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Issue 4 HOUSING - Policies CP2 – CP7
iv)
Is policy CP5 [Gypsies and Travellers] clear and consistent with national guidance and does it establish appropriate, realistic and reasonable criteria?

Relevant Background Papers 
CD2h: Proposed Further Modifications 
EB102: Informal Scrutiny Group Final Report – Allocation of Gypsy and Traveller Sites 2011

SD12: NPPF Compatibility Checklist
SD15: Note of Planning Inspectorate Advisory Meeting
POL3: National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
POL7: Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (CLG)
Justification for Policy CP5 – Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople 

1. The Council is of the view that the Plan’s approach to gypsies and travellers is the appropriate and consistent with government advice, given the evidence and background to this issue.  The policy’s criteria are also clear and reasonable. 

2. As with general housing requirements, the expectation during the early stages of Plan preparation was that the South East Plan would set a gypsy and traveller (G&T) pitch target.  Work on this had been progressed as a ‘Partial Review’ of the South East Plan, following the production of gypsy and traveller accommodation assessments (GTAAs) by the various authorities in the South East.  The Partial Review of the South East Plan was expected to identify the accommodation needs of gypsies and travellers in the South East and allocate a number of pitches to each District. However, this work was abandoned when the Government announced that it intended to revoke the South East Plan through the Localism Bill. 
3. There had been various assessments of gypsy and traveller needs which are now out of date and would not be a robust basis for determining future pitch provision. A Hampshire GTAA was produced by consultants acting on behalf of the Hampshire authorities and was published in 2006.  This informed the early stages of production of the Partial Review and the submitted Partial Review (2009) suggested a requirement for at least 21 gypsy and traveller pitches and 16 travelling showpersons’ plots in Winchester District between 2006 - 2016. The Partial review was subject to a public examination in early 2010 but the Partial Review Panel Report was never completed or formally published.  Following a Freedom of Information request an incomplete version of the Panel Report was released, indicating that the Panel was likely to recommend significantly higher numbers, although this has no formal status. 

4. Because the earlier GTAA work only covered the period to 2011 it is now out of date.  Similarly, much of the Partial Review work simply multiplied up the needs identified in the GTAAs to extend them over a longer period.  The incomplete Panel Report was critical of the GTAA work for most parts of the South East and was in the process of recommending new, higher targets.  However, this was never completed, formally published or subject to consultation.  Accordingly, the Council’s view is that none of this background work is now a sufficiently up to date or robust basis on which to determine a District pitch target and the Plan, therefore, does not seek to do this. 
5. Following the Government’s announcement of its intention to abolish regional strategies, work stopped on the Partial Review and it became clear that a ‘top-down’ G&T pitch target would not be provided by the South East Plan.  The Council initiated the ‘Blueprint’ consultation in order to assess housing and other needs in the District but that exercise did not produce any evidence relating specifically to gypsies and travellers.

6. The Council set up an Informal Scrutiny Group to consider G&T issues in 2011 and its report made recommendations on the type, size and tenure of G&T sites needed (EB102: Informal Scrutiny Group Final Report – Allocation of Gypsy and Traveller Sites 2011).  It was not possible within the timescale of this process to assess the quantity of pitches/plots needed. Instead, it recommended that a needs assessment should be carried out and the Core Strategy / Local Plan should give a commitment that this would be undertaken, but that a pitch target be included in Local Plan Part 2.  It was recognised that the Local Plan Part 1 process would be seriously delayed if it waited for this assessment to be undertaken, consulted upon and included.
7. This recommendation was made in the knowledge that the (then draft) Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (POL7) sought a pitch requirement and adequate land supply. It was concluded that the most expedient way forward in the circumstances was to progress Local Plan Part 1 to early adoption, allowing a needs assessment to be undertaken concurrently and its conclusions to be available ready for incorporation into the Local Plan Part 2. 
8. The Local Plan Part 1 implements all of the Informal Scrutiny Group’s relevant recommendations and the City Council has taken a leading role in progressing joint working with neighbouring authorities to commission a needs assessment. The City Council has commissioned such an assessment (covering permanent and transit sites) on behalf of 11 Hampshire authorities, covering most of southern and central Hampshire outside the cities of Southampton and Portsmouth. The consultants brief sought the completion of this work by the end of August 2012 and the production of District-level recommendations on the need for permanent gypsy, traveller and travelling showpeople’s sites, and recommendations on transit site needs across the wider area. 
9. Unfortunately, the work has been delayed due to illness of a key member of staff within the charity commissioned to undertake the work.  Nevertheless, all of the necessary survey work (which involved many interviews across the 11 authorities) has been completed and the consultant’s draft report has been received.  The Council is, therefore, actively seeking to establish G&T needs and work towards a pitch/plot target, not only for Winchester District, but as the lead for 11 authorities.   
10. As recommended by the Council’s Informal Scrutiny Group, the aim is to establish and consult on a pitch target in Local Plan Part 2 and to make appropriate allocations as necessary. However, this is a complex and contentious issue and even when the needs assessment’s recommendations are known they will need to be considered, approved as a basis for consultation, consulted upon and included in the Local Plan. If this was to be done in the Local Plan Part 1 it would result in the need for a further Pre-Submission consultation, which would be unlikely to start before early 2013, thus delaying the adoption process by at least 1 year. 
11. This is not considered acceptable in view of the current housing land supply situation and the benefits of securing firm strategic allocations and other key policies in the short term, to help general and affordable housing provision and other policy aims. Gypsies and travellers are not expected to be disadvantaged by the Council’s approach as a pitch target would be established through the Local Plan Part 2, along with any necessary allocations, and the programme for this follows on from completion of the needs assessment.  Delaying the Local Plan Part 1 in order to include a pitch target would not only put back the Local Plan Part 1 adoption programme by at least a year, it would still not achieve site allocations.  These would still need to follow in Local Plan Part 2, as to include them in Part 1 would result in much greater delays. 
12. The Council’s approach, as described above, was set out in a draft NPPF Compatibility Checklist (SD12) which was sent to the Planning Inspectorate in advance of the PINS Advisory Meeting held on 27 April 2012.  The Advisory Meeting was attended by the Chief Planning Inspector, Mr P Burley, and the note of the meeting (SD15) was agreed with PINS prior to publication.  Whilst the PINS advice did not involve assessing soundness, it is clear that the approach adopted by the Council was supported.   With regard to the importance of progressing Local Plan Part 1, the following advice was given:

‘CLG had advised that where at all possible plans should continue to move forward and that, provided LPAs have evidence and justification for their approach, and confidence in their compliance with the spirit of the NPPF, then they should press on…. WCC outlined the Council’s approach, with Local Plan Part 1 setting out the development strategy with strategic allocations and key development management policies, with a Local Plan Part 2 to follow with greater policy detail and the allocation of non strategic sites. PINS confirmed that this approach was acceptable subject to the Part 1 document setting out sufficient

justification and explanation.’

13. Specific advice in relation to Policy CP5 was provided as follows:
‘Policy CP5 Sites for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople. PINS advise that it seems sensible in Winchester’s position to progress Local Plan Part 1 without a G&T pitch target or allocations, but to treat this like another housing policy and to set out in the supporting text (timescales and processes) how WCC is taking matters forward i.e. criteria based policy in the plan as an interim measure with more details and targets in Local Plan Part 2. Also need to address matter of rural exception sites for gypsies and travellers. Some elements of the policy seem restrictive or unclear when compared to the revised guidance and may therefore need amending to ensure compliance.’
14. Policy CP5 and its explanatory text has been drafted so as to implement the recommendations of the G&T Informal Scrutiny Group and was based on the advice in the (then draft) Planning Policy for Traveller Sites.  As recommended by the ISG, it gives a commitment to undertake needs assessments (now underway) and sets criteria against which planning applications and site allocations can be considered.  Following the publication of the final Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (March 2012), consideration of representations on the Pre-Submission Plan and the results of the PINS Advisory Meeting, a number of Proposed Modifications were published and consulted on at the submission stage.  
15. These amend paragraph 5.38 (Proposed Modification 103) to ‘set out in the supporting text (timescales and processes) how WCC is taking matters forward i.e. criteria based policy in the plan as an interim measure with more details and targets in Local Plan Part 2.’ (see SD15 – Note of PINS Advisory Visit).  Paragraph 5.40 is also subject to a Proposed Modification (104) to refer to the final Planning Policy for Traveller Sites.
16. Policy CP5 itself is subject to various slight amendments as follows (Proposed Modification 105):

· To clarify that needs assessments will inform Local Plan Part 2;

· To refer to ‘objectively assessed needs’ to reflect the terminology of the NPPF;

· To remove the criterion relating to previously developed land, and ‘where possible’ and to move reference to designations in response to the PINS Advisory Visit comment about ‘some elements of the policy seem restrictive or unclear when compared to the revised guidance and may therefore need amending to ensure compliance.’  This also responds to comments made about lack of clarity in relation to the term ‘should respond to’;
· To add reference to maintaining equipment on travelling showpersons’ sites;

· To include wording regarding designations which is consistent with other policies.

17. Accordingly, the Council concludes that its approach to gypsy and traveller issues through Policy CP5 is the most appropriate in the circumstances, given that the Partial Review of the South East Plan has been abandoned and that there would need to be a considerable delay to Local Plan Part 1 in order to incorporate a pitch target and/or allocations.  The criteria of CP5 are appropriate and have been subject to Proposed Modifications to reflect the content of Planning Policy for Traveller Sites, the PINS Advisory Meeting and comments at the Pre-Submission and Submission stages.
Proposed Further Modifications (CD2h)
18. There are no Proposed Further Modifications related to this Issue.

Response to further written submissions
HDR 002176 – Robert Tutton Consultants 

19. The issues raised in the statement by this participant are generally addressed above.  In particular, it is clear that the South East Plan Partial Review was expected, until very recently, to provide a G&T pitch requirement which the Council would incorporate into the Local Plan.  On a factual point, at paragraph 3 of the participant’s statement it is suggested that the City Council did not object to the submitted Partial Review.  This is incorrect and in fact the Council’s Cabinet resolved as follows on 8 July 2009 (report CAB1867 refers):

1. That the pitch numbers and regional distribution for these in the South East England Partnership Board’s public consultation document “Partial Review of the Regional Spatial Strategy for the South East: Provision for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People” be noted.
2. That representations be made on the Submission document to the Planning Inspectorate, to inform the Examination stage of the Partial Review of the South East Plan, as set out in paragraph 4.1 of the Report. 

20. Paragraph 4.1 of the report reads:

4.1 It is recommended, therefore, that Cabinet should respond to the Assembly’s Submission consultation by: 

a) Objecting to the selection of Option D which does not appear to be based on, or closely related to, the independently gathered evidence and ‘advice’ submitted by the local authorities. 

b) Objecting to the fusing of political and technical decisions which results in a lack of clarity and continuity in regard to the assembly of the former Regional Assembly’s evidence base, its generation of the four distribution options and its selection of Option D, not least in regard to the supplementary provisions for travelling showpeople. The needs of gypsies, travellers and travelling showpeople will not be most effectively met by a political compromise which relies on provision being made in areas where they do not necessarily wish to live. 

c) Objecting to the Submission document’s proposals for additional travelling showpeoples’ accommodation in so far as these apply to the Winchester District, which are based to an extent on a mathematical extrapolation of Option A and would add significantly to the challenges for this District in providing new gypsy and traveller accommodation in accordance with the Partial Review’s recommendations. 

21. The Partial Review was not progressed for reasons beyond the Council’s control, but the Council has initiated an Informal Scrutiny Group to consider how it should deal with G&T issues and has taken a lead role in coordinating a group of Hampshire authorities in commissioning an up to date needs assessment.  This is now in progress and the survey work has been undertaken.  
22. Therefore, the participant is incorrect in saying that the Council suggests that the work should not be undertaken.  The work is being undertaken and is well advanced, but as this needs to be considered by all 11 authorities involved and as it is not intended to incorporate a pitch target in this Plan, its delay does not cause an issue for Local Plan Part 1.  The needs assessment will be completed in time to feed into Local Plan Part 2, where a pitch target and any necessary allocations would be made.  The Council is, however, right not to hold back progress on Local Plan Part 1, for the reasons explained above, and this approach was supported at the PINS Advisory Meeting.
Proposed Modification/Change to the Plan: 
None 
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