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1. NATIONAL AND regional policy framework
Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing
1.1. Paragraph 33 of PPS3 contends that the determination of an appropriate regional level of housing provision should take into account the Government’s latest published household projections and the needs of the regional economy, having regard to economic growth forecasts.  Policy H1 of Examination Document D12 requires the construction of a minimum of 8,000 dwellings in North Norfolk in the period 2001-2021.  That policy expectation does not take into account the ramifications of the 2004-based household projections.  Those projections suggest an increase of 12,000 households in the District over the period 2004 to 2026 (45,000 to 57,000).
1.2. The projected increase in the number of households in the District equates to an average of 545 per annum.  However, Policy H1 of the emerging EEP makes provision for only 400 dwellings per annum to be provided in the District in the period to 2021.  As a consequence, the regional planning policy framework would appear effectively to be responding to just 73% of the projected household formation rate in the District.  This mismatch, in policy terms, between the housing provision being established at Policy H1 of the emerging EEP and the implications of the most recent household projections will be a factor in the extent to which housing in the District is perceived to be affordable.
1.3. Given the imbalance between the outcome of the most recent national household projections and the housing strategy of the emerging EEP, it is important for the Core Strategy to strike a reasonable/robust stance on the question of the provision of affordable housing.  As the Panel who conducted the Examination in Public of the EEP stated at paragraph 7.11 of their report, “if the RSS provides for significantly less than the demographic information suggests, there needs to be a clear understanding of what is being assumed about the difference – will the households not form, will they go somewhere else, or will they contribute to increasing housing stress through sharing, homelessness etc?  A failure to make sufficient provision to accommodate the number of households expected to be in the region would need to be clearly explained and justified in policy terms.”  Equally, at paragraph 7.16 of their report, the Panel noted that “the further demand is allowed to outstrip supply in the region, the more the affordability gap will widen for its residents, with all the adverse consequences that entails.”
1.4. At paragraph 7.16 of their report, the EEP Panel observed that there are limits to the extent to which planning policy can be expected to deliver significant increases in affordable housing.  They noted, as part of the Sustainable Communities Plan, that the Government “has a number of policy initiatives designed to increase affordable housing provision and opportunities for home ownership.  The funding available to the region through affordable housing provision has been significantly increased.  Equally, however, it is unrealistic to expect that public funding, or development contributions, will in future subsidise the housing needs of an ever increasing proportion of the region’s people because they cannot afford to enter the market.”  Finally, at paragraph 7.42 of their report, the EEP Panel noted that Go-East pointed out that a 30% affordable housing figure out of an annual total of 23,900 dwellings across the region “would mean an actual reduction in the amount of market housing provided.”  It is in this wider context that the content of Policy HO2 of the Submission Core Strategy should be considered.
1.5. The Government’s key housing policy goal is to ensure that everyone has the opportunity of living in a decent home, which they can afford, in a community where they wish to live.  To achieve this objective, the Government is seeking:
· To achieve a wide choice of high quality homes, both affordable and market housing, to address the requirements of the community.
· To widen opportunities for home ownership and ensure high quality housing for those who cannot afford market housing, and particularly those who are vulnerable or in need.
· To improve affordability across the housing market, including increasing the supply of housing.
In order to address these objectives, the planning system is expected to seek to deliver a mix of housing, both market and affordable, particularly in terms of tenure and price to support a wide variety of households in all areas.  Equally, a sufficient quantity of housing is required, taking into account need and demand and seeking to improve choice.

1.6. Paragraph 26 of PPS3 requires LPAs to plan for the full range of market housing.  In particular, they should take account of the need to deliver low-cost market housing as part of the overall housing mix.  In addition, paragraph 27 notes that the Government is committed to providing high quality housing for people who are unable to access or afford market housing, for example key workers and vulnerable people, as well as helping people make the step from social rented housing to home ownership.

1.7. Paragraph 29 of PPS3 suggests that LDDs should set an overall target for the amount of affordable housing to be provided.  That target should be plan-wide and reflect an assessment “of the likely economic viability of land for housing within the area, taking account of risks to delivery and drawing on informed assessments of the likely levels of finance available for affordable housing, including public subsidy and the level of developer contribution that can reasonably be secured.” 

East of England Plan

1.8. Policy H3 of Examination Document D12 states that, at the regional level, the delivery of affordable housing should be monitored against the expectation “that some 35% of housing coming forward as a result of planning permissions granted after the adoption of the RSS are affordable.”  
1.9. Paragraph 7.43 of the report of the Panel who conducted the EiP into the draft EEP suggested that a target of 35% affordable housing, “if related to a wide definition of affordable housing from all the relevant sources and if applied to new permissions rather than all additional housing over the Plan period, might also be achievable.   It should, however, be expressed in broad terms as a regional aspiration and not as a rigid minimum target.”  The same approach should be applied to the provision of affordable housing in the context of the North Norfolk Core Strategy.

2. LOCAL FACTORS/EVIDENCE BASE

2.1. Paragraph 3.2.11 of the Submission Core Strategy notes that the Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes to the East of England Plan require “that at a regional level some 35% of housing coming forward after adoption of the Plan should be affordable.”  We would propose that this should be the benchmark for the Core Strategy not the proposed levels described at paragraph 3.2.12 of Examination Document A1.  
2.2. Core Aim 1 of the Submission Core Strategy seeks to address the housing needs of the whole community by providing a variety of housing types in order to meet the requirements of a range of households of different sizes, ages and incomes and contribute to a balanced housing market.  That process can only be achieved by an interplay between private and public sector funding.  However, Policy HO2 requires affordable housing contributions “either in the form of free serviced land plus the necessary financial contribution, or through the provision of completed dwellings to an agreed standard, should be made without the need for public subsidy.”
2.3. The North Norfolk Housing Needs Study Final Draft of June 2007 (Examination Document H3) does not appear to provide a sound or robust analysis leading conclusively to the proposition contained at paragraph 3.2.12 and Policy HO2 of the Submission Core Strategy that not less than 45% of the total number of dwellings proposed at the Principal and Secondary Settlements are affordable.  Paragraph 7.26 of Document H3 merely states that “a target of 45% would seem most appropriate on non-rural sites and a target of 50% most appropriate on rural sites.”
2.4. Paragraph 29 of PPS3 refers to the target for affordable housing reflecting an assessment of the likely economic viability of land for housing within an area.  We have noted that paragraph 7.27 of Document H3 states that “these targets are applied to allocated and windfall sites where viability permits.  The question of how and where to meet the housing needs problem is a strategic one for the Council.”  Paragraph 29 of PPS3 refers to the risks to the delivery of housing and it is important to ensure that the housing delivery programme is able to respond expeditiously to the need to address the housing requirements in the emerging EEP.  
2.5. Whilst the Council may have an aspiration to secure a target of 45% affordable housing at the Principal and Secondary Settlements, that aspiration should not undermine the delivery of at least 8,000 dwellings in the District in the period up to 2021.  Policy HO2 should indicate more clearly that the amount of affordable housing to be secured from any particular development site will be related to the ability of that site to support affordable housing, particularly if the site is equally expected to contribute towards the provision of other facilities/services/infrastructure.
2.6. We acknowledge the fact that paragraph 3.2.12 and Policy HO2 of the Submission Core Strategy make reference to the issue of viability but the impression given is that the Council will insist upon a minimum provision of 45% affordable housing in all cases at the Principal and Secondary Settlements.  
2.7. Examination Document H3 contains a plethora of calculations and tabulations but there is little robust explanation for the proposition that a target of 45% affordable housing “would seem most appropriate” at the Principal and Selected Settlements.  We do not consider that this threshold is justified by the evidence in Document H3, particularly when considered within the wider context provided by both PPS3 and the emerging East of England Plan.

2.8. It is unlikely that the sites to be allocated for the accommodation of new housing in the Site Specific Proposals DPD will be big enough to enable the provision of 45% affordable housing at the Principal and Secondary Settlements.  As noted above, we consider that site development viability should form an essential component of Policy HO2 and not be viewed, in general terms, as a subsidiary issue which the Council will embrace only in exceptional circumstances.  The key consideration is the delivery of the required housing figure of 8,000 units in the period to 2021, as a minimum, as established in the emerging EEP.  Affordable housing will necessarily form part of that component but should be identified on a site-by-site basis, utilising the anticipated target in the emerging EEP as the baseline/policy aspiration.

2.9. Policy HO2 of the Submission Core Strategy is worded in a rigid/inflexible manner and, as such, does not respond fully to the expectation enshrined in Soundness Test 9.
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