be realised. Will stock changes be different from those achieved over the last 20 years? (Stock adaptation comes through changes to existing homes, such as flat conversions or the addition of rooms, new home construction and losses through demolition.)

As noted earlier, planning’s influence over the size and types of new housing is increasing. PPG3 (March 2000), reinforced by the Deputy Prime Minister’s subsequent density directions in London, the South East, Eastern region and South West
, have caused a sharp rise in housing densities and a dramatic shift in the mix of new homes away from detached houses towards higher density terraced houses and especially flats. This policy-driven shift has been reinforced by short-term market trends, notably the boom in house prices and the surge in buy-to-let investment, both of which boosted demand for flats. Recently proposed revisions to PPG3 may further increase local authority influence over the housing mix and developers’ ability to respond to demand.

Therefore it is reasonable to ask what will happen if planning regulations mean house builders are unable to build larger dwellings at lower densities, so that the outcome indicated by Professor King’s projections cannot realised? In short, what if people’s space aspirations cannot be realised?

There appears to have been little, if any discussion of the consequences of such a scenario. Professor King’s research clearly suggests the long-term consequences of current policies need to be examined.

6.3 The consequences of current and emerging planning policies
The consequences will not be felt by all households equally, nor are they necessarily obvious. There will be different effects for different age groups (especially between those aged under and over 45), different household types, different income groups and different tenures.

This paper can only begin to sketch out the likely impact of current and emerging policies.

Because most housing in Britain is sold in the housing market to private owners, the main impact of planning policies to influence the numbers and types of new housing will be on real house prices and relative prices. Put very simply, current policies will push up the price of floorspace.

A higher premium for space will encourage people to add rooms to existing dwellings (garage or loft conversions, extensions), especially as higher rates of stamp duty on more expensive properties since 1997 have made moving significantly more expensive. This process will in turn add to the stock of larger dwellings, while correspondingly reducing the stock of smaller or medium-sized dwellings.

An important question for house builders is whether larger new dwellings can be provided within the density requirements of PPG3 (30-50 dwellings per hectare), and whether, from a demand perspective, these dwellings would meet home owners’ space and other housing aspirations?

As the underlying demand (or at least aspiration) for larger dwellings steadily rises, as demonstrated by Professor King’s projections, while demand (or aspiration) for smaller dwellings actually falls, then limiting the supply of larger homes will push up larger home prices (new and existing), relative to the average, and push down the relative price of smaller dwellings.

In these circumstances, it would not be commercially logical for house builders to flood the market with small dwellings if demand for them is comparatively weak, whatever planning policies might seek. If planning policies prevent them from building across the whole range of market demand, the result will be fewer new homes overall than would have been supplied under a more market-responsive system. As the Barker Review demonstrated, this will push up real house prices and worsen affordability over the longer term, quite apart from any relative price effects.

The projections lead Professor King to conclude: “If, alongside the cohort effect of the over 45s, younger owner-occupier households continue to increase their room consumption into the future at the same rate that they increased in 1991-2001, the net increase in owner-occupied dwellings will need to be almost entirely focussed on large dwellings”
.

Put the other way round, younger people will be especially hard hit by restrictions on the provision of larger homes. By their mid to late 40s, many households have reached the high point of their housing careers, as measured by dwelling size, and so can stay put. But younger people trying to get onto the property ladder over the next 20 years, or trade up to a larger family home, will find their aspirations increasingly difficult to realise.

Households on higher incomes tend to have larger dwellings than lower-income households. Supply management policies will exacerbate these wealth differences because better-off households will see the value of their homes rise more rapidly than less well-off households in smaller homes.

This wealth divide will have an especially big impact on younger households. While a longer-term decline in the relative price of smaller dwellings will tend to benefit first-time buyers, households on lower or middle incomes will find it increasingly difficult to trade up to family homes as the relative price of larger dwellings rises. Indeed, it could be argued that today’s young people will be the first generation for nearly 100 years who will not be able to aspire to more spacious housing than their parents.

However first-time buyers will not necessarily find smaller dwellings becoming more affordable. If supply management policies restrict the total supply of housing, then the real price of housing, relative to incomes, will be pushed up. This could negate any benefit from downward pressure on the relative price of small dwellings.

Space constraints could affect families in several ways. Because of the rising cost of space, some young couples may decide to have fewer children. Also, overcrowding will tend to increase because some households will find themselves unable to afford a larger home to accommodate their growing family. This may lead to a growing polarisation in family building between either the poor in social renting, or the well-off in owner occupation, who will be able to build and accommodate families, and those in the middle who may find that restricted access to appropriate sizes of affordable accommodation is a barrier to family building.

Sustainability considerations tend to favour increased home working. However people planning to work from home will often require an additional room, necessitating a larger home than would otherwise be required.

Growing shortages of larger homes, and rising relative prices, may make communities less sustainable. For example, shortages will influence migration patterns as households move to more distant markets to satisfy their space requirements. Polarisation within communities may spread beyond areas such as Inner London, with the well-off and those on the lowest incomes who are eligible for social housing remaining, while households on middle and lower incomes will be squeezed out. These uneven distributional consequences will tend to worsen shortages of key workers.

As noted earlier, because owner occupiers tend to occupy more space per household than renters, the Prime Minister’s desire to see a further rise in home ownership will add to existing pressure for space, thereby worsening the conflict between people’s aspirations and planning policies.

The fact that older people tend to remain in their family home is a major influence on the outcome of Professor King’s projections. It would seem desirable to find ways to encourage them to trade down to smaller homes. Designing suitable and attractive smaller products to meet the housing needs of older home owners presents a marketing challenge for mainstream and retirement house builders. It may also raise issues about how we are to achieve sustainable communities.

However the emphasis of Government policies on higher densities, recycling urban land and regenerating failing markets in inner-city areas, may not readily match the needs of older home owners. The trend for many years has been for families to move away from city markets and higher-density housing into lower-density suburban and more rural locations. It seems unlikely that these people, as they grow older, will be attracted back into higher-density housing in newly regenerated inner-city markets. They will only be encouraged to move out of their larger homes if they are offered high quality, spacious (though not necessarily large) accommodation, in good quality locations with good amenities. Many will wish to remain in their existing community, close to family and friends, while others will move to traditional retirement locations, such as coastal towns and quieter, more rural areas. This highlights the need to meet housing needs in all local markets, contrary to the concentration policies being followed in the North West and West Midlands, and being considered in the South West.

The concept of Lifetime Homes, which the Government is encouraging through changes to building regulations, also sits uneasily with the desirability of persuading older people to move out of larger, under-occupied homes. If these policies make larger homes more adaptable, so that older people can stay put longer, they will be less inclined to move into smaller homes.

Professor King’s findings will be an especially valuable contribution to the forthcoming review of PPG3. They suggest the thinking behind the policy emphasis on providing smaller, higher-density dwellings needs re-examining. 

A recent review
 of housing policy from 1975-2000 concluded: “Policies are most successful when they follow the grain of economic and social change, and least successful when they do not.” Understanding the conflict between current planning policies and people’s housing space aspirations and expectations, and considering how it can be resolved, will be central to ensuring communities are truly sustainable.

7. FURTHER RESEARCH

There were inevitably limits on how far Professor King could take his pioneering research. Also, his findings raise many policy issues which need early examination, given the thrust of current and emerging Government planning and housing policies. Some areas of further research are noted below, but readers of Professor King’s report will no doubt identify others.

7.1 Regional analysis

Professor King notes that the links between households and dwellings are different in Inner London and a limited number of urban districts from those in other areas of England and Wales. A full regional analysis would be valuable. In time, it may be possible to take his analysis down to district level.

7.2 Housing aspirations of older home owners

The tendency of older home owners to stay put in their larger family homes is a major influence on Professor’s King’s projections. This suggests the current housing circumstances, needs and aspirations of this group warrant further study. From the house builders’ perspective, what products, in what locations, would encourage more older home owners to trade down? From a policy perspective, do current policies encourage or discourage trading down, and what new policies might support more trading down?

7.3 The consequences of current policies

As noted above, there appears to have been little consideration of the longer-term social and economic consequences of current policies. 

Restrictions on the provision of larger homes will widen the wealth divide, with the well housed benefiting at the expense of young people, households on lower incomes, and non-home owners. Raising home ownership rates will further increase the demand for space. Lifetime Homes policies will encourage older home owners to stay put, whereas it would seem desirable to encourage them to trade down from under-occupied family homes. 

There appears to be a conflict between current policies, which have been heavily influenced by land-use considerations, and people’s housing space aspirations and expectations. The Barker Review identified the serious economic and social consequences of quantitative restrictions on new house building. Now we need to examine the likely social and economic impact of policies to control the types and sizes of new housing, and regional policies which concentrate future house building in a limited number of locations, with restraint policies in place elsewhere.

John Stewart

Director of Economic Affairs, HBF

28 February 2005
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� Housing consumption can be measured in different ways. Professor King uses number of rooms, the best data available from Census returns.


� Chapter 10 of Professor King’s Research


� Chapters 7 to 8 of Professor King’s Research


� Chapters 8 and 9. Trends effects for owner occupiers are analysed in Chapter 10.


� See Chapter 11


� Housing Statistics in the European Union 2003; English House Condition Survey 2001.


� PPG3 “encourages” densities of 30-50 dwellings per hectare, against an average of around 25 per hectare over the last two decades.


� Executive Summary of Professor King’s Research


� Mark Stephens, Christine Whitehead, Moira Munro. Lessons from the past, challenges for the future for housing policy; an evaluation of English housing policy 1975-2000. ODPM, January 2005





�For the published document, better to present as a diagram indicating the changes.


�REFERENCE NEEDED – Portland can look up reference.


�Could include quote from Conservatives but all pre 2001 election.


�REFERENCE NEEDED – Portland can look up reference.





�REFERENCE NEEDED /MORE DETAIL – Portland can look up reference.
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� Housing consumption is the ‘meat’ of the report so we should keep the material together.  We should either create a ‘setting the scene’ section dedicated to housing consumption; or move all of 4.5 move to the key finding section.  


�Section 4.5 could move here/


�This section should be a further context point of ‘scene setting’ with the rest of 4.5 on housing consumption


May �need to precede the findings with a short summary of Dave King’s method and what room numbers equate to – e.g. does not include bathrooms; 7 rooms like a 3/4 bedroom house.


�I think it is worth including the age profile data here e.g. Figure 9.2 as it makes the point well about the 55+ holding on to larger properties.


�Could present as a graph – may have more impact. 


�I think figure 2.2 worth including – it supports the argument well and is a very interesting graph.


�REFERENCE NEEDED /MORE DETAIL – Portland can look up reference
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