EXAMINATION OF THE JOINT CORE STRATEGY (JCS) FOR BROADLAND, NORWICH & SOUTH NORFOLK

Hearing of matter 2:  Affordable Housing   [part of JCS policy 4]

Wednesday 10 November 2010 [AM/PM] 

Discussion agenda:
Note:
JCS policy on Affordable Housing (AH) is subject to three Focussed Changes (FC1-4) advertised by GNDP during July-August 2010.  FC1, 2 & 4 are submitted to the examination as advertised.  In response to comments on FC3, GNDP proposes some comparatively small changes to paragraph 5.28B, essentially of an editorial nature [see agenda to the GNDP Policy Group meeting of 23 September 2010]  
1
Issue 
Extent of need:
Does the 40% accurately reflect ‘need’?  
Landstock Estates considers the target based on an unrealistic assessment of need, since the GNDP figure of 11878 for the period 2008 - 2026 amounts to 33% of housing provision (see para 5.28A).   

[First contribution from Landstock Estates followed by other participants in any order]
2
Issue 
Is JCS policy on AH founded on sound evidence, mainly in the form of the viability study by Drivers Jonas (DJ)?  If the JCS is unsound in relation to AH are there any specific changes that would render it sound?  Would such changes at this stage require further consultation or sustainability appraisal? 

  
Some views summarised:
Several criticisms are made of the DJ study and its findings, the main ones being:
*The basis of the conclusion that 40% AH would be achievable in a “significant” number of scenarios bearing in mind the opinion expressed at the foot of p26 that “…….30% or up to 50%, if using the refined value range, represents a significant proportion of potential schemes that would be viable with 40% AH and without grant”.
*The use of a notional 1ha site model with a 100% gross/net development area ratio, said to be not transferable to other situations, especially large sites which usually have far higher infrastructure implications.
*The omission of the substantial costs of achieving Code 6 which will apply throughout most of the JCS period

*The potential for S106/CIL requirements higher than the assumed £7000

*The study’s assumptions as to allowances for (a) developer’s risk and (b) landowner’s uplift in value

*The unlikely availability of much grant funding

Some suggest that the target should be reduced.  Savills (o/b various clients) say that the policy should be deleted and further work undertaken through other DPDs.   

Hethersett Land suggests that para 5.29 be amended to read “……it is acknowledged that at the time of the JCS’s adoption, achieving 40% AH on sites of 16 dwellings or more is unviable in the majority of cases”.

Blue Living suggests that the JCS should refer to tests for individual schemes being made by a transparent viability model such as the HCA’s. 

Pegasus, while chary of the study and the emphasis placed on 40%, supports the recognition in the FCs that individual schemes will be subject to scrutiny of what they can viably achieve.  It also notes, as do others, that updated ‘needs’ should not be the only reference in reviewing ‘the policy target and balance of tenures’ (para 5.28B)

Others (eg CPRE) suggest that longer term viability of 40% AH depends on a return to supposedly ‘normal market conditions’ that may be unsustainable.  It is also suggested by some that the requirement for AH removes ‘choice’. 

[We will discuss in turn the main criticisms of the study set out in the bullets above, followed by any other matters – participants will be invited to contribute in an order to be announced on the day, related to their degree of interest in each of the bullet points]

3
Issue  Does the DJ study support the proposed tapering-in of the AH requirement for sites producing less than 16 dwellings?

Savills (for various clients) suggest that this will distort the market by making small sites (without major infrastructure costs) more attractive and thereby leading to a more dispersed pattern of development.

[First contribution from Savills, followed by other participants in any order]
4
Issue  In other respects, is the AH policy justified, effective and consistent with national policy? 
Does the JCS soundly fulfil the requirement of PPS3 para 29 for a plan-wide target for the amount of AH to be provided in terms of:
(a) social rented and intermediate tenures [85%/15% split sought]
(b) the size and type of AH


[Participants in any order]


5
Issue  What will be the policy mechanism for the review of “the proportion of AH and mix of tenure” mentioned in FC1?  [JCS review/another DPD?]


[GNDP to respond]
