PARTICIPANT:    OLDHAM COUNCIL

MATTER 7B

SUB REGIONAL HOUSING ISSUES  


Oldham Council advised the NWRA of its views on Policy L4 at the time this policy was being drafted, and again in response to the Interim Draft RSS in Autumn 2005. The revisions to the policy and supporting text since that time have not met the Council’s concerns. In June 2006 Oldham’s objections were embraced within the Association of Greater Manchester’s (AGMA) response to policy L4.

Oldham Council subscribes to AGMA’s position in respect of Matter 7B but wishes to make specific comment upon draft Policy L4 as it would impact upon Oldham. The Oldham and Rochdale Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder is also submitting a statement on Matter 7. The views expressed by the Council and the Pathfinder are consistent.
The policy as currently proposed is likely to prejudice the achievement of Oldham’s regeneration objectives and, particularly, the effective delivery of the Housing Market Renewal (HMR) Pathfinder programme in the borough. 
Policy L4 says that it will “ensure that new housing development does not result in adverse cumulative impact upon the existing housing stock and market in the:- ……. d) Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder areas and other areas subject to changing market demand.” 
We believe that the policy should positively support HMR activity. As drafted the policy will actually be damaging to the HMR initiative in Oldham. This is the context for our detailed objections which are set out below 
Oldham Council objects to the figures for Total Maximum Housing Provision and Average Annual Rates of Housing Provision in Table 9.1 in respect of Oldham. Below we suggest appropriate figures. These vary significantly over  the course of the RSS period, 
In September 2005 Oldham Council suggested that an annual net additions figure for the borough should be able to move within a range from 180 per annum to 400 per annum during the RSS period. This was not because of uncertainty about the correct figure, but because we strongly believe there are compelling policy reasons why a different figure is needed at different points in the RSS period. However, the NWRA took the figure at the top of this range and translated this into an average calculated over the full RSS period. There is clearly no logic to this. This action has created a total maximum provision figure which is distant from the total which we believe is appropriate for Oldham. 

It is estimated that the borough’s HMR programme will involve the demolition of approximately 5,000 – 6,000 homes. (The figure in Table 4.6 of the Technical Appendix to RSS is incorrect.) These will be replaced by homes of a higher quality. Oldham’s HMR area does not have high levels of vacant properties or vacant land. A proportion of the replacement homes will be built on the cleared sites but, because of the current housing densities in these areas, new sites will be required. It is estimated that 2,000 – 2,500 of these replacement homes will be built on new sites. In the early years of the RSS period a high annual rate of demolitions will be netted off our housing completions total, producing a relatively low figure for net additions. This process is already underway and is evident in our housing monitoring statistics.
The objective of the HMR initiative is to create a situation of high demand in the HMR area. Once this has been achieved we believe that the HMR area can make a strong contribution to housing supply and the borough’s net additions figure will increase. Housing supply will then come forward in the areas which meet Oldham’s regeneration objectives (and, indeed, the RSS’s objectives). 
However, we should not attempt to achieve a high net additions figure in the early years of the RSS period because this would have the following implications
· A need to release peripheral greenfield sites. This would be contrary to our regeneration objectives, both within Oldham and in the city region. We wish to manage the land supply in a way which supports HMR, both the Oldham and Rochdale Pathfinder and the Manchester – Salford Pathfinder. Policy L4 is intended to promote a high level of use of brownfield land and buildings (at least 80% in the case of Oldham). We strongly support this objective. However, the draft policy L4 could, in fact, lead to a much higher level of use of greenfield land in Oldham than is necessary or desirable 
· A need for an extensive and rapid transfer of land currently in employment use to housing use. Some transfer is assumed in our Urban Potential Study, but an extensive transfer, and at a speed which would provide land early in the RSS period, would threaten the borough’s fragile economic base. Recent studies have suggested that Oldham has one of the poorest quality portfolios of employment sites and premises in the UK. Our work to address this issue will include some rationalisation of employment sites, but this will need to be carefully planned and managed. A strong economic base is, of course, important in supporting a healthy housing market. Locally sited employment is of great significance to current residents of the HMR area.
· A need to use a significant amount of open space in the inner area of the borough for housing purposes. The inner areas are characterised by high density development with limited open space. A loss of open space on any significant scale is likely to undermine our efforts to create quality places where people want to live. This approach would therefore run contrary to out housing renewal objectives. 
Our views on land supply are informed by an Urban Potential Study completed in March 2005. The figure in Table 4.13 of the Technical Appendix to RSS is incorrect. It appears to be a typographic error.
In our view the issues are essentially ones of timing. A figure of 400 net additional homes will be appropriate in the later part of the RSS planning period once the HMR programme has achieved its planned impact. However, to try to achieve this figure in the early years would have perverse effects i.e ones which are contrary to the stated purposes of the policy. We welcome the fact that paragraph 9.20 recognises that some districts require specific trajectories. However, we do not feel that RSS yet contains adequate mechanisms for dealing with this issue. AGMA has been giving detailed consideration to how a Plan Monitor Manage might operate to deliver the objectives of RSS. We have been closely engaged in this work. 
A possibility is that Oldham’s position might be addressed by the introduction of a phasing mechanism (and correcting the Oldham figures) but we recognise that RSS will need to adopt a process that meets the needs of the varying circumstances being faced by local planning authorities. 
The Manchester City Region Spatial Strategy prepared by AGMA contains a table which illustrates a phased approach using 5 year time periods. Using this approach Oldham’s figures (net additional) would be 





Annual average

Total

2007 to 2012


           224              

1120 

2012 to 2017



376


1880

2017 to 2022



400


2000
Total                                    



5000

(The annual average for April 2003 to March 2007 will be approximately 180, giving an overall net additional total of 5720 for the period April 2003- March 2022 (19 years). The gross figure for the same period would be approximately 11000.)

The time periods suggested are offered as illustration. We would be happy to consider alternative approaches to phasing. 
We welcome the first sentence of paragraph 9.22 which refers to the need for collaborative work between authorities where housing market areas cross administrative boundaries. The purpose of collaboration should, of course, be the pursuit of the objectives of RSS. However, as yet RSS does not present a sensible basis for this inter-district activity AGMA has commissioned work to help establish functional HMAs within the Manchester City Region which reflect the realities of the housing market in the sub region, and to inform thinking about how HMAs would be used in practice. NWRA recognise that the typology or grouping of districts set out in paragraph 9.19 and Table 9.1 are not HMAs. It is unfortunate that the concept of HMAs was mooted in draft PPS 3 at a moment when draft RSS was already well advanced. However we believe there is a need to move towards this approach. The following illustrates this point.
The groupings currently included in RSS do not link Oldham to the Manchester - Salford Pathfinder (MSP) or even to parts of East Manchester within it. If an HMA was drawn so as to make this connection, then this would provide a mechanism through which temporarily unmet demand in Oldham could be met in locations to which policies seek to steer development (such as the Manchester Salford Pathfinder), rather than it being met in the eastern part of the borough, on the periphery of the city region. 
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