APPENDIX 1

Housing and Planning Delivery Grant – Response to Consultation on Allocation Mechanism

Question 1:

Do you agree with the principle of rewarding a 5 year supply of deliverable sites for housing?

Answer:

In general the principle of rewarding delivery of 5 year supply of housing is supported, however there remains some doubt over whether the levels of housing can be sustained, and whether in reality issues such as infrastructure can be adequately planned into the process in the short term.

Question 2:

Do you agree with the principle of enhanced grant for demonstrating a 5 year supply of deliverable sites for housing where the Authority has also identified 15 years of deliverable, developable and/or broad locations of housing sites?

Answer:

Whilst providing for a 5 year supply will speed delivery; it is likely to be achieved through less strategic approaches.  The preference would be to see enhanced grant for demonstrating a long term supply that can be delivered with greater sustainability.

Question 3:

Do you agree with the principle of rewarding local planning authorities for the delivery of priority development plan documents?

Answer:

In principle rewarding local planning authorities for priority development plan documents is supported, however, in some areas other development plan documents may have local significance with local priority.  The proposed mechanism does not take any account of what the local authorities Local Development Scheme may identify as a priority.  Resources will clearly have been directed towards the local priorities as intended by the preparation of a Local Development Scheme thereby failing to attract relevant grant.  The proposed mechanism should recognise local priorities.

Question 4:

Do you agree with the reduction in the grant payable where delays occur to the delivery of the milestones for submission and adoption?  

Answer:

The issue of rewarding on a sliding scale will always be difficult to evaluate as it will clearly depend on the local circumstances that affect the processes overall.  In some cases authorities may need to revise Local Development Schemes and local targets as a result of annual monitoring and this will clearly alter the ability to achieve original milestones.  There may be genuine and acceptable reasons for changes to milestones.  This is particularly critical in the LDF process as once a key milestone is missed, all subsequent targets will also move.

Question 5:

Do you agree with the principle of rewarding joint working amongst local planning authorities?

Answer:

Rewarding joint working amongst local planning authorities is supported.  However it should also be recognised that there may well be circumstances where joint working is not appropriate or not relevant to the preparation of the Local Development Framework at that time or within the timescale being monitored.

Question 6:

Do you agree with the overall weighting of the planning element of HPDG, ie 40% for the assessment and identification of land for housing over a 5 and 15 year timescale, 50% for the delivery of development plan documents and 10% for joint working?  

Answer:

The proportion of reward seems reasonable.

Question 7:

Do you agree with the principle of abatement where performance on development control declines below national planning standards?

Answer:

In general there needs to be a recognition that planning performance on handling planning applications has to be maintained.  However, the process of abatement proposed in this mechanism is particularly acute and, is most likely to affect those smaller authorities where resources are particularly tight and are finely balanced between plan making and development control functions.  Whilst the process of increased fees will provide additional income this funding is not ring fenced and may not be directed towards development control functions where other more pressing local priorities are identified.

Question 8:

Do you agree with our proposed criteria for the housing element?

Answer:

The main concern in relation to this is the planned requirement threshold which, if this is not established at the RSS level, will clearly leave a significant part of the grant ineligible for some local authorities.  The preference would be to see the target recognise the planned requirement rather than a straightforward threshold such as the proposed 2000 dwellings.  

Question 9:

In principle do you think housing and planning delivery grant should be used to support improvements in design quality.

Answer:

Other mechanisms should be used to promote design quality with continued funding made available to promote design.  It is difficult to see how any mechanism would be measured.

Question 10:

Do you have any views on how the process could work in practice?

Answer:

It would be difficult for a measured approach to be consistently applied.
Question 11:

Do you have any views as to whether housing and planning delivery grant should be incentivising delivery of family homes?

Answer:

It would not be appropriate for HPDG to deal specifically with family homes.  It is more important that delivery reflects the findings of the Housing Market Assessment.

Question 12:

Do you agree that an added eligibility criterion on empty homes would be useful and effective?

Answer:

No.  Empty homes should be separately targeted.  Account is already taken of empty homes as part of supply through the calculation of requirements.

Question 13:

Are there other ways we might incentivise the bringing back into use of empty homes through HPDG?

Answer:

The most appropriate way to bring empty homes back into use is to provide a dedicated funding stream through either strategic housing functions or regeneration activities.

Question 14:

Do you agree that including registration of local surplus public sector land as an eligibility criteria would be a useful and an effective incentive.

Answer:

No.  This is particularly an issue in areas where there is limited or a lack of surplus public sector land and to use it as an eligibility criteria would be harmful to the interests of some Authorities. 
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