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MATTER 4: LIVING IN THE NORTH WEST

POSITION STATEMENT BY REDROW HOMES

1
The Scale And Distribution Of Housing Provision
1.1 Redrow is supportive of the general approach to housing provision in the Region set out in the Submitted RSS.  However, it considers that the method by which the final figure has been arrived at is not transparent and does not fully take into account the factors set out in Draft PPS3 para 7.

1.2 Redrow notes that the comment (para 4.76) in the RSS Technical Appendix (TA) that the Regional housing figure (22,844 dwellings) represents a compromise between the Long Term/Economic Activity Rate Figure (17,723 dwellings) and the Recent Economic Performance/Medium Economic Activity Rate figure (25,016).  Redrow considers that the Assembly should have gone further.  There is now very clear evidence of the sea-change in the economic fortunes of the Region which is reflecting itself in significantly increased population retention and migration into the North West.  As a consequence there is little risk attached to planning for the Recent/Medium Economic Activity Rate figure which would generate a Regional provision of about 25,500 dwellings.  
1.3 In this context, it is worth emphasising that the current proposed provision does not fully provide for the level housing provision suggested by the ODPM household projections (23,573 dwellings per year) which take no account of the transformational projects which are currently underway or planned in the North West and which are funded by very substantial amounts of public money.

2 The Distribution
2.1 Redrow has three main concerns about the distribution set out in Policy L4:-

1) It does not adequately reflect the location of jobs by 2021.

2) It fails to take into account housing markets and housing demand.

3) It does not have a firm evidential base.

2.2 Following from this Redrow considers that:-

1) The numbers proposed in Manchester, Salford and Liverpool are excessive and not justified by evidence.

2) There is insufficient provision in Southern and Northern Manchester (including Pennine Manchester).
3) The provision in Warrington, Chester and Ellesmere Port should be significantly increased.

2.3 The net annual provision for Manchester (3500) and Salford (1600) is greatly in excess of current rate of gross completions (1770 and 810) as set out in TA Table 4.15.  The disparity is even greater when likely clearance is taken into account.  Both Authorities have very substantial programmes for clearance arising out of the HMRI and other proposals.  Unhelpfully no figure for anticipated clearance is given for either Authority in TA Table 4.6 which is surprising given the advanced stage of plans for the HMRI.  However, it is known that clearance will be very considerable.  As an example, the Salford UDP predicts some 9451 dwellings being cleared between 2004 and 2016.  If applied to the RSS net requirement it would generate a gross housing requirement for Salford up to 2016 of 30,251 dwellings which is equivalent to 2,327 dwellings per year and nearly three times the current annual rate of building.  There is no evidence that there is likely to be demand for this level of housebuilding in Salford or that there is adequate urban land available to meet such a figure.  Even if all the planning permissions and urban potential sites listed in TA Tables 4.13 and 4.14 were fully developed, there would still be a significant shortfall of 4,818 dwellings in the period up to 2016, and no further urban potential to meet the net requirement for an additional 8000 dwellings after 2016.  The position in Manchester is likely to be similar but in this case there is no evidence given about clearance needs or urban potential.  Our conclusion is that the proposed provision for Manchester and Salford is unrealistic.  We also note from TA Table 4.17 that it is not justified by the level of likely employment generation.
2.4 The housing provision for the Districts making up Northern and Pennine Manchester is, in reverse, far too low.  TA Table 4.17 shows that in all cases the provision is significantly less than that required by recent/medium rate economic activity scenario (by 43,566 dwellings or 68% over the six Districts) and also, for most districts, against the much less realistic long term/medium economic activity rate scenario (26,646 jobs or 41.5%).  It is also worth emphasising that the towns making up Northern and Pennine Manchester have their own distinctive (albeit overlapping) housing markets.  This means needs and demand generated within the towns cannot be satisfied by sites in Inner Manchester and Salford.

2.5 The same applies in Southern Manchester/North East Cheshire but to an even greater extent.  The difference between provision and the outcomes from two economic scenarios is between 24,319 or 45,880 dwellings or 65% to 123%.  This is, of course, the area of greatest economic growth in the Region and will continue to be so through the life of the RSS.  Failure to provide adequate housing in this area will lead to longer and less sustainable travel patterns and exacerbation of current problems of affordability.  It is accepted that there may be a case to continue some restraint in North East Cheshire because of environmental sensitivities but there is no such case in the large metropolitan authorities of Stockport and Trafford where there are significant amounts of untapped urban potential which currently cannot be brought forward because of Local Authority restraint policies.

2.6 Warrington and Chester are important engines of growth within the Region and will generate large numbers of new jobs up to 2021.  It is very important for sustainable travel patterns that these jobs are matched by housing provision.  In this regard, TA Table 4.17 shows that current housing provision in Warrington is some three or four times below than that required by the two economic scenarios.  It is also far less than required even to maintain urban regeneration at current levels.  Similarly, in Chester, a substantial increase is required in relation to long term/medium economic activity rate scenario, and more than a doubling in relation to the recent/medium economic activity rate scenario.  The same applies in Ellesmere Port but to a lesser degree.
2.7 In Merseyside and Halton, the case is primarily based upon the need to plan for the improvement or transformational economic scenario.  There is strong evidence that this is occurring and the current level of public investment will reinforce the trend.  Taking this forward, the impacts will not be felt just upon Liverpool, and Redrow considers there should be some redistribution of the sub-regional provision away from Liverpool to the other authorities (particularly Knowsley and Wirral).  The figure for Liverpool is simply too high in the light of foreseeable demand and known urban potential.

3
FLEXIBILITY

3.1 This covers questions (ii) and (iii) as asked by the Panel.

3.2 Redrow considers that there is no basis for RSS to put forward figures as maxima.  It does not provide the certainty required for the preparation of LDFs and would allow local authorities to choose to release significantly lower levels of housing.  There is no basis in national policy to substantiate the RSS approach.
3.3 Redrow considers that Policy L4 should provide some flexibility for increases above the level set out in Table 4.17 if there is evidence that job creation is in excess of expectations in particular districts or housing markets, and this is being expressed in unmet demand.  However, Redrow equally accepts this is a matter that could be dealt with by prompt and early reviews of RSS.

4 PHASING

4.1 Phasing will be a key element in ensuring that the plan’s objectives in terms of Policy DP1 secured.  However, Redrow does not consider there is a case for Table 4.1 to provide for different rates over the plan period, except if the Panel were to recommend some movement towards the transformational economic scenario.  In such circumstances, it may be appropriate for the policy to set out higher rates for the second half of the RSS period.

5 NATIONAL GUIDANCE
5.1 The present policies do not fully reflect PPS3 particularly in relation to meeting demand over housing markets. 

6 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES
6.1
This is primarily answered above.  The housing provision will not lead to sustainable communities as there is a gross mismatch between employment and housing provision.  In particular, the distribution of housing provision will lead to longer journeys-to-work and people being forced out of their local communities because of increases in house prices arising from demand not being met.
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