4.  housing

4.1 pARAGRAPH 3.6 – see appendix b

4.2 pARAGRAPHS 3.8 AND 3.13

Objections

028/0106

036/0219

038/0232

141/0855, 0856

151/0951

Issues

4.2.1 These are whether:

(i) Para 3.8 should be modified to more accurately reflect guidance in PPG2 and RPG11;

(ii) Para 3.13 should be modified to incorporate recommendations on the dwelling requirement made in Chapter 1.

Conclusions

4.2.2 These paragraphs set out the background to the policies of the plan in PPG2 and the dwelling requirement in RPG11.  In so far as the objections relate to the substance of the proposals in the plan, these are taken into account in IR Chapter 1.  Paragraph 3.8 would be more accurate if the need for a longer timescale for the Green Belt within development plans were referred to.  Concerning para 3.13, this and para 3.28 set out the background to the calculation of the requirement in Coventry.  RPG11 acknowledges the need to take the latest information into account and this should be mentioned here, although I leave it to the Council to decide where in the plan the details of the figure recommended in Chapter 1 should be explained.

Recommendation

4.2.3 Modify paragraphs 3.8 and 3.13 in accordance with the conclusions above.

4.3 
policy H2 – BALANCING NEW AND EXISTING HOUSING

Objections

075/0422

113/0672

135/0802

141/0857

151/0950, 0952

152/0969[CW]

158/1025

Issues

4.3.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy gives undue priority to the conversion of business premises and the sub-division of larger dwellings;

(ii) The policy should provide for a mixture of type, size and tenure of dwellings;

(iii) The policy serves a clear purpose, is consistent with national policy and RPG, and is supported by means to achieve its intentions.

Conclusions

4.3.2 On the first issue, the proposed changes would remove reference to the conversion of non-residential buildings from this policy so as to be subject to Policy H4 only.  This would improve clarity.  As to the sub-division of dwellings, objections 057/0422 and 158/1025 are concerned at the effect on the number of family dwellings.  However this should be adequately safeguarded by the reference to converting large dwellings only and providing a satisfactory residential environment.

4.3.3 Turning to the second issue, while PPG3 supports a mixture of housing types and tenures, I do not accept that the plan would be improved by introducing this point here.  This can be adequately incorporated within Policy H11 and its supporting text, where following FPC45, there would be a reference to a range of living environments and to variety and choice.  Policy H2 sets out an overall approach to the use of existing resources and does mention need and choice.  Objection 151/0952 opposes the reference to tenure in para 3.15 but this text does not express a preference for particular forms of tenure and is merely a description of the breadth of demand.

4.3.4 On the third issue, I accept the Council’s argument that the policy is consistent with the principles in paras 9.10 and 9.11 of RPG11 and para 2 of PPG3.  For the most part the measures identified in the policy are concerned with the development and use of land but, as the Council acknowledges, reducing the number of vacant dwellings is a matter for the housing strategy and this would more appropriately be part of the text.  The concern of objection 135/0802 is in effect that the policy and para 3.15 misrepresent the role of existing housing and the significance of the new dwelling requirement but read as a whole I do not agree.  Objection 141/0857 is to the wording of para 3.16 and I agree that the sentence concerning outward expansion and inner area dereliction is unduly dogmatic and unbalanced.  It would be more accurate to refer to possible increased dereliction and to outward expansion as “less suitable” rather than “unacceptable”.  FPC45 proposes further changes to this paragraph to refer to PPG3 and although the terms used are criticised the wording chosen repeats part of para 2 of the PPG.

Recommendations

4.3.5 Modify Policy H2 in accordance with the proposed changes and by omitting the reference to reducing the number of vacancies, which should be included in the text with a summary of how this is to be achieved.

4.3.6 Modify paragraph 3.16 in accordance with FPC45 and the conclusions affecting the third sentence in paragraph 4.3.4 above.

4.4 policy H3 – THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE HOUSING STOCK

Objections

036/0989

140/0837

151/0953

Issues

4.4.1 These are whether:

(i) This is a statement of intent which is inappropriate as a policy;

(ii) The adaptation of dwellings for disabled people, including the availability of grants, should be referred to.

Part of objection 140/0837 is that dwellings should be designed to be suitable for all.  This is reported with Policy H10.

Conclusions

4.4.2 Concerning whether this is an appropriate policy, I accept that this is intended to be the basis of a comprehensive approach which is summarised in para 3.22 of the plan and includes elements which are related to the development and use of land.

4.4.3 On the second issue, it would be a misuse of the development plan and inconsistent with PPG12 to include details of how grant regimes under other legislation are to be implemented.  Objection 140/0837 also suggests that para 3.19 should include a reference to housing occupied by disabled people but this is a summary of the results of a survey in 1995 which do not refer to people with disabilities.

Recommendation

4.4.4 That no modification be made.

4.5 policy H3(a) – RESIDENTIAL AREAS

Objections

151/2304, 2305

Issues

4.5.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy is consistent with the encouragement of mixed use;

(ii) The reference to relatively low levels of demolition in para 3.23 is relevant and accurate. 

Conclusions

4.5.2 According to CD064 this policy was introduced in the proposed changes as a response to objection 158/1028.  However in my view the policy is not relevant to the terms of that objection.  In its present form, the policy expresses a presumption for retaining existing housing in that use.  Whereas this may generally occur, this approach is not consistent with the ostensible encouragement of mixed use such as is contained in Policies OS9 and BE2.   Although para 3.22A refers to possible compatible employment uses, if the policy were to be retained I would favour this setting out that alternative uses will be permitted subject to specified criteria not being infringed.  However I am not satisfied that such a policy is necessary and in its present form there is a potential conflict between policies.

4.5.3 On the second issue, the reference to relatively low levels of demolition added to para 3.23 is not relevant, nor is it necessarily accurate.  Arguably this is an attempt to make a virtue from necessity, in so far as resources have constrained demolition in the context of a large number of hard to let dwellings.

Recommendation

4.5.4 That the proposed changes adding Policy H3A, paragraph 3.22A and an additional sentence at the end of paragraph 3.23 be not made.

4.6 policy H3(B) – see appendix b

4.7 policy H4 – CONVERSION FROM NON-RESIDENTIAL TO RESIDENTIAL USE

Objections

151/0954

152/0970[CW]

Issues

4.7.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy should apply to the sub-division of large dwellings;

(ii) The inter-relationship with Policy E9 should be referred to.

Conclusions

4.7.2 Objection 151/0954 is related to the objector’s criticism of Policy H2.  Whereas it would be possible to include the sub-division of larger dwellings in Policy H4, I accept the retention of the Part I policy, H2, dealing with the land use aspects of utilising the existing stock of buildings and previously-developed land.  There is arguably an inconsistency in that there is no Part II policy on this subject, since such conversions are outside the scope of H4 and largely of H5 also.  Nevertheless I am not convinced that adding to the plan in this respect would increase its effectiveness.

4.7.3 A proposed change adds an appropriate reference to Policy E9 in the text, subject to which objection 152/0970 is conditionally withdrawn.

Recommendations

4.7.4 That no modification be made to Policy H4.

4.7.5 That paragraph 3.25 be modified in accordance with the proposed changes.

4.8 policy H5 – CONVERSION TO MULTIPLE OCCUPATION

Objections

031/0173, 2002

157/1002

Issues

4.8.1 These are whether:

(i) Further clarification of the status of SPG is necessary;

(ii) The policy is an adequate response to the problems caused by HIMOs, especially those occupied by students.

Conclusions

4.8.2 The first issue arises from the concerns of objector 031.  These have in part been met by the addition of Policy H3(b), which would be relevant to extensions out of scale with their surroundings.  Although the objector comments that many of the points made in H5 are equally applicable to large extensions, this partly arises out of the perceived difficulty of identifying when a change of use has occurred.  The status of SPG is clearly explained in PPG1 and particularly in PPG12, which emphasises the importance of consultation.  Although I have recommended the deletion of Policy OS12, this is on the basis that the relevant text, which is consistent with national policy in its approach to SPG, will be retained in the plan,.  The objector is critical of the Appendix to the plan summarising SPG but this is correct in describing SPG as not part of the plan.  In so far as SPG is proposed to be revised, the requirement for consultation stipulated in national guidance would apply.

4.8.3 As to the second issue, although in part objection 157/1002 refers particularly to student HIMOs, I do not see any reason in terms of policy to distinguish these and to do so would be impractical, since the background or occupation of occupiers cannot be controlled.  The objector is concerned about the problem of identifying HIMOs and what may constitute a change of use.  This is a matter of legal interpretation and would not be assisted or influenced by an explanation in the plan, which could confuse the decision to be made in such circumstances.  A further main concern is how “uncontrolled build-up” will be defined.  I agree that this lacks certainty and that the text should indicate what would be regarded as the maximum acceptable proportion of HIMOs in a locality.  In applying this approach, it would be reasonable to have regard also to the proportion of shared housing, albeit that this is not subject to planning control.  I have considered including a recommended figure but have not done so because I have insufficient evidence on the problems caused locally by changes in the ownership and occupation of dwellings in particular areas. The Birmingham study submitted by the objector describes a variety of implications where shared housing had risen towards 60% of a locality but a guide figure in Coventry should have regard to local circumstances.

Recommendations

4.8.4 Modify Policy H5 in accordance with the proposed changes.

4.8.5 Modify paragraph 3.26 in accordance with the proposed changes and to include an explanation of how the last bullet point in the policy will be applied.

4.9 Policy H6

4.9.1 Objections to this policy and the related text in paras 3.28-3.35 are dealt with in Chapter 1 of this report.

4.10 policy H7 – PRINCIPAL HOUSING SITES

Objections

031/0175

032/0199, 0201, 2063

076/0453

121/0707

132/0766[CW]

135/2403

141/2045

146/2276

148/0920

151/0957

152/0973

165/1116

176/1179

187/1278[CW]

Background and issues

4.10.1 Several objections to this policy carry forward the debate concerning the housing land requirement and the adequacy of the supply by arguing that more sites should be allocated under this policy.  Those representations have been taken into account in IR1 and are part of the background to the recommendation on site specific objections.  Objections which are solely site specific are not listed here but are dealt with in IR Chapter 13 or 15 (the latter for sites included in the Green Belt in the plan). 

4.10.2 There were proposed changes to Policy H7, both revising the list of sites and adding information on brownfield/greenfield status and whether new to the CDP.  Further changes are included in FPC45 adding density information and using the PPG3 previously-developed/greenfield definition.  Detailed changes to the text are also proposed.

4.10.3 A number of the objections are conditionally withdrawn or would be satisfactorily resolved by proposed or further changes.  132/0766 would be met by changes proposed elsewhere in the plan, particularly new para 6.7(a).  148/0920 has two main concerns.  The first is the inclusion of more information about individual site density, which is proposed in FPC45.  Secondly the objection seeks a phasing policy to favour previously-developed land, which is examined in detail in IR1.1.28-30.  Objection 165/1116 would be met by the inclusion of the previously-developed/greenfield status of sites.  Objection 187/1278 seeks suitable provision for corridors adjoining watercourses where development is proposed, which is met by proposed changes to other policies, such as GE2 and 3 and new policy EM5 and its supporting text.

4.10.4 Objections 076/0453 and 152/0973 are directed at the need for land to be safeguarded beyond the plan period.  The substance of these objections is reported in IR Chapter 1, but the recommendation below takes account of the conclusion in that chapter.   121/0707 is directed at housing allocations on former school playing fields.  This point is reported in Chapter 13 in relation to the three sites where planning permission has not been granted ie allocations 9, 27 and 28.  Similarly 146/2276 carries forward that objector’s comments on allocations 1, 9 and 26 and is reported with each of these sites. 

4.10.5 Two issues need to be dealt with fully here.  These are whether:

(i) The use of previously-developed land should be phased to promote flexibility between uses (objection 031/0175);

(ii) The approach proposed to density set out in FPC45 is consistent with national guidance and local factors.

Conclusions

4.10.6 On the first issue, the objector seeks to phase the use of previously-developed land, apparently on the grounds that the decision on whether use for housing or employment would be most appropriate could thereby be delayed.  This is promoted in order to avoid greenfield development and assumes that forecasts of the total land requirement are mistaken and all land needs might be met without using any greenfield sites.  In my view the premise on which this objection relies is incorrect and a further difficulty is that many sites are not suitable for both major uses.  Proceeding in the manner proposed would be likely to mean that the flexibility offered by a choice of sites would be prejudiced and the jobs and houses which the plan intends to provide for would not become available.

4.10.7 Concerning density, PPG3 establishes a presumption against development at less than 30 dwellings per hectare and encourages development above 50 dwellings per hectare in locations with good public transport accessibility.  The Council proposes to implement this guidance by identifying which of three density categories apply to each allocation.  One criticism made is that the categories should not be applied to each site at this stage, leaving this to be negotiated later.  That would substantially diminish the effectiveness of the attempt to increase density.  The timing of this change has not enabled objections to be made to the categories applied to each site so that I am unable to comment on these.  Nevertheless the overall balance appears to be realistic, with most sites in Category B and only a small number in Categories A and C.  It has also been argued that the lowest category should extend to a density of less that 15 per hectare but such a low figure would seriously undermine the objective of national policy.  In so far as a low density were the result of unusual physical characteristics on a site these could be taken into account as an exception, although this seems unlikely to be necessary.  In Chapter 1 I have commented on the absence of a review of site dwelling capacities as a result of seeking to raise density.  There should also be a reference in the text to the intention to apply Policy H11 and the density categorisation when the renewal of a permission for housing development is sought.

Recommendations

4.10.8 Modify Policy H7:

i. as in the proposed changes, with the further revisions in FPC45 and to take account of the review of indicative minimum capacities recommended at IR1.1.33;

ii. to exclude site 34b, Duggins Lane south;

iii. to show the indicative capacity at site 9 Lyng Hall School as 45 dwellings. 

4.10.9 Modify Policy H7 and the Proposals Map so that Elms Farm and Walsgrave Hill Farm are identified for release when development is shown to be necessary to meet the dwelling requirement for the following five years.

4.10.10 Modify the Proposals Map in accordance with the proposed changes as shown in Map 4 of CD064 and the additional changes in FPC2, FPC23, and FPC51.

4.10.11 Modify paragraph 3.36 in accordance with FPC45 and to explain that Policy H11 and the site density categorisation will be applied when the renewal of a planning permission is sought.

4.10.12 Modify the plan to include paragraph 3.36(a) as in the proposed changes and further revised by FPC’s 23 and 45.

4.10.13 Modify the text to include an indicative capacity for the reserved land at Walsgrave Hill Farm and to outline major design requirements.

4.10.14 Modify paragraph 3.37 to explain the phased release of greenfield land.

4.10.15 Modify paragraph 3.38 to be consistent with the recommendation at IR1.1.41 concerning the review of the plan to identify safeguarded land.

4.11 policy H8 – WINDFALL ADDITIONS TO HOUSING LAND SUPPLY

Objections

069/0395[CW]

094/0566

165/1127

176/1180

Issues

4.11.1 Objection 069/0395 argues that housing in the City Centre should be treated as a windfall in place of the allowance of 1,303 included in the CDP.  This has been taken into account in Chapter 1, where this element of supply is evaluated.    176/1180 is concerned with general land supply issues and is also taken into account in Chapter 1.

4.11.2 The main issues relevant here are whether:

(i) The policy is contrary to national guidance because applications would be assessed against criteria which are not part of the plan;

(ii) The test of proximity to public transport and local facilities should be applied to all windfall sites;

(iii) The policy is consistent with the sequential approach in PPG3.

Conclusions

Issue (i) – criteria outside the plan

4.11.3 Although 165/1127 claims that the policy introduces criteria which are not part of the plan, no detail is provided and it is not apparent that there are any such criteria, other than those which are part of the policy.

Issue (ii) – proximity to public transport and local facilities

4.11.4 Accessibility to local facilities and the availability of public transport are appropriate tests to apply to new housing development which are consistent with para 31 of PPG3.  Objection 094/0566 appears to be proposing that such requirements might be set aside for larger schemes because of their potential contribution to the housing land supply but that seems illogical.  The objectives are just as relevant where more dwellings are proposed and there is no reason why improvements to accessibility which were part of a larger scheme should not be taken into account within the terms of the policy.

Issue (iii)

4.11.5 PPG3 advocates a sequential approach to the allocation of housing sites and recommends that no allowance be made for greenfield windfalls in projecting the housing land supply.  I have explained in IR1.1.14 that a modification to this approach would be appropriate in Coventry.  Nevertheless the policy applies no special test to greenfield windfalls, so that these could be proposed for development at a rate which discouraged the development of some previously-developed sites.  I also believe that the principles applied to the phasing of identified sites should be applied consistently to windfalls and have recommended an additional criterion to achieve this.  I do not have the benefit of the good practice guidance referred to in PPG3 nor has detailed evidence been submitted on the form of any phasing policy.  My recommendation includes a suggested lower limit of 1 hectare to be consistent with the size of allocations and to avoid excessively detailed control.  This would also benefit the range and choice of sites, while experience suggests it would not prevent achievement of the recycling target, although it will need to be kept under review.  I have also recommended that the policy is re-phrased in more positive terms, which would assist the clarity of the plan.

Recommendations

4.11.6 Modify Policy H8 to read:

Proposals for housing development on sites not identified in either Policy H7 or in the City Council’s 1997 Unitary Development Plan Monitor will be permitted subject to:

· Compatibility with nearby uses

· The provision of an attractive residential environment

· Convenient pedestrian access to local facilities 

· Being well-served by public transport

· Compatibility with other plan policies

· For greenfield sites exceeding 1 hectare, that the development is necessary to meet the dwelling requirement for the following five years.

4.11.7 Modify paragraph 3.39 in accordance with the proposed changes, to explain the additional criterion, and to include a revised windfall dwellings estimate of 2,520.

4.12 policy H9 – AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Objections

028/0110

029/2267

036/0222

038/0235

052/2385

069/0396

071/0404

075/0424

076/0451

094/0567

113/0674, 2424, 2425

135/0801

141/0860

151/0958

153/0974

158/1026

164/2393[CW], 2470[CW]

165/1109, 2398

174/1176[CW]

177/1187

Issues

4.12.1  These are whether:

(i) The definition of affordable housing conforms with national guidance and meets regional aspirations;

(ii) There is adequate evidence of local need for affordable housing;

(iii) The requirement for affordable housing and the grounds for an exception are too prescriptive and inconsistent with national guidance;

(iv) The development of small sites for private sheltered housing should be excluded; 

(v) The role of social and low-cost market housing is clearly defined and justified in the context of national guidance and local need;

(vi) Affordable housing should be required in the City Centre;

(vii) Co-operative and self-build development of small plots should be encouraged.

4.12.2 There are proposed changes to the policy and text.  FPC3 adds to the policy.  FPC6 proposes a minor correction to the policy which has no effect on its meaning and changes to paras 3.41-3.44.  These further changes were substantially known and debated at the RTS.  164/2393 is conditionally withdrawn subject to the FPC to para 3.42 and 164/2570 subject to the FPC to para 3.43.

Conclusions

Does the definition of affordable housing conform with national guidance and meet regional aspirations?

4.12.3 The definition of affordable housing is in para 3.43.  This has been elaborated in a FPC, which uses a definition adopted by the Regional Forum.  The definition is consistent with national guidance in that both low-cost market and subsidised housing are included.  Objector 113 proposed a definition relating income, rents and house prices, which would be consistent with para 9 of C6/98.  However no detail has been provided which would enable this to be introduced and such a definition might have the practical effect of excluding low-cost market housing.  On balance I have decided that this is not a worthwhile or practical option.  Although not part of my recommendation, this paragraph is fundamental to understanding the policy and the Council may wish to move this forward within the text. 

Is there adequate evidence of local need for affordable housing?

4.12.4 A survey of local housing need (HNS – CD093A) was carried out at the end of 1998 and the incorporation of its results are a main reason for the changes to the DDP.  The survey estimates that 7,970 households are in housing need.  The principal group is those in unsuitable housing who cannot afford market housing, calculated as 6,693.  The balance are 1,043 concealed households unable to afford market housing and needing to move within one year and 234 households becoming homeless during the year and otherwise excluded from the survey.  Of those in unsuitable housing, the survey estimates that almost half could resolve the inadequacy of their accommodation without moving and for the purpose of the plan these should be excluded.  Thus the true measure of current need for affordable housing would seem to be 4,724.

4.12.5 The HNS also estimates what additional housing need may require to be met over the seven year period 2000-6 and this calculation indicates a net increase of 3,340 in the number of households in need.  However it is acknowledged that this does mean that need will be observed to increase proportionately because other solutions may occur, such as moving out of the area, and this part of the calculation does not take into account migration.  

4.12.6 I am satisfied that the HNS demonstrates the current local need for affordable housing as it has been defined in the survey.  This is influenced by the relatively low level of local incomes and the proportion of households unable to afford market and privately rented housing.  The projection to 2006 needs to be interpreted carefully, since it is not intended to be an expression of the number of affordable homes required.  Nevertheless FPC6 now incorporates in para 3.41 the number of affordable dwellings required, in the range 2-4,000.  I therefore accept that a valid assessment of local need has been carried out and that this is appropriately summarised in the most recent text. 

Is the requirement for affordable housing and the grounds for an exception too prescriptive and inconsistent with national guidance?

4.12.7 There is disagreement as to whether the stated requirement for at least 25% of dwellings on a site to be affordable is too rigid or should be converted into site-specific figures.  There is no evidence that the figure of 25% is too high, since the prospective yield would be below the minimum need which the HNS suggests must be met over a shorter period.  Expressing the figure as indicative or the basis for negotiation would weaken the policy unjustifiably.  Setting targets for specific sites would correspond with the recommendation in C6/98 but would not necessarily be suitable in local circumstances.  This is a relatively compact urban area and, in the context of the strong support in PPG3 for creating mixed and inclusive communities, there must be a presumption that affordable housing to meet the local need, ie in Coventry, should be provided on all sites.  There is no evidence that site-specific proportions would produce a different outcome and necessary detailed information, such as about development costs, may not be available.

4.12.8 Five reasons why affordable housing would not be suitable on a site were included in the DDP policy but two are deleted in the proposed changes.  I deal with reasons 1-4 here, reason 5 being part of issue (vi).  A further reason has been added by FPC3 and this is the subject of the next issue.  Reason 1, a concentration of such dwellings in the locality, is consistent with the objective of creating mixed and balanced communities.  Reason 2, inaccessibility by a choice of means of transport, is consistent with national guidance.  Such an eventuality seems unlikely, given the characteristics of Coventry and the criteria to be applied in the selection of housing sites.  Nevertheless that is not grounds not to recognise a valid exception.

4.12.9 The third reason is where there are abnormal development costs affecting economic viability.  The policy implies that where a reason applies, no affordable housing will be provided.  In these circumstances, while the principle is reasonable and is incorporated in C6/98, the test should make it clear that viability would otherwise be prejudiced.  Reason 4 is deleted in the proposed changes.  This is that the quality and range of the City’s housing stock would be harmed.  This change was made in response to 113/0674 and is not subject to any counter-objections.  I agree that there is no justification for including this reason, which is contrary to the objective to create mixed communities.

4.12.10 Objections 036/0222 and 038/0235 propose an additional reason for provision not being made, that is where this would prejudice the realisation of other planning objectives that need to be given priority.  It is argued that it would be inequitable if contributions were also being made to, for example, public transport, education and playing fields.  This principle is referred to in C6/98 but I do not accept that its inclusion in the policy would make this more effective.  Frequently, including in the example given by the objectors, the effect would appear in development costs which are part of reason 3.  The policy cannot cover every eventuality and in each case the particular circumstances must be taken into account to see whether an exception is justified.  There is no evidence to suggest that this would be likely to occur, whereas the effect of inclusion would be to weaken the general presumption that provision should be made.

Should the development of small sites for private sheltered housing be excluded?

4.12.11 Objection 153/0974 seeks an exclusion from the requirement to provide affordable housing on such sites if less than 1ha in size.  Several arguments are made, including that such a scheme is already meeting a specialised requirement and that this would not be development on a substantial scale as envisaged in C6/98.  I agree and recommend a modification but not that proposed in FPC3, which goes further than sought in the objection by excluding all private sheltered housing, regardless of the size of the development.

Is the role of social and low cost market housing clearly defined and justified in the context of national guidance and local need?

4.12.12 The assessment of affordability in the HNS concluded that households in need could not afford to buy new build housing at a discount which might realistically be available.  Indeed the definition of need took into account both the unsuitability of housing and an inability to afford market housing.  The price of new houses substantially exceeds second-hand so that a discount has a considerable difference to overcome.  The DDP therefore included in the policy a preference for dwellings owned and managed by a social landlord.  This is now proposed to be omitted and the reference in the text has also been subject to a FPC.  Nevertheless there is also opposition to the changes, in favour of retaining the clear preference for social housing.

4.12.13 It was argued at the RTS that the phraseology used in the DDP did not express a preference for a particular form of tenure because, for example, ownership and management may be separated and housing associations administer different forms of tenure.  This is an unconvincing attempt to rely on fine distinctions.  It seems to me plain that the intention of the original policy was contrary to national guidance.  What is less clear is whether the original approach was incorrect.  There does seem to be a substantial local case in favour of social housing.  If that is what is required in order to meet the need, then why not say so?  Equally, if the definition of need as used in the HNS were that much wider, so that low cost market housing was affordable by those in “need”, then the scale of the requirement would have been very much larger.  The plan as now put forward attempts to maintain a compromise between contradictory arguments.  I note that para 16 of PPG3 sets an objective that affordable housing being secured should contribute to satisfying local housing needs as demonstrated by a rigorous assessment.  That supports the retention in the plan of a reference to the role of social housing and that alternatives will need to be justified in terms of accessibility and permanence.  On balance the changes put forward are a reasonable reconciliation of national guidance and local circumstances. 

Should affordable housing be required in the City Centre?

4.12.14 The CDP proposes to exclude the City Centre from a requirement for affordable housing, but to confirm that it will be welcomed.  This is consistent with the objective to broaden the social mix of dwellings.  There are other factors, particularly the need not to inhibit new housing where there may be a variety of constraints to be overcome and the practical difficulty of incorporating a proportion of affordable housing within what may be a block of flats.  This seems to be a situation where other planning objectives need to be given priority as envisaged in C6/98.  Where the circumstances are known, as here, then the plan would provide greater certainty if the position is clearly set out.  One concern of objectors is that the effect would be to increase the burden on sites outside the City Centre.  That is too simplistic a view since the number involved is small and some sites are likely to be developed either wholly or partly for affordable housing notwithstanding the absence of an obligation in the plan.  However, I am doubtful that the general reasons for excluding the City Centre from this requirement apply on sites outside the ring road.  I shall therefore recommend that the exclusion is limited to that extent. 

Should co-operative and self-build development of small plots be encouraged?

4.12.15 Two objectors advocate the encouragement of such schemes and regret the domination by larger developers.  The Council is willing to support projects of this kind but argues that this would be more appropriately achieved through its housing strategy rather than identification in the plan.  There is nothing to prevent such projects being promoted and implemented in the market and I am not convinced that there is any relevant modification to the plan which can be justified. 

Recommendations

4.12.16 Modify Policy H9 to read:

In order to meet demonstrable housing needs across the City, planning permission (or its renewal) for residential development in the following categories will, if the sites are suitable for affordable housing, be conditional upon negotiation of an appropriate element of affordable housing:

· development of residential sites allocated in Policy H7; and

·  other development of residential sites of 1 or more hectare or of 25 or more dwellings.

In such cases, an element comprising at least 25% of the proposed number of dwellings will be sought. 

Sites will be considered suitable for such an element of affordable housing unless:

· the proposal is wholly for private sheltered housing on a site of not more than 1 hectare;

· there is already a high concentration of such dwellings in the nearby area;

· the site is inaccessible by a choice of means of transport; or

· there are abnormal development costs such that the economic viability of the proposal would be prejudiced.

4.12.17 Modify paragraphs 3.41, 3.42, 3.43, 3.44 and 3.44(a) in accordance with FPC6. 

4.12.18 Paragraph 3.42(a) is a new paragraph introduced by FPC6 containing text which was part of paragraph 3.42 in the proposed changes.   This should be modified to read:

Affordable housing will be welcomed in the City Centre but a requirement will not be imposed on sites within the ring road.

4.13 policy h10 – housing for people with special needs

Objections

017/0051

036/0223

038/0236

113/0673

128/0757

140/0838

151/0959

165/1128

Issues

4.13.1 These are:

(i) Whether this is an appropriate and effective policy consistent with national guidance in PPG’s 3 and 12;

(ii) The relationship between housing for special needs and other dwellings;

(iii) Whether the plan should promote lifetime housing.

Conclusions

4.13.2 On the first issue, a variety of criticisms is made of this policy.  Objector 017 dislikes the terms special needs but is unable to suggest an alternative which is sufficiently inclusive.  An adequate illustration of the scope of special needs is contained in para 3.50 and the term is used in para 2 of PPG3.  Some objections argue that it is not clear what the policy is trying to achieve and suggest that this should become part of the text.  In its present form the policy is ineffective and says very little, other than being a statement of intent committing the Council to prepare planning briefs and take part in pre-application discussions where such housing is proposed.  Objectors may be concerned that there is an intention to require the provision of special needs housing by developers and this is a reasonable response to the uncertain terms of the policy.  If a policy is to be retained it should make a positive statement as to how applications for such development will be dealt with.  This should carry forward the statement in para 3.50 that such accommodation should be integrated with other types of development throughout the City’s residential areas and reflect the support for balanced and mixed communities in PPG3. 

4.13.3 Concerning issue (ii), objection 128/0757 arises out of reaction to an individual planning application and resists the principle of locating certain special needs housing in residential areas.  The plan supports location of such housing “throughout the City’s residential areas” and I agree that this is the correct starting point, which should be endorsed in the policy, subject to the consideration of the circumstances of each case.

4.13.4 The third issue reflects the concern of objectors 017 and 140 about access to dwellings for disabled people and the desirability of achieving universal access and dwellings which are readily adaptable as the circumstances of occupiers change through ageing, illness or disability.  These points are somewhat contrary to the approach necessary for other forms of special needs housing because that is particular to a group.  The objectors seek a universal standard applied to all new housing.  The approach to and internal layout of dwellings is now the subject of Part M of the Building Regulations.  This is referred to within Policy OS11 and it would be helpful if a reference to that part of the plan was included here.  The Council supports the principle of lifetime housing but suggests that such detail should be included in SPG rather than in the plan.  I see a difficulty here in that national policy in C8/98 states that the internal layout and construction of dwellings is a matter for building control.  Thus it would be inappropriate to express any commitment to lifetime housing in the plan, although that would not prevent the Council producing design guidance outside the plan if that was thought to be useful.

Recommendations

4.13.5 Modify Policy H10 to read:

Housing for people with special needs will be integrated within residential areas subject to:

· The creation of mixed and balanced communities avoiding the juxtaposition of incompatible uses;

· The location being suitable for any special requirements of the proposed occupiers.

4.13.6 Modify paragraph 3.50 to explain that access to housing for disabled people is dealt with as part of the text to Policy OS11.

4.13.7 Modify paragraph 3.51 in accordance with the proposed changes.

4.14 policy h11 – design of housing development

Objections

017/0806[CW]

121/2240

135/0803, 2407

140/0839

148/2326

151/0960, 2308

158/1028

Issues

4.14.1 These are whether:

(i) Accessibility by the disabled should be referred to;

(ii) Energy saving is a land use planning matter;

(iii) The policy should seek to improve the standard of repairs and modifications to houses;

(iv) A sufficient indication of what would be acceptable is provided;

(v) The approach to density is consistent with national guidance and local factors.

4.14.2 Objection 121/2240 points out an error in the omission of the full policy reference in the last line of para 3.53, which the Council intends to deal with as a minor correction and has been included in FPC45.  There were some proposed changes to the text but more extensive changes to the policy and text are included in FPC45, directed essentially at density.

Conclusions

Issue (i) – accessibility by the disabled

4.14.3 This subject is dealt with comprehensively in Policy OS11 and I agree with the Council that no purpose would be served by an additional mention here.

Issue (ii) – energy saving

4.14.4 Some objections oppose the reference in the policy to reduction in the use of energy.  PPG3 notes that the energy efficiency of new housing should be encouraged and this may be affected by factors such as orientation and built form.  Thus it is reasonable to include this objective of design in the policy.

Issue (iii) – quality of repairs and modifications

4.14.5 This issue results from objection 158/1028.  In so far as the plan can achieve a good quality of design and construction in the alteration of dwellings, this is adequately covered in Policies H3(b) and BE2.  The further measures suggested, such as the education of builders and a service to home owners, would go beyond the reasonable scope of a development plan.

Issue (iv) – definition of acceptability

4.14.6 Objection 135/0803 argues that there is no indication what might be acceptable under each of the criteria.  The Council’s response is that the policy does not need to indicate what is unacceptable because it is poor quality development that will be rejected.  In my view the criteria should give a more positive guide as to what is being looked for.  For example, merely to refer to “the provision of open space” does not say what is desirable, and could be misleading in the context of an objective to increase density.  More or less open space is not an indicator of good or bad design.  Similarly, “access and parking” arrangements gives no clue as to what is being sought, but does imply an inappropriate emphasis on the car.  My recommendation does not extend to the precise criteria to be included because I prefer to leave the Council to set out its priorities but the possibilities I have in mind would be:

(a) Enhancement of local character;

(b) Recognition of existing site features;

(c) Relationship between buildings and spaces;

(d) Building details, such as proportion, massing, and materials;

(e) Convenient safe pedestrian and cycle access;

(f) Effect on the use of energy;

(g) Durable landscape quality.

Issue (v) – density

4.14.7 The background to density policy includes a conflict between those who seek an increase and others who would prefer the flexibility to allow lower density or to deviate from any guidance in the plan on the basis of what may be perceived to be relevant site characteristics.  In FPC45 the Council has endeavoured to take forward the guidance in PPG3 by proposing an addition to the policy and setting out an average net density of 30 dwellings per hectare in the text.  This seems to me to be a commendable approach which is fully consistent with national policy.  One argument made against this is the shortage of open space in Coventry but where there is a local deficiency, this is unlikely to be remedied by building at lower net densities, especially because open spaces serving a wider area are excluded in calculating net density.  The only reservation I have concerning what is now proposed is that the objective of mixed and balanced communities may require a change from the common approach of taking the density of the locality as a starting point.  On balance, I am satisfied that there is a sufficient emphasis on the efficient use of sites in the policy, so that no modification is recommended in this respect.

Recommendations

4.14.8 Modify Policy H11 in accordance with FPC45 and to replace the six tests with positive criteria such as in the conclusions above.

4.14.9 Modify paragraphs 3.52 and 3.53 in accordance with FPC45, including the addition of paragraph 3.52(a).

4.15 pOLICY H12 – CARE HOMES AND NURSING HOMES

Objections

017/0052[CW]

165/1129

Issues

4.15.1 These are whether:

(i) The role of SPG as described in the policy is contrary to national guidance;

(ii) The reference in the text to avoiding harm to amenity introduces uncertainty.

Conclusions

4.15.2 A proposed change to the policy explains that the guidance in SPG is to be based on the criteria in the policy.  PPG12 acknowledges that SPG is a useful supplement to plan policies.  In this case, SPG can provide detailed design guidance but the plan does not contradict national policy by delegating the criteria for deciding applications.

4.15.3 On issue (ii), objection 017/0052 has been conditionally withdrawn subject to the minor revision to paragraph 3.54 in the proposed changes.  The clearer definition of harm introduced is a reasonable summary of how the policy will be applied.

Recommendation

4.15.4 Modify Policy H12 and paragraph 3.54 in accordance with the proposed changes.

4.16 pOLICY H13 - TRAVELLERS

Objections

031/0176

119/0701

158/1027

Issues

4.16.1 These are whether:

(i) The approach in the plan, including the criteria-based policy, complies with national policy and provides clear guidance to applicants;

(ii) Natural boundaries should be accepted.

Conclusions

4.16.2 National policy on gypsy sites is set out principally in C1/94 and re-iterated in PPG12.  The starting point should be an assessment of what need exists.  It is not evident that this has been done.  As a result I requested further information, which included the counts undertaken since 1997.  These figures show the regular presence of some 18 unauthorised encampments and suggest that there is a need for a additional provision, probably as a transit site.  The text in the plan should identify the existing authorised sites and explain the extent of need, as required by para 12 of C1/94.

4.16.3 National policy urges that wherever possible locations suitable for sites, whether local authority or private, should be identified.  The response to my request for further information on the steps taken to do this shows that possible sites were identified several years ago.  No reason is given as to why these might have been unsuitable for including in the plan.  Additional evidence in support of objection 119/0701 also puts forward a possible site.  The first preference should therefore be to include possible sites in the plan.

4.16.4 Even if this is done, a criteria-based policy would remain useful should other applications be made, having regard also to para 21 of C1/94.  The current policy should be more positively worded to give clear guidance.  The reference to avoiding detriment to the economic objectives of the plan is said to be directed at potential adverse visual impact and it would be better to say that.  There appears to be an element of duplication in the policy by the inclusion of impact on environmental quality.  Where a site has special qualities this should be adequately covered in other plan policies which would also apply.  For example, no such requirement is included in polices H8 and E10 and there is no exceptional reason to include this here.

4.16.5 The second issue results from criticism of the inclusion of natural boundaries as suitable to define sites in para 3.58.  The objector is concerned that these may be damaged or become unsightly.  What may be suitable will depend very much on the character of a particular site and it would be unwise to exclude the use of natural features, which may be appropriate in some locations.

4.16.6 The policy is titled “travellers”.  National policy is directed at gypsies and there is extensive case law concerned with gypsy status.  It may be the Council is using this term to draw attention to the nomadic character of gypsy status but there is a danger in appearing to introduce some alternative definition other than applies elsewhere.  The modified policy I recommend therefore uses the word “gypsies” and although this does not arise directly from any objection, it would be sensible for the Council to substitute this term throughout this part of the plan.

Recommendations

4.16.7 Modify the plan to identify a possible site or sites suitable for caravans for gypsies. 

4.16.8 Modify the text to identify the existing sites providing accommodation for gypsies and to explain the additional requirement.

4.16.9 Modify Policy H13 to read:

Proposals for sites for gypsies will be permitted subject to:

· Compatibility with nearby uses;

· Avoiding adverse visual impact;

· Suitability for their commercial uses;

· Good access to the public highway, with sufficient space on-site for parking and turning;

· Reasonable accessibility to local services and facilities;

· Provision of defined boundaries with embankments and/or extensive landscaping and planting; and

· Compatibility with other Plan policies.
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