RESPONDANT NUMBER (715)

Matter 10B: Housing Issues

CUMBRIA COUNTY COUNCIL (SDL/CUCC/22)


Questions:

(i) Is the Sub-Region’s housing provision and distribution appropriate and achievable? Are the PDL targets in Table 9.1 realistic, deliverable, and based on robust evidence?

Answers:

(i) In relation to the housing provision and distribution within the County, this question has largely been answered under Matter 4A: Overall Housing Strategy.

However, Cumbria County Council would add that EIP Panel into the JSP in 2004 recognized that RPG13 had imposed an “unduly restrictive” constraint upon the housing provision in Cumbria, and that there was an urgent need to review the annual requirement through the RSS process. The Panel also considered that the restraint was in marked contrast to the policy being sign-posted by the Barker Report (See EIP Panel Report page 114 - Core Document Ref: CU1c). 

Therefore Cumbria County Council would argue that the size and distribution of the annualised housing figures in Table 9.1 of the draft RSS are the minimum needed to sustain both economic and social aspirational objectives, and provide for the needs of local communities in Cumbria.

With regard to the previously-developed land targets in the draft RSS (Table 9.1), Cumbria County Council maintains that the proposed brownfield targets are too optimistic in the draft RSS, given the nature of land-use and opportunities for re-use in the County, and the long-term problem of bringing forward difficult brownfield sites that are not easily developable from a commercial viability point of view. A large part of the previously-developed land in the County is focused on large industrial or former military sites in isolated locations. 

The JSP has recently adopted targets for re-cycling as set out in Policy H18 of the adopted Plan. The justification for these figures is set out in the JSP EIP Technical Paper 3: Housing Requirements and Targets: Methodology (see page 2-7 – Statement Document Ref: SDL/CUCC/28). These targets were not questioned by the EIP Panel, and were based upon the adopted JSP annualized housing requirement, as well as the data from NLUD and the District’s Urban Potential Studies. 

The annualized housing requirement figures in the JSP are lower than the draft RSS housing requirement in Table 9.1. The increased housing requirement figures are supported by this Council as being the minimum required, given anticipated household growth and economic aspirations. With an increased annualized housing requirement for each District arising from the draft RSS, the contribution of new permissions expected from previously-developed land would therefore be relatively lower (see Figure 5 in Technical Paper 3 – SDL/CUCC/28), given the fixed capacity of previously developed land identified by NLUD and the Districts Urban Potential Studies. In these circumstances, it is less likely that the re-cycling targets in the JSP could therefore be achieved, as it was acknowledged at the time that in certain Districts those targets were challenging. The effect of the upward revised housing requirement is shown in Appendix 1 below, where it clearly shows that the likelihood of meeting the existing JSP targets is reduced.

In view of these findings, it is considered that the existing re-cycling targets as set out in the JSP Policy H18 should therefore be the maximum, and there is no justification or evidence to increase these to the levels indicated in the draft RSS Table 9.1. 

Appendix 1

Table 1: Revised Technical Paper 3 Figure 5: Targets and potential supply of previously developed land by sub area

	District
	RSS Requirement for new permissions (9 x annual requirement)
	% of new permissions from previously developed land (target used in JSP Policy H18)
	Contribution of new permissions expected from previously developed land
	Capacity of previously developed land identified in NLUD
	Capacity of previously-developed land identified in Urban Potential Studies

	Carlisle
	4,050 (450 x 9)
	65

[Carlisle  Urban– 65%; Rural Carlisle – 40%]
	2,633
	870
	1,510

	Allerdale
	2,403 (267 x 9)
	70

[Allerdale Urban – 70%; Allerdale Rural – 40%]
	1,682
	940
	1,580

	Barrow
	1,350 (150 x 9)
	85
	1148
	840
	990

	Copeland
	2,070 (230 x 9)
	70
	1,449
	3,980
	2,460

	South Lakeland
	3,600 (400 x 9)
	50

[South Lakeland Kendal – 50%; South Lakeland Ulverston – 50%]
	1,800
	220
	820

	Eden
	2,151 (239 x 9)
	30
	645
	N/A
	530

	Cumbria
	15,624
	62
	9,687
	6,850
	7,890


Sources:                  (a)                      (b)                   (c)                      (d)                   (e)

Note 1: Sources – (a) RSS Table 9.1 housing requirement; (b) Figure 5 in Technical Paper 3; (c) derived from (a) x (b); (d) derived from Figure 5; (e) derived from Figure 5.

Note 2: The above NLUD and Urban Capacity Study figures for Carlisle, Allerdale, and South Lakeland have been amalgamated from figures derived from Figure 5 in Technical Paper 3 May 2004.

Note 3: The % of new permissions figures from previously-developed land for Carlisle, Allerdale and South Lakeland have been taken to be the higher % from Figure 5 in Technical Paper 3. The reason for taking the higher figure has been to make Table 1 correspond to the draft RSS, and it would be difficult for the purposes of illustrating the point being made in answer to Question 10B (i) to amalgamate the urban and rural figures into one for the whole District.  
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