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MATTER 4A – OVERALL HOUSING STRATEGY
1
Is the methodology and evidence base underpinning the scale and distribution of housing in Policy L4 sound? Does the amount and distribution of housing reflect and reinforce proposals for the spatial distribution of economic growth and regeneration priorities (including HMRAs)? Does the distribution of housing reflect the draft RSS’s regional and sub-regional spatial framework?

1.1
There is some concern in relation to the robustness of the evidence base, which has been used to calculate the figures. The Technical Appendix provides a large amount of detail on the various stages of the process, but the overall methodology used is not clear and appears to lack logic. The Technical Appendix does not provide the final set of proposed figures and it is not at all clear how these have been derived.

1.2
Without prejudice to the above, there is an evidenced need for an increase in the housing provision figures across the Merseyside sub-region demonstrated by the national ODPM household projections (2003-based) and local evidence of needs (including affordable housing needs), demand, recent build rates and capacity. As such, it is recommended that the figures remain as they are, but that an early review of RSS is undertaken to further substantiate the increase in housing figures across the region and to provide further evidence for all of the housing policies to meet the needs of PPS3.

1.3
The amount and distribution of housing supports the spatial development framework with a large proportion of the provision in the two regional poles and their surrounding city regions – around 70% of the proposed housing provision is in the city regions of Manchester and Liverpool, which is supported. In relation to regeneration priorities, including HMR Pathfinders, there is a balance to be struck between providing sufficient housing to enable the restructuring of housing markets but being aware of the previous over supply which has contributed to market weakness in these areas.

1.4
The Merseyside authorities consider that the housing distribution between authorities should give clear priority to promoting regeneration in the HMR Pathfinder areas (which for the Liverpool City Region are within Liverpool, Sefton and Wirral). However, sufficient provision should also be made in the outer Merseyside authorities (St Helens, Knowsley and Halton) to reflect the regeneration needs and opportunities within these authorities, which are in themselves considerable. The figures set out in Table 9.1 would give 65% of net provision in the Merseyside/Halton area to the HMR Pathfinder authorities (and probably a higher proportion in gross terms due to clearance replacement in the HMR Pathfinder areas). It is considered that the housing requirement figures proposed do meet regeneration needs in all parts of Merseyside.

1.5
It is clear that Merseyside Districts have a clear need to increase their housing provision figures from those within RPG13 relating to the need to reflect past build rates and planning commitments, the significant urban potential (and the number of sites coming forward that are delivering significantly greater capacities than anticipated). In addition, Liverpool, Sefton and Wirral Districts have restraint measures to ensure that new housing development is prioritised in the NewHeartlands areas and other regeneration priority areas.

1.6
The Merseyside response expressed concern about the identification of housing markets, which are wrongly titled – these are typologies of housing markets with similar characteristics, an approach derived from the Regional Housing Strategy. These do not fit the requirements of draft PPS3 which again provides justification for an early Review of RSS in relation to housing policies, proposed provision and markets which should incorporate the findings of the Liverpool and Manchester City Regions’ housing strategies, and the Ecotec research undertaken for GONW.

2
Does the draft RSS need to be more flexible in terms of the housing provision to ensure that it can respond to changes over the Plan period?

2.1
There is a need to be flexible and therefore able to react to changes in the economic growth forecasts that underpin the housing provision figures. This would bring RSS into line with draft PPS3. Merseyside authorities need assurance that if growth forecasts change, then Districts are not locked into a ‘Predict and Provide’ approach that commits Districts to accommodating inappropriately high or low levels of housing requirement.. Such an occurrence might severely compromise the ability of RSS to focus new development in areas of priority, such as the LCR1 and LCR2 areas.

3
Is the use of maximum targets (net of clearance replacement) for housing completions appropriate in all areas, or is there a need for flexibility to enable planning permissions or completions to be used as a basis to measure the annualised housing requirement against targets?

3.1
Undoubtedly, specifying that the provision figures are maxima adds clarity to the housing provision policy. However, in theory, it would appear to make little sense to limit the ability of key priority areas in the North West, such as the regional poles of Liverpool and Manchester, to achieve higher levels of provision (in effect, ‘penalising’ successful regeneration of those areas) if it can be done in a sustainable manner and without compromising other aspects of RSS, especially:

•
The drive to deal with low demand and high vacancy neighbourhoods in the HMRI Pathfinder and other areas; and

•
The ability of other parts of the region to realise their legitimate regeneration aspirations.

3.2
However, this would require extremely careful and sensitive wording of both the housing provision policy and others, which should be done in a sufficiently robust and clear manner.

3.3
A consistent approach should be adopted, based on completions (new build and net change from conversion) and gross demolitions, to be consistent with Housing Flows Reconciliation, which addresses net change in housing stock. The use of planning permissions, whilst being a useful indicator of the strength of the market, cannot adequately reflect the need for new housing, or its delivery.

4
Should the draft RSS include indicative phasing of the housing figures set out in Table 9.1?

4.1
Whilst the phasing of housing requirements could reflect the rate of delivery required to accommodate the household projections derived from population projections through the Nathaniel Lichfield methodology, forecasting is inherently unreliable and should be subject to review over the life of RSS. In some Districts there is concern that urban capacity cannot be identified in the last five years of the RSS period. Review of RSS against capacity should support the approach of Plan, Monitor and Manage, currently set out in PPG3
4.2
Phasing would however enable the growth in household numbers to be reflected gradually over a period of time, rather than in a sudden stepped fashion. Draft PPS3 requires RSS to address this issue, through identifying Housing Market Areas; their demand characteristics; and therefore phasing mechanisms.

5
Do the housing policies reflect emerging national guidance? Will they help to provide affordable housing and achieve balanced housing markets?

5.1
The principles of draft PPS3, particularly on Housing Market definitions will require revision of the policies of draft RSS. Whether this issue is addressed at this stage by recommendations to the Secretary of State, or through an early review is a matter for the EIP Panel.
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