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i) Is Policy CP2 reasonable and realistic and does it provide sufficient flexibility, if viability is an issue, for a particular scheme?
ii) Is the threshold and percentage of affordable housing in policy CP3 justified by up to date, clear and robust local evidence of housing needs and economic viability, and does it provide sufficient flexibility, if viability is an issues for a particular scheme?

iii) Is Policy CP4 clear and consistent with national guidance and does it establish appropriate, realistic and reasonable criteria.

Relevant Background Papers:
EB101: Viability Report Update 2012

EB109: Winchester District Housing Market and Housing Need Assessment Update 2010

EB110: Affordable Housing Viability Study 2010

EB111: Local Connections (Housing) Study 2010

EB117: Central Hampshire Housing Viability Study 2008

EB120: Central Hampshire Housing Market Assessment 2007

EB123: Winchester District Housing Market and Housing Need Assessment Update 2011

EB124: Winchester District Housing Market and Housing Need Assessment Update 2012

BP2: Affordable Housing Policies

BP2a: Supplement A – Updated affordable housing needs assessment / Council house building update

POL3: National Planning Policy Framework

Justification for Policy CP2
1. Policy CP2 reflects the findings of the original and updated versions of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (EB120, EB109, EB123, EB124) and Viability Study (EB101, EB110, EB117).   It provides for a mix of dwelling types to be provided, and while, prioritising affordable housing and 2 and 3 bed family homes, it is not prescriptive on the quantity and allows for flexibility to reflect local circumstances. This would include the viability of a particular scheme.
2. The explanatory text of the Plan (paragraphs 5.16 - 5.18) explains how flexibility is provided, specifically indentifying the need for the market to be able to react to changes in economic circumstances.  Further policy provisions with respect to viability are set out in Policies CP3 and 4 (with respect to affordable housing) and CP21 (generally).
3. Few comments have been made in relation to Policy CP2 and most of these are generally supportive.  Some seek clarification of the Policy in some respects.  
4. CALA Homes agree that a range of property sizes should be provided (as set out in the Policy), and they acknowledge there is justification for 2 and 3 bedroom houses. However they raise a minor (in their words) point, questioning whether 2 bedroom accommodation should be described as ‘family’ accommodation, suggesting that 3 bed or larger dwellings fall within that definition. However, they do contradict this suggestion, acknowledging that that 2 bed accommodation will be demanded from very small families. They consider that reference to specific sizes of accommodation is unnecessarily prescriptive. Their preferred approach is to delete reference in the Policy to dwellings sizes. Alternatively (due to alleged inconsistencies with the Plan) they propose that either the word ‘family’ should be deleted or that the Policy is changed to refer to 3 or more bedrooms rather than 2 and 3.
5. Property occupation levels are closely related to affordability. Home owners are likely to ‘consume’ as much housing as they can afford. In the Winchester context the size of property that can be afforded by small families is seriously constrained by price. Lower quartile prices are in excess of £200,000. The purchase income threshold identified in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) is £63,000. With average household incomes of less than £50,000 per annum, and lower quartile incomes of £23,000, it is clear that even a modestly sized property is outside the reach of many households. Thus, although, for instance a family may desire a 3 bed house, they may only be able to afford a 2 bed house. The policy is deliberately worded to refer to houses rather than dwellings so that development better meet family needs.

6. It is accepted, however, that 2 bed houses will meet the needs of households other than families, including, as made clear in CALA’s representations and the SHMA, newly forming households and downsizers. Consequently, CALA’s proposal that the word ‘family’ be deleted from Policy CP2, in order to take account of their comments and to be consistent with paragraph 5.16 of the June Submission document, is accepted.
7. The Policy provides flexibility so the market can react to changes in economic circumstances (paragraph 5.18 of the Submission document specifically refers). It also resists specifying the quantum of 2 and 3 bedroom houses that should be provided, nor indeed what specific proportion should be 2 or 3 bedroom homes. It is not expected that each site will deliver a full range of housing types and sizes, nor does the Council which to unduly constrain the market from delivering what it wishes. However, as explained in paragraph 5.18 of the June Submission document, it is important to ensure there is not a drift towards relative shortfalls or excesses of supply of particular kinds of dwelling that reflect the short-term aspirations of developers rather than longer-term community interests. 
8. This “light touch” approach will strike a balance between the laissez-faire approach of a decade or more ago, which saw significant numbers of large dwellings built, and the more recent (some would argue too interventionist) approach of the current Local Plan that requires 50% of homes to be 1 and 2 bed properties.
9. Bovis Homes and Heron Land support the proposal for the majority of homes to be family housing and consider the Policy should be amended to require the majority of homes to be family homes.  For the reasons set out above it is considered the word ‘family’ should be deleted from Policy CP2.
10. The North Whitely Consortium broadly supports the Policy, however consider that viability should be referred to in the Policy to allow greater flexibility.  The Policy allows for local circumstances to be taken into account, this would include where viability is an issue. Given that the Policy is very flexible in its requirements it is not considered that there is a need to specifically refer to viability.
11. The Bryan Jezeph Consultancy note the lack of reference to issues arising from an ageing population, citing paragraph 5.17 as the only reference.  This is a very narrow analysis of the approach being proposed by the Council. It must be remembered that most older people will continue to live in their own home. The Council’s aim is to create a flexible dwelling stock that meets a range of community housing needs, including older people who may be seeking to downsize, stay in their own home or move to specialist accommodation. 
12. References to older persons and to demographic trends are made throughout the Plan, in addition to that cited above, including paragraphs 5.1. 5,2, 5.4 5.14, 5.16 (of the Submission document) and in Policy CP2 and Appendix E, which includes reference to extra care housing.  Furthermore Policies DS1, WT2 also make reference to the needs of older persons and the need for new development to contribute towards community wellbeing and inclusivity. As a housing provider the Council is improving the provision of specialised accommodation for older persons and actively working with Hampshire County Council to pursue opportunities to increase provision. 

13. It is considered that the both the development strategy and policies create a positive planning framework in which specialised accommodation for older persons can be developed and where new housing will be attractive to a broad cross section of the community, including older persons. These complement the Council’s Housing Strategy and the proactive approach it is taking to meet older persons needs
Justification for Policy CP3
14. Policy CP3 reflects the findings of the original and updated versions of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (EB120, EB109, EB123, EB124) and Viability Study (EB101, EB110, EB117).  Background Paper 2 - Affordable Housing Policies (BP2) sets out in detail the justification for Policy CP2, both in terms of the need for additional affordable housing and the impact on development viability.  Paragraph 5.20 of the Plan includes Further Modifications to update the Plan to reflect the results of the Winchester District Housing Market and Housing Need Assessment Update 2012 and the Council’s housing building proposals (Further Modification 2.9).  Paragraph 5.21 of the Plan explains that the precise nature of affordable housing provision will be determined having regard to local needs, affordability and the economics of provision.

15. The explanatory text of the Plan (paragraph 5.23) makes clear that the Council is mindful that the characteristics of individual sites and market conditions can impact on site viability, and that where viability is challenging this will be taken into account.  Paragraph 5.27 indicates that market conditions will be monitored in order to assess viability implications.  The Policy itself allows flexibility, making clear that the 40% provision is subject to this not rendering proposals economically unviable, and that that the economics of provision will be considered in relation to specific proposals.

16. The North of Whiteley Consortium contend that, while Policy CP3 makes reference to viability, this is not reflected in Policy SH1. They also suggest that the target for affordable housing at North of Whiteley (Policy SH3) should be 30%.
17. To avoid the need for extensive duplication of policy requirements, Policy CP3 needs to be read in conjunction with SH1. It is considered clear that viability is capable of being a material consideration in the relation to North Whiteley development, as with any other scheme. The development of this strategic site will take place over very many years and, in all likelihood, more than one economic cycle. Consequently, given the priority attached to delivering affordable housing, the Council’s approach of setting a 40% target, while providing the flexibility to vary that downwards for specific phase(s) should a suitable viability case be made in the light of particular economic conditions is considered reasonable.  
18. While it is noted that the North Whiteley Consortium’s Viability Report (OD15) suggests that affordable housing requirements may need to be modified due to viability concerns, the Council has not assessed the assumptions behind this in detail, or considered other means of improving viability.  These would be matters that would be examined and negotiated on fully at the time of a planning application.  It is appropriate for the Plan to set out the Council’s aim for affordable housing and other requirements, in a way that is consistent for all housing sites, rather than making arbitrary changes on the basis of incomplete evidence.
19. The City of Winchester Trust contend there is confusion about how affordable housing is to be treated in the context of the 11,000 dwellings in Policy DS1. They suggest that affordable housing is in addition to the 11,000 dwellings. This is not the case, as the Housing Technical Paper considered the total requirement for housing, not just market housing.  Accordingly, affordable housing provision, whether at Barton Farm or other sites, will be counted towards the 11,000 dwelling target, just as it will contribute to meeting an important element of housing needs.  
Justification for Policy CP4

20. Policy CP4 is consistent with the Council’s Local Connections Study 2010 (EB111) and the NPPF (POL3).  Background Paper 2 Affordable Housing Policies (BP2) provides further justification, details and explanation of the Policy (see particularly paragraphs 4.20 – 4.21 and 6.14 – 6.20).  The policy makes clear that the circumstances where development will be acceptable.  It also takes account of the localism agenda, providing for communities to identify and have their aspirations met.

21. There is flexibility within the policy to allow for a variety of affordable housing types and tenures, and to allow for market housing, subject to local needs and in accordance with criteria set out in the policy.  It builds on the Council’s long and successful experience of rural exception policies, taking account of its own Local Connections Study (EB111), the NPPF (POL3) and its work with the HCA, the Hampshire Alliance for Rural Affordable Housing (HARAH) partnership and rural communities.

Proposed Modification/Change to the Plan: 

22. Further Modification 2.9 updates the Plan to reflect the results of the Winchester District Housing Market and Housing Need Assessment Update 2012 and the Council’s housing building proposals. 

23. Policy CP2, delete reference to family:
A majority of homes should be in the form of 2 and 3 bed family houses, … 
