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Q 10a and b Housing
 

The policies on housing will enable communities to deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, in the right location, to meet local demand. Do you: Strongly Agree/Agree/Neither Agree or Disagree/Disagree/Strongly Disagree. Do you have comments? (Please begin with relevant paragraph number)
Summary

· See our comments under Question 2 on para 28 re our concern at wording there on meeting housing projections and demand.
· We urge deletion of the requirement for an additional 20% to the five-year supply of housing. This is likely to significantly undermine efforts in the South West to ensure that new housing is adequately serviced with community and other infrastructure. Greater recognition of the contribution that windfall sites make is needed.
· Much more emphasis needs to be given to affordable housing - new text should be included to ensure that local planning authorities include appropriate targets and thresholds in order to deliver an appropriate proportion of affordable housing to meet local need. 
· More detailed criteria-based policy development is required to assist with the delivery of affordable housing in specific smaller rural settlements and rewording is needed to avoid encouraging unnecessary open market housing. We suggest that an expert review group should be established to assist with developing the final wording as there is such a complex interaction of factors to consider. 
Detailed comments

Para 107 Objectives

The phrase increase significantly the delivery of new housing should be deleted so that the objective is that everyone should have the opportunity… and the first bullet point should the reworded to ensuring an adequate supply. Significant increase and increasing the supply of new homes is not appropriate to all situations across the South West, where in many locations the only need is for affordable homes.
Para 109 Increasing the supply of housing
The word boost should be replaced with ensure an appropriate supply.
Bullet 2 - the 20% additional allocation 
The sentence requiring an allowance of 20% to ensure choice and competition should be deleted. It effectively creates a situation of over-allocation - when local authorities already cannot properly take account of windfall sites, which provide an additional top-up supply (see below). 
The analysis we commissioned from an economic analyst through the South West planning process
 indicated that in a situation of over-allocation, developers are likely to tend to select the most attractive green-field sites - potentially undermining urban renaissance and urban extensions in more sustainable and desirable locations economically, with new development potentially poorly supported with appropriate infrastructure. 
More recent experience in the South West suggests that over-allocation can indeed cause difficulties. We understand that at least some planning authorities have found that, faced with bringing forward additional urban extensions earlier than envisaged, it created situations where infrastructure provision would be stretched, and undermined their ability to negotiate for appropriate developer contributions for their earlier planned extensions.
Bullet 4 - windfall sites 
We argue that an estimate for windfall sites should be included in housing allocations, because of the way that it is a constantly renewing resource. The research that CPRE carried out nationally on brown-field sites in 2007
, included Plymouth as a case study and demonstrated that brown-field land is constantly coming forward through windfall sites. At present in the South West there are also two potentially very large windfall brown-field sites that might provide suitable locations for significant housing development, with the closure of Filton Airfield in Bristol and Plymouth Airport.  Hence also our comments under Question 2 on the need for guidance to prioritize sustainably located brown-field land. 
Bullet 7 - density 
We would like to see strengthened wording in relation to density, but closely integrated with the Design section, including consideration of evidence base such as urban character studies. In the South West public opposition to higher density housing development appears to have arisen where development has been poorly planned in terms of design. Consideration of density also needs to be linked to the guidance under sustainable communities, eg on public transport provision, walking and cycling and in tandem with a brown-field first approach as an important part of making efficient use of land.  
Bullet 8 - Empty homes 
The guidance on bringing empty homes into use is welcome. 
Para 110
Much of this paragraph needs to be deleted – see our comments under Question 1 on the Presumption. 
Para 111 

Bullet 1 – This needs to refer to taking into account, rather than based on.. demographic trends.
Bullet 3 - Affordable housing 

Given the importance of affordable housing, we would like to see guidance on affordable housing set out as a separate paragraph and considerably strengthened, including the need for a reference to the definition (given in the Glossary and which we note includes the Government's new ‘Up to 80%’ affordable housing product). 
Stronger guidance is needed to require local authorities to: consider the proportion of affordable housing that they need to deliver within the overall housing allocation; and require them to set appropriate thresholds and targets to ensure its delivery. This is vital national guidance, particularly for the South West because of the many attractive rural and coastal planning authority areas, often with low-wage economies, where the need for affordable homes is acute and where its provision should be the priority for housing delivery.
We consider that a national threshold should be set in the final NPPF and suggest that rather than it being removed, it should be considerably reduced from the current 15 homes in order to enable local authorities to maximise developer contributions to assist with affordable housing delivery.
Para 112 Rural affordable housing
Further development of the guidance is required here. This is a complex policy area, particularly with the combination of the recently introduced new Government affordable housing product. We suggest that an expert review group should be established to assist with amended wording.
The guidance should make clear that the bulk of affordable housing for rural areas should be located in rural settlements close to a good range of local services - rather than not being located in places distant from local services.  It should therefore be provided in mixed developments within land specifically identified and allocated for housing in the Local Plan (for example at market towns and larger villages). 

The NPPF should also still make provision for allocation of land for 100% social affordable housing (to ensure, for example, ability to hold benefit for the local community in perpetuity and to avoid inappropriate market competition for sites). Otherwise the current rural exceptions policy should be retained.
We recognize however that in many parts of the South West there is a need to find a mechanism to unlock delivery of rural affordable housing to meet the needs of a specific number of smaller settlements (often with more limited services, narrow access roads, etc and which are therefore not appropriate to have land allocated for general development). 
They may have a need for affordable housing - to create more mixed communities and allow people with a connection to that village to live there. Limited public funding has meant that the exceptions site mechanism has only delivered a small proportion of that needed. 

We are concerned however by the wording consider whether allowing some market housing would facilitate … significant additional affordable housing to meet local needs. The some needs to be amended to limited together with a much more specific criteria-based approach to avoid inappropriate open market housing in rural settlements.
We suggest therefore, that the policy in the NPPF needs to be further refined to potentially allow local authorities to develop a criteria-based approach under which in certain of their smaller rural settlements only delivery of affordable housing with, for example, a maximum of one or two enabling open-market housing might become possible. Our deliberations suggest that essential criteria would include that it be: 

· for community-led housing projects only 
· based on a parish-level local needs assessment 
· for the benefit of that parish/community only 
· in perpetuity for social affordable housing only
· only after first considering reuse or conversion of empty buildings and/or brown field sites in the village 
However, such an approach would require very careful consideration in the context of markets for local land.  See also our comment under Question 2 re the need for greater spatial guidance in plan-making to ensure the most sustainable distribution of housing within the rural parts of a plan area. We would also prefer reference to local needs - rather than requirements. *****
� NB This document is part of our overall CPRE South West submission which consists of 10 separate documents: a covering note; this and 7 others covering specific questions (each with a summary at the start); and an appendix. It complements the national CPRE response by providing additional perspective and suggestions based on our experience from the South West. Our South West branches and district groups may also make more detailed individual submissions based on the experience of their localities.





�Chris Elton Consultancy, 2006: Phase 4 Report - see Appendix 1 for further detail.


�  CPRE, 2007: Untapped potential, available on � HYPERLINK "http://www.cpre.org.uk" ��www.cpre.org.uk� 





PAGE  
4

