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NORTH WEST REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY

EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

PANEL QUESTIONS

WEDNESDAY 15 NOVEMBER 2006

MATTER 4A: OVERALL HOUSING STRATEGY

Preamble

Discussion will focus first on the evidence underpinning the draft RSS housing proposals, and the extent to which those proposals reflect economic growth and regeneration priorities and are consistent with environmental limits.  We will then consider the question of affordable housing, housing markets and emerging national guidance, before discussing the details of implementation, phasing and monitoring.

Although today’s session will cover the general principles governing the proposed distribution of residential development, we will give more detailed consideration to the numbers of additional dwellings proposed in each district during the sub-regional sessions after Christmas.

The attention of participants is drawn to Briefing Note 20 – “Suggested Wording Changes to Draft RSS” produced by the North West Regional Assembly, and to Briefing Note 2 – “Structure and Broad Content” produced by the Government Office for the North West. Both documents contain suggested revisions to the Regional Spatial Strategy, which may be discussed throughout the Examination in Public.

4A (i) 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?

Panel Questions

Soundness of evidence base for the proposed regional housing provision

Why was a transformational improvement economic growth scenario not adopted as a basis for the draft RSS housing requirement as sought by NWDA?  At the medium economic activity rate assumed, this would require a net increase of up to 29,000 dwellings pa.  Alternatively, why was the recent economic performance scenario not adopted, leading to a requirement of c25,500 dwellings pa?

Do the economic growth scenarios and assumed economic activity rates provide an appropriate basis for assessing future housing needs? 

Does the proposed housing provision require adjustment in the light of the ODPM 2003-based household projections?  If so, what adjustments should be made? 

Should the gross housing requirement be specified? 

How reliable is the land supply information underpinning the proposals, particularly having regard to the data on urban potential, allocations in existing development plans, and outstanding planning permissions?  How have gaps in the land supply information been addressed?

What account was taken of water supply, sewage treatment capacity, flood risk, increased energy consumption and other environmental limits, in deciding on the proposed regional housing requirement and distribution?  Should the proposed housing provision be reduced for precautionary reasons?

What is the basis of the indicative targets for “brownfield” development?  Do these reflect urban land capacity studies?  Are the increases from the levels proposed in Policy UR4 of RPG13 realistic?  Will the indicative targets be interpreted as minimum requirements?

Does the draft RSS pay sufficient attention to the quality of the housing stock, both existing and proposed?  How might this be improved?

Should specific provision be made for single-bedroom apartments, sheltered housing and extra care housing?

Distribution of the proposed housing 

What objective criteria determined the proposed distribution of housing between LPAs?

How does this distribution assist urban regeneration, rural renaissance or sustainable development objectives?

Will there be sufficient land to sustain the net completions proposed in Manchester, Salford and Liverpool, particular in view of likely clearance?  Can the numbers proposed be delivered in the short term?  How would they affect HMRAs?  What density of development is implied?  Is this consistent with securing mixed sustainable communities?  Will there be sufficient demand for this amount of housing?  What additional infrastructure will be needed to support the proposed residential development, and can it be provided?  Are the proposed numbers excessive?

Are the proposals for Oldham and Rochdale deliverable?  How would they affect Housing Market Renewal Areas?  How would they support economic growth, as the proposed provision falls below the requirement as calculated from the long-term economic growth scenario?

Why is restraint proposed in Southern Manchester, North East Cheshire, South Cheshire, Wirral, Warrington, Wigan, Bolton, South West Lancashire and the Fylde Peninsula?  The economic scenarios and the ODPM 2003-based projections all point to a need for substantial provision in these areas in addition to that proposed.  What are the implications of continued restraint for economic development, the affordability of housing, and commuting patterns?

Is there a case for additional provision in Preston/South Ribble/Chorley area, as some objectors argue?

Is the figure for Burnley too low, as suggested by Lancashire CC?  Does this reflect HMRA activity – i.e. would additional supply exacerbate existing market weakness?

Do the housing requirements for Crewe, Chester, Warrington, Lancaster and Carlisle adequately reflect the growth aspirations for these towns in the RES?

Should RSS specify a housing target for the Lake District National Park?  If so, should it specify that provision should be exclusively for affordable local-need housing?

Is there a case for increased provision in Sefton, South Lakeland and Eden?

4A (v) Do the housing policies reflect emerging national guidance?  Will they help to provide affordable housing and achieve balanced housing markets?

Panel Questions

Affordable Housing

How could the RSS further stimulate the provision of affordable housing?  Should it include affordable housing targets (as draft PPS3 paragraph 5(g))?  Or should this be left to local authorities?  On what evidence would targets be based?  Shelter argue for 50% of all new dwellings, as in London; CPRE argue for 30% to 60% according to need.

Should there be a separate target for social rented housing?  Given the recent performance of registered social landlords and local authorities in providing new housing [Technical Appendix Table 4.8] what prospect is there of additional social rented housing making a significant contribution to meeting affordable housing need?  What (if anything) should be done to address this issue?

Policy L5 speculates about the areas with the greatest need for affordable housing.  Is this appropriate, and on what evidence is it based?

Should Policy L5 have greater regard to the commercial viability of providing affordable housing on particular sites?

Should the reservation of sites for 100% affordable housing be confined to rural areas?  

Would developments containing 100% affordable housing be consistent with the objective of establishing mixed communities?

What is the case for imposing local occupancy restrictions on new housing?

Why should the promotion of on-site affordable housing (or developer contributions in lieu of this) be confined to small rural settlements, as in Bullet 5 of Policy L5?

Emerging National Guidance

Different approaches to the definition of Housing Market Areas have been adopted by Ecotec and the local authorities in Cumbria.  Policy L2 requires local authorities to make sub-regional housing market assessments.  Is it possible to devise a consistent regional approach?  What happens if HMAs cut across local authority boundaries and there is no agreement as to their extent?  Should the RSS give clearer guidance?

Should RSS define HMAs?  Would it be practicable to recast Table 9.1 on the basis of the Housing Market Areas suggested by Ecotec?

Should the RSS include a density target or targets [as draft PPS3 paragraph 5(f)]?

Is the proposed supply and distribution of new housing sufficiently responsive to market demand in accordance draft PPS3, paragraph 9?

4A (ii) Does the draft RSS need to be more flexible in terms of the housing provision to ensure it can respond to changes over the Plan period?

4A (iii) 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?

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

Panel Questions

Flexibility, Phasing and Monitoring

Why are the proposed housing figures expressed as “maxima” in Policy L4 but as “targets” in paragraph 9.22?  What is intended?  Would “maxima” be unduly prescriptive, impose an unnecessary constraint on supply and encourage under-provision in land release?  Should the word “requirements” or “provision” be used in preference to “maxima” or “targets”?

Should figures refer to planning permissions or completions?

Although paragraph 9.20 indicates that the annual figures in table 9.1 are averages, which may be overshot in some years and missed in others, should this be made explicit in Policy L4?  Should performance fall within a range of tolerance on either side of the specified annual figures?

Although Policy L4 provides for LPAs to introduce phasing policies, should phasing be incorporated in the RSS?  On what evidence would this be based?  Can developers adjust immediately to the higher figures or is a transitional period required?

Is clearer guidance needed regarding net and gross housing provision?

Would it be feasible for the RSS to propose housing provision over a 20-year period, up to 2026?

How will performance be monitored, and how would significant deviations from the proposed average annual provision be addressed?

What arrangements are proposed for the review of Policy L4?

Are there any other matters which participants wish to raise here which are not dealt with elsewhere?

THURSDAY 16 NOVEMBER 2006 - AM

MATTER 4B: SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES

4B (i) Will the draft RSS help to secure mixed, cohesive, sustainable communities?

4B (ii) Are health and education issues adequately addressed in the draft RSS?

Panel Questions

How will the draft RSS help secure, mixed, cohesive and sustainable communities?  Could it be improved in this respect?

Are there significant disparities or deficiencies in terms of: 

- health standards (e.g. mortality and morbidity rates);

- educational attainment;

- worklessness;

- crime rates;

- accessibility to jobs, medical facilities, educational institutions, retail outlets, cultural opportunities, recreational facilities and open space?  

Does the RSS adequately address these matters?

In the final sentence of Policy L1, should “major developments” be defined?  Should “recreational facilities” be added to “health, education and training”?

Is adequate provision made for expected changes in age structure?

Is adequate provision made for wheelchair access in residential development?

Should cul-de-sac development be prohibited, and greater emphasis be given to the reduction of traffic in residential streets and the provision of communal space?

Should greater emphasis be given to mixed use development, and the co-location of housing, employment and services?

Are there any other matters which participants wish to raise here which are not dealt with elsewhere?
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