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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Homes for Scotland (HfS) welcomes the commissioning of the Urban Housing Capacity Study to assess the future potential of urban areas to contribute to future housing land supply. HfS however considers that the timing of the Study is inappropriate.  

It is evident that the Study should have been completed prior to the publication of the Draft for Consultation Plan in December 2001 and should have been used to inform the windfall assumption to be adopted.

HfS and other relevant stakeholders have not had an opportunity to effectively participate in the Study in accord with the methodology advocated in Tapping The Potential and PAN38.  HfS considers that as a consequence, material knowledge about current and future issues and trends relating to windfall sites has been omitted from the Study, to the detriment of its conclusions and findings.

HfS notes with some concern that the findings of the Study do not specifically justify the windfall allowance adopted in the Structure Plan.  The consultants appointed to undertake the Study did not offer that conclusion or finding as a consequence of the Study.

HfS recognises that approvals on windfall sites has been significant over the last 5 years, amounting to nearly 16,500 dwellings.  However, almost half this supply has been derived from sites of 100 or more dwellings, including sites of 2,000 and 3,000 dwellings.

Most of these sites are capable of identification and being included in the Local Plan process with the benefits of full public consultation.

HfS remains concerned that the City of Edinburgh can approve approximately 400ha land for residential development over the last 5 years which has not been identified through the development plan process.
RPS Consultants has appraised the Study at the request of HfS.  RPS has identified a range of shortcomings and weaknesses in the methodology and the assessment procedure used to calculate the future capacity of individual sources of land.  As a consequence, RPS concludes that the Study does not support the windfall allowance for Edinburgh.

Based on the critique carried out by RPS, the following amendments to the Study’s findings are recommended:

	WINDFALL EXPECTATIONS – 2003 TO 2015

	Capacity Source
	Edinburgh
	East Lothian
	West Lothian
	Midlothian
	Total

	i)
Subdivision of existing housing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	ii)
Flats Above Shops
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	iii)
Empty Homes
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	iv)
Previously Developed Vacant Land And Buildings
	496
	270
	301
	196
	1,263

	v)
Intensification
	616
	658
	123
	56
	1,453

	vi)
Redevelopment of Existing Housing (Private)
	700
	0
	0
	0
	700

	vii)
Redevelopment of Public Car Parks
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	viii)
Conversion of Commercial Buildings
	357
	280
	42
	210
	889

	ix
Existing Housing Allocations
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	x)
Redevelopment of Employment Land and Buildings 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	xi)
Vacant Land Not Previously Developed
	424
	17
	16
	309
	766

	Total
	2,593
	1,225
	482
	771
	5,071

	Priority Areas 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Based on the advice from RPS Consultants, HfS considers that the windfall allowance over the plan period for Edinburgh should be reduced from 12,000 to 2,600:

	
	Plan Period

	Edinburgh
	2,600

	East Lothian
	700

	Midlothian
	300

	West Lothian
	1,000

	Total
	4,600


Consequently, Schedule 3.1 requires amendment to incorporate the modifications proposed above in Edinburgh to add back 9,400 houses, as strategic housing allocations.

The increase of 9,400 dwellings to the allocation for the Rest of Edinburgh recognises the knowledge which City of Edinburgh Council has about emerging sites, the Local Plan review process resulting from Policy ECON1 of the Structure Plan and the Council’s commitment to prepare an Urban Local Plan for the City within 18 months of Structure Plan approval.

The transfer of responsibility to the Local Plan process to identify and allocate future housing sites is in accord with current guidance from the Scottish Ministers on development planning and is welcomed by HfS.

1. Introduction

1.1 Background to Urban Capacity Study

Homes for Scotland commissioned RPS Consultants to review the Urban Housing Capacity Study (the Study) undertaken for the Edinburgh and the Lothians Structure Plan (2015).  This Study was prepared by Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (NLP) on behalf of the Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plan Joint Liaison Committee.

This Urban Housing Capacity Study was commissioned to … predict more accurately the likely level of windfall development over the plan period.  This has confirmed that the plan may assume a significant contribution to the housing requirement from windfall to relieve the pressure on greenfield land.
Structure Plan para 3.12

The Supporting Statement (Dec 2001) accompanying the Draft For Consultation Structure Plan refers to an urban capacity study carried out to anticipate future sources of windfall.  HfS was not involved in the preparation of this urban capacity study.  This is referred to as a … limited ‘broad brush’ estimate of capacity by NLP (para 1.3 of the Study).

The Structure Plan identifies a housing requirement of 70,200.  The future proposed housing land supply to 2015 in Edinburgh and the Lothians to meet this requirement will be as follows:

	Completions from the current established land supply
	31,200

	Completions from sites in emerging Local Plans 
	12,600

	Windfalls
	14,000

	New strategic allocations
	18,200

	Total
	76,000


The Plan identifies that a shortfall of 26,400 dwellings needs to be met through the Development Plan, taking account of 43,800 completions on sites as part of the existing land supply (Audit 2001).  The shortfall of 26,400 will be delivered from two sources:

i) windfall sites; and

ii) new strategic housing land allocations.

Windfall sites are anticipated to deliver 14,000 completions in the plan period (April 2001 to March 2015 – 14 year period), with strategic land allocations of 18,200 providing a balance.  

This is a total land supply of 76,000 dwellings and includes a margin of flexibility of 8% against an assessed need of 70,200 new houses.

Windfall expectations represent 43% of the new housing land requirements for the Structure Plan to 2015.  In Edinburgh, windfall expectations represent a significant 74% of the future housing land requirement (12,000 out of 16,200).  

In the Lothian Structure Plan (1994) the total windfall expectation was 8,000 over the plan period to 2005 (14 years) or less than 600 per annum for the whole plan area.

The current expected contribution from windfall sites is detailed in Table 3.1 of the Finalised Structure Plan:

	City of Edinburgh
	12,000

	East Lothian
	700

	Midlothian
	300

	West Lothian
	1,000

	Total
	14,000


The delivery of these windfall sites is promoted in Policy HOU2: Brownfield Housing Sites.

The Structure Plan acknowledges that there are also a number of major brownfield sites such as Edinburgh Waterfront which, although known to the Councils, are not allocated in a Local Plan (para 3.13).  These sites are not to be classified as windfall and will be in addition to the capacity of 14,000 assumed in the Structure Plan.

Policy HOU3 of the Plan promotes the general locations and spatial distribution of the strategic housing allocations of 18,200.  These are detailed in Schedule 3.1 as follows:

	schedule 3.1:  strategic housing allocations

	City of Edinburgh
	Newbridge/Kirkliston/Ratho
	1,000
	

	
	Waterfront Edinburgh
	1,700
	

	
	Rest of Edinburgh Urban Area
	1,100
	

	
	Edinburgh Urban Fringe
	400
	4,200

	East Lothian
	Musselburgh
	450
	

	
	Wallyford
	1,000
	

	
	Blindwells New Settlement
	1,600
	

	
	Haddington
	750
	

	
	North Berwick
	500
	

	
	Dunbar
	500
	4,800

	Midlothian
	A7/A68/Waverley Line Corridor
	1,350
	

	
	A701 Corridor
	850
	2,200

	West Lothian
	Armadale
	1,000
	

	
	Livingston and the Almond Valley
	3,000
	

	
	Winchburgh/East Broxburn/Uphall
	3,000
	7,000

	Edinburgh and the Lothians
	
	
	18,200


It should be noted that the requirement for an additional 18,200 dwellings is considered an allocation, not required completions by March 2015, with these including part of the flexibility allowance.

The windfall allowance of 14,000 is an expectation of completions and represents an anticipated 100% completion of all sites approved during the plan period.

1.2 Homes for Scotland’s Concerns

The Finalised Structure Plan expectation for windfall sites is an average of 1,000 completions per annum over the 14 year plan period.

Homes for Scotland and its members are concerned about the degree of dependency of the Structure Plan’s development and housing strategy on windfall sites, specifically in Edinburgh.  The main concern is about the implications that this non-site specific land supply has on maintaining the future supply of land for the housebuilding industry and its consequential impact on land prices.  

HfS is also concerned about the consequence of promoting a strategy of windfall land release as the principal land source in Edinburgh, effectively failing to consider significant land use issues through Local Plan public consultation.  

The promotion of this scale of windfall allowance raises fundamental issues about the delivery of the plan-led system set out in SPP1 : The Planning System.  HfS considers that the Structure Plan is inadvertently avoiding this plan-led approach for Edinburgh with implications for social justice and a lack of public consultation on a range of issues arising from this development strategy. 

HfS is concerned that the Urban Housing Capacity Study was commissioned to provide … a firm foundation for the windfall assumptions (Supporting Statement para 2.57).  The Urban Housing Capacity Study was therefore not used to identify the potential future supply as advocated through relevant guidance and advice but to confirm an assumption already made.

Guidance from Scottish Ministers on Windfalls and Urban Capacity

PAN38 (paras 34, 35, 36 and 40) provides guidance on windfall sites and what their contribution to future land supply might realistically be.  Key requirements are:

· Windfalls can be taken into account in assessing future housing land requirements where they are significant and there are no constraints.

· Windfalls can contribute to the margin of flexibility built into development plan allocations.

· Assumptions about windfall contributions need to be clearly justified and monitored regularly.

· Additional land may be required if windfalls do not satisfy the contribution assumption made or do not fully provide for the range of requirements for housing providers.

· The potential output from future windfall sites may be taken into account in determining the scale of the flexibility allowance.

Interpreting Guidance

i) Windfalls and Flexibility

PAN38 confirms that windfalls can form a part of the future land supply and can contribute to flexibility.  Councils therefore have a choice on how to incorporate this source of land supply in meeting the assessment of future housing land requirements.

It seems reasonable that this choice needs to take into account the degree of dependency on this uncertain source and should reflect the certainty in the delivery of this source of supply.  The greater the dependency, the more certainty the development plan must reasonably demonstrate to support this assumption.

Where uncertainty exists, it is HfS view that it would be sensible to adopt a prudent viewpoint and add windfalls to the allowance for flexibility.

ii) Participation and Partnership

PAN38 (paras 35 and 36) provides guidance on future urban capacity.  Para 35 expects urban capacity studies to inform the assumption adopted about the expected output from windfall sites, not justify.  Para 36 expects the private sector to be involved in the preparation or urban capacity studies and the studies should be as transparent as possible.  

Review of Urban Housing Capacity Study

HfS commissioned RPS Consultants to review the Urban Housing Capacity Study and confirm whether its findings support the adoption of the windfall allowance in the Structure Plan.

To carry out the review of the Urban Housing Capacity Study, RPS adopted the following methodology:

i) Review the commission issued by the local authorities and the work undertaken by Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners to complete the Urban Housing Capacity Study.

ii) Review current advice in England (Tapping The Potential by ODPM) relating to urban capacity assessments, and compared this to the approach adopted by NLP, highlighting any key differences.

iii) Appraise the outcome of the findings from the Urban Housing Capacity Study, highlighting strengths and weaknesses in the Study.

iv) Carry out an appraisal of current trends in windfall sites to highlight issues in the dependency on this component of future land supply and issues arising for development planning in Edinburgh and the Lothians.

v) Make recommendations about the validity of this Study and its support for windfall assumptions in the Structure Plan.

This Report details the findings from this Commission and represents the views and conclusions of HfS.

2. HOUSING LAND SUPPLY AND WINDFALL TRENDS
2.1 Structure Plan Housing Supply

The sources of the housing land supply to meet the housing needs requirement of 70,200 is set out in Table 1.

	Table 1

Structure Plan HOUSING SUPPLY

	Council
	Base Supply
	Constrained Sites
	Emerging Local Plans
	Windfall Sites
	Strategic Housing Allocations
	Total

	City of Edinburgh
	7,200
	1,000
	10,800
	12,000
	4,200
	35,200

	East Lothian
	4,900
	100
	0
	700
	4,800
	10,500

	Midlothian
	7,600
	100
	1,800
	300
	2,200
	12,000

	West Lothian
	9,400
	900
	0
	1,000
	7,000
	18,300

	TOTAL
	29,100
	2,100
	12,600
	14,000
	18,200
	76,000


The sources of supply identified in Table 1 are as follows:

	Base Supply
-
	the potential housing land supply identified in Audit 2001 and programmed for development 



	Constrained Sites
-
	completions from 30% of the remaining constrained land supply in Audit 2001


The Base Supply and the Constrained Sites when taken together represent the Plan’s interpretation of the effectiveness of the Established Land Supply (Audit 2001) over the Structure Plan period.

	Emerging Local Plans
-
	sites derived from the previous Structure Plan (1994) which are not included in Audit 2001


These sites are identified in Appendix 2 of the Supporting Statement.  The specific listing for Edinburgh is detailed as follows:

	CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL

	Site Ref
	Local Plan
	Address
	Site Area
	Total Housing Product

	Dev Opp 5
	CELP1997
	Royal Infirmary of Edinburgh, Lauriston Place
	9.29
	500

	HSG1
	SEELP2002
	South of Greendykes
	22.51
	810

	HSG2
	SEELP2002
	Greendykes
	15.58
	480

	HSG3
	SEELP2002
	Thistle Foundation
	7.8
	400

	HSG4
	SEELP2002
	Niddrie Mains
	25.85
	1,020

	HSG5
	SEELP2002
	Moredun Park
	5.29
	106

	HSG6
	SEELP2002
	Hyvots
	12.55
	294

	HSG7
	SEELP2002
	Hyvots Bank
	0.76
	30

	HSG8
	SEELP2002
	Gracemount
	2.5
	104

	HSG9
	SEELP2002
	Southhouse
	8.37
	157

	HSG10
	SEELP2002
	Fernieside Primary
	1.22
	50

	HSG7
	WELP2001
	2 Broomhouse Crescent
	3.58
	143

	HSG4
	WELP2001
	Princess Margaret Rose Hospital
	7.28
	292

	HSG12
	WELP2001
	Harvesters Way, Wester Hailes Park
	3.27
	130

	HSG2
	WELP2001
	Cramond Campus (former Moray House)
	5.38
	216

	HSG14
	WELP2001
	BAE Systems, Ferry Road, Silverknowes
	4.06
	162

	HSG13
	WELP2001
	Peebles Transformers, Pilton Drive
	7.00
	280

	HSG16
	WELP2001
	TA and Fruitmarket sites, Chesser Avenue
	4.01
	160

	HSG15
	WELP2001
	Scottish Agricultural Science Agency
	7.04
	281

	WG1-4
	WELP2001
	Greater Granton Redevelopment Area
	142.43
	5,150

	Totals
	
	
	295.77
	10,765


These represent major urban regeneration initiatives throughout the City, including redevelopment of redundant school sites as part of the Edinburgh Schools PPP, redevelopment of various Council housing estates and Granton Waterfront.

Flexibility in the Plan

A margin of flexibility of 8% has been incorporated into the Plan.  The flexibility allowance in the previous Structure Plan (1994) was 10%.   

No analysis has been presented in the Plan to determine the degree of flexibility for each of the individual Districts.  An analysis of flexibility at a Council area carried out by RPS confirms that the flexibility allowance for Edinburgh is only 4%.

This degree of flexibility is modest compared to other Structure Plans recently approved by Scottish Ministers:

	Structure Plan
	Flexibility (%)
	Approval Date

	Falkirk
	10%
	June 2002

	Clackmannanshire and Stirling
	15%(1)
	March 2002

	Scottish Borders
	10%
	September 2002

	(1)  Scottish Ministers through modification increased the flexibility from 10% to 15%




The limited scale of flexibility in the Structure Plan is a concern for HfS.

2.2 Windfall Trends in Edinburgh

The Structure Plan Supporting Statement sets out the research and information underlying the Plan and provides the justification for the Plan’s strategy and policy framework.  This Supporting Statement provides information on past development on windfall sites (Table 2.11) and copied below as Table 2:

	TABLE 2

WINDFALL HOUSING DEVELOPMENT (1992-2001)

	
	Edinburgh
	East Lothian
	Midlothian
	West Lothian
	Lothians

	1992/93
	0
	41
	10
	5
	56

	1993/94
	462
	36
	6
	15
	519

	1994/95
	642
	31
	11
	23
	707

	1995/96
	1,017
	66
	17
	32
	1,132

	1996/97
	1,307
	108
	38
	65
	1,518

	1997/98
	1,657
	69
	21
	125
	1,872

	1998/99
	1,754
	80
	24
	114
	1,972

	1999/00
	1,106
	62
	53
	337
	1,558

	2000/01
	1,498
	215
	97
	252
	2,062

	Total
	9,443
	708
	277
	968
	11,396

	Ave 1996-2001
	1,464
	107
	47
	179
	1,796

	Ave 1992-2001
	1,049
	79
	31
	108
	1,266


This represents completions on all windfall sites granted permission from the base date (1 April 1992) of Audit 12.

It demonstrates the time delay in the period from consent to completions in Edinburgh.

Surprisingly, no analysis has been presented on the actual capacity of windfalls approved each year.  This is a more reliable guide to support trends in future land supply than completions.

The completions on windfall sites currently average approximately 1,266 per annum.  Given the lack of approval of updated local plans in the urban area of Edinburgh, it is not a surprise that this trend occurs.  Accordingly, the windfall trend for Edinburgh is fundamentally driven by the City of Edinburgh’s lack of up-to-date housing allocations in its Local Plans.

There is no explicit justification for the adoption of the assumption of 1,000 completions on windfall sites over the plan period.  The windfall assumption has been modified from 15,000 in the Draft for Consultation Structure Plan. This adjustment reflects the change in plan period from 15 to 14 years.

Table 3 provides an analysis of these windfall past trends compared to the future allowance, including an analysis for Edinburgh compared to the landward authorities.

Future assumptions are calculated over 12 years to reflect a two year delay from the plan base date to allow for a start on site.

	TABLE 3

ANALYSIS OF WINDFALL TRENDS AND ALLOWANCES

	
	Windfall Completions (4/92-3/01)
	Annual Average Over Period
	Future Assumption (Total)
	Future Assumption (Annual Ave)
	Future as % of Past

	Edinburgh
	9,443
	1,049
	12,000
	1,000
	95%

	East Lothian
	708
	79
	700
	58
	74%

	Midlothian
	277
	31
	300
	25
	81%

	West Lothian
	968
	108
	1,000
	33
	77%

	Total
	11,396
	1,266
	14,000
	1,167
	92%

	Landward Authorities
	1,953
	217
	2,000
	167
	77%


When analysed at a Council level, it is notable that Edinburgh assumption for future windfalls is set at a significantly higher level than the other Councils (95% compared to an average of 77% for the 3 landward Authorities).

No explanation is given for this differentiation in the assumptions adopted.  If the landward Authorities assumption was adopted for Edinburgh the windfall assumption would be reduced to 9,700 rather than 12,000.

By their nature (and as promoted by Policy HOU2) windfall sites tend to be brownfield sites i.e. land which has previously been developed.  This includes the following types of site:

· vacant and derelict land;

· infill sites;

· land occupied by redundant or unused buildings;

· developed land within the settlement boundary where further intensification of use is acceptable.

The critical issue remains is whether there is sufficient land available over the plan period, specifically in Edinburgh, to continue to supply the rate of development predicted in the Structure Plan. 
For Edinburgh, at a density of 40 dwellings/ha (allowing for a range between 25 houses/ha to 60 flats/ha) an equivalent to 25ha of brownfield land per annum is required to be developed or 350ha over the plan period.  This is a significant land supply to maintain.  More importantly, this is a significant area of land not to identify and allocate in a plan led system.

RPS Consultants has analysed a database of windfall sites in Edinburgh compiled by the City of Edinburgh Council.  This details approvals and completions on windfall sites over the last 5 years based on information from the Housing Land Audits.

Windfall sites were identified for each successive year over this period and analysis carried out on size of site approved.  In addition, all windfall sites existing at the base year of 1997/98 and approved in previous years, were identified.

Table 4 details the size and capacity of windfall sites which have received planning consent on an annual basis in the last 5 years.

	Table 4

WINDFALL APPROVALS IN EDINBURGH (1998/99 TO 2002/03) (i)

	Site Size
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	Total
	Total

	
	No Sites
	Units
	No Sites
	Units
	No Sites
	Units
	No Sites
	Units
	No Sites
	Units
	No Sites
	Units

	1 - 9
	143
	255
	137
	202
	133
	267
	153
	317
	166
	313
	732
	1,354

	10 - 24
	13
	205
	21
	317
	19
	335
	18
	266
	21
	343
	92
	1,466

	25 - 39
	7
	249
	9
	291
	11
	374
	7
	215
	11
	350
	45
	1,479

	40 - 99
	10
	590
	8
	456
	18
	982
	19
	1,103
	8
	512
	63
	3,643

	100 +
	
	
	4
	849
	7
	934
	7
	3,109
	5
	3,625
	23
	8,517

	TOTAL
	173
	1,299
	179
	2,115
	188
	2,892
	204
	5,010
	211
	5,143
	955
	16,459

	Sites of 40 +
	10
	839
	12
	1,305
	25
	1,916
	26
	4,212
	13
	4,137
	86
	12,160

	% of total
	
	65%
	
	62%
	
	66%
	
	84%
	
	0%
	
	73%


(i) The database includes 47 sites which at the time of collation had not been approved by the Planning Authority.

The scale of windfall sites approved in Edinburgh has been significant over the last 5 years with a total of 16,459 houses.  This is an average of nearly 3,300 per annum.  In the last 2 years, new windfalls supply has averaged over 5,000 houses per annum.

These trends however do not support ongoing success in the private sector promoting infill development but rather the lack of an up-to-date development plan for Edinburgh.

The underlying dynamics of the housing land market in Edinburgh reveals the extent to which large sites are now dominating the statistics for windfalls.  For example, the following sites have been approved in the last year:

	Western Harbour
	Forth Properties
	3,000

	West Shore Road
	Lattice Properties
	2,000


Nearly half of the windfall site capacity approved over the last 5 years has been on sites of more than 100 houses.  Nearly 7,000 houses are on 12 sites approved in the last 2 years.

With more up to date development plans in Edinburgh’s urban areas, many of these sites would have been identified and allocated through the development plan process, as part of plan led approach to the release of development land.

Table 5 details the trend in completions over the same period.

	TABLE 5

Completions on Edinburgh Windfall Sites (1997 to 2002)

	Site Size
	1997/1998
	1998/1999
	1999/2000
	2000/2001
	2001/2002
	Total

	1 - 9 
	199
	270
	141
	215
	169
	9.94
	13%

	10 - 24
	216
	319
	182
	192
	275
	1,184
	15%

	25 - 39
	146
	220
	216
	242
	249
	1,073
	14%

	40 - 99
	411
	576
	341
	589
	656
	2,573
	32%

	100 +
	685
	369
	226
	250
	583
	2,113
	27%

	TOTAL
	1,657
	1,754
	1,106
	1,488
	1,932
	7,937
	


Table 5 reveals that nearly 60% of all the completions are on sites with 40 houses or more.  

Completions on windfall sites over 100 units is limited to 2,113 dwellings built on all sites approved to date.

A substantial component of windfall sites are significant development opportunities and should be capable of identification and inclusion in an up-to-date Local Plan.

2.3 Issues for the Structure Plan Development Strategy

The analysis carried out by RPS raises a number of issues for the Plan’s Development Strategy:

i) Can Edinburgh maintain its historic trends in windfall development?  Recent evidence suggests that the supply of windfall sites in Edinburgh is dominated by large sites (100+) and can be identified through the Local Plan process.

ii) What major land uses are being redeveloped for housing and what are the implications for the development strategy?  The loss of 350ha of land in Edinburgh in future raises significant planning issues and demands careful and detailed appraisal through the development plan process.

iii) Edinburgh has a finite resource of land.  Does the Urban Housing Capacity Study prove that the scale of windfall sites (350ha of land) are deliverable?

iv) How meaningful are the Urban Housing Capacity Study’s findings?

v) What role should windfalls have in the flexibility allowance?

3. THe Urban HOUSING Capacity Study 

3.1 Methodology

City of Edinburgh, East Lothian, Midlothian, and West Lothian Councils commissioned Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (NLP) in August 2002 to undertake an urban capacity study for Edinburgh and the Lothians.

Its aim was to provide an estimate of housing capacity within the urban area and inform the Structure Plan to 2015 about:

i) the housing strategy, and

ii) windfall assumptions.

The approach adopted drew heavily from English best practice guidance: Tapping The Potential – Assessing Urban Housing Capacity: Towards Better Practice (Dec 2000).  It was also informed by the Consultative Draft NPPG3: Planning for Housing and the revised draft of PAN38: Housing Land.

Although published in March 2003, the study has not been updated to reflect the guidance in SPP3 and PAN38 (Revised), published in February 2003.

NLP adopted the methodology as set out in Tapping The Potential:

i) Define the urban areas to be assessed.

ii) Identify the capacity sources.

iii) Survey capacity using desk-top and site based assessments using Typical Urban Area approach;

iv) Assess the unconstrained yield/theoretical potential.

v) Discount the unconstrained yield to provide realistic estimates to 2015.

Urban Areas

These included all of the major towns and villages in the Structure Plan area.

Capacity Sources

Capacity sources focussed on the following 11 sources defined in Tapping The Potential:

i) subdivision of existing housing (large homes);

ii) flats over shops;

iii) empty homes (void rate);

iv) previously developed vacant land and buildings (brownfield land) excluding categories viii) and (xi);

v) intensification of use;

vi) redevelopment of existing housing;

vii) redevelopment of public car parks;

viii) conversion of commercial buildings;

ix) vacant land not previously developed;

x) land allocated in the Local Plan for housing;

xi) redevelopment of employment land and buildings.

For the purposes of the study, categories (iii), (vii) and (ix) were ignored with the agreement of the Councils.

Surveying the Capacity

Analysis of past trends was carried out for the following categories:

i) subdivision of existing housing;

ii) flats over shops;

v)
intensification;

vi)
redevelopment of existing housing (excluding individual development proposals);

viii)
conversion of commercial buildings.

Site based assessments were carried out based on Typical Urban Area surveys for the following categories:

iv)
previously developed vacant land and buildings;

viii) conversion of commercial buildings;

ix) vacant land not previously developed.

xi)
redevelopment of employment land and buildings (includes allocated but undeveloped land);

Site based assessments were divided into Typical Urban Areas (TUA) supplemented by Priority Area (PA) work.  TUAs are homogenous character areas which were sampled at 10% level.  All sites forming Audit 2001 were identified and excluded from the sampling.  PAs were specific sites which are subject of anticipated regeneration initiatives.

Assessing the Yield

NLP used gross to net ratios ranging from 75%-100% depending on site size and the net area was factored by applying a range of housing densities to derive the unconstrained capacity.  

Discounting

Discounting was partly used to finalise the predicted yields over the period to 2015.  Representatives of HfS attended workshops for each Council area.

The final yields were based on judgements reached by the Study Team, excluding HfS.  Most of the discounting advice arising from the workshops was ignored and different assumptions adopted.

Findings

The outcomes from the Study are detailed in Section 3.3.

3.2 Programme and Consultation

The programme for the preparation of the Structure Plan has been as follows:

	
	
	Structure Plan
	Scottish Guidance
	UHCS

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2000
	Jan to Mar
	
	Agreement to review Plan (March)
	
	
	

	
	Apr to Jun
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	July to Sep
	
	Major Issues Report (August)
	
	
	
	

	
	Oct to Dec
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2001
	Jan to mar
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Apr to Jun
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	July to Sep
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Oct to Dec
	
	Draft for Consultation issued (December)
	
	
	
	

	2002
	Jan to Mar
	
	Consultation on Draft Plan (January to March)
	
	Draft NPPG3 / PAN 38 (March)
	
	

	
	Apr to Jun
	
	
	
	
	
	Invitation to tender (June)

	
	July to Sep
	
	
	
	
	
	Appointment of Consultants (August)

	
	Oct to Dec
	
	
	
	
	
	Survey and Analysis (October and November)

	2003
	Jan to Mar
	
	Finalised Plan Issued (March)
	
	SPP3 / PAN38 (February)
	
	Publication of Draft Report (February)

	
	Apr to Jun
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	July to Sep
	
	Consultation on Finalised Plan (June to August)
	
	
	

	
	Oct to Dec
	
	
	
	
	
	


The Urban Housing Capacity Study was commissioned after the preparation and issue of the Draft for Consultation Structure Plan to provide a more robust estimate of capacity, not define capacity.

The Structure Plan acknowledges that this research was commissioned to justify the assumption on windfalls rather than inform the Structure Plan on the assumptions to adopt.

HfS Consultation on Urban Housing Capacity Study

It is acknowledged by both NLP, and stated in the Finalised Structure Plan, that the Urban Housing Capacity Study did not inform the preparation of the Structure Plan.  It has been used to justify the assumptions made rather than provide a robust basis for the Plan’s windfall assumption.

The process was carried out with very limited involvement of HfS, and its members and other stakeholders and certainly not to the extent envisaged in para 36 of PAN38.

Participation by HfS and its members has been limited to participation in the Inception Workshop and the Discounting Workshops.  Briefing material was provided at short notice and there was a lack of prior knowledge about these exercises.

HfS has been a limited consultee, not a partner, in the preparation of this important Study.  The knowledge of the housebuilders and others working in Edinburgh and the Lothians has been largely omitted from the process.  This is contrary to the advice in PAN38.

HfS was issued with a final copy of the Study in June 2003!

HfS was surprised that other stakeholders such as CBI or SEEL had not been invited to take part in the study along with individuals who have considerable local knowledge e.g. developers, surveyors, and other practitioners particularly given the dependence of the Study on economic land and buildings as important sources of land for future windfalls.

HfS considers that the Joint Structure Plan Team has provided only token consideration of HfS’s expertise on this critical issue and failed to acknowledge the participation of other equally relevant stakeholders. The lack of participation in this Study contrasts strongly with the joint working relationship developed on the Housing Land Audit process.

HfS is convinced that this lack of effective participation has diminished the reliability of the findings from the Study.

3.3 The Outcomes

Qualifications to the Study

NLP clearly recognises the limitations of the approach adopted in its Report.  It is not based on a comprehensive survey of the urban area, particularly Edinburgh.  The qualification to the methodology is quoted in para 2.18:

this approach is endorsed by Tapping The Potential and was considered to be the most appropriate for this study, given the extent of the urban area and the resources/timescale available.

Preparation for the Structure Plan began in March 2000, HfS is concerned that limitations arising from a consultancy timescale should be a relevant consideration for such an important issue.

Reference is also made about the …

absence of monitoring data in respect of previous output from the various forms of capacity has meant at  this stage a number of assumptions and judgements have been made particularly in relation to discounting rates applied to the capacity sources.

These judgements have been made without input from HfS or other consultees.

NLP makes it clear that its approach …

Estimates the capacity of the whole urban area … and as such is indicative of the types of site that could come forward across the urban area in the period to 2015.

NLP also clarify that the findings do not measure future windfall trends but that some of the sites identified in the Study could come forward as new allocations rather than windfall (para 5.2 of the Summary of Results from the Study).

Results and Conclusions


The results from the Urban Housing Capacity Study are detailed in Table 6.

	Table 6

UHCS Summary of results for edinbURgh and the lothians

	Capacity Source
	Edinburgh
	East Lothian
	West Lothian
	Midlothian
	Total

	i)
Subdivision of existing housing
	325
	20
	11
	6
	362

	ii)
Flats Above Shops
	42
	36
	0
	31
	109

	iii)
Empty Homes
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	iv)
Previously Developed Vacant Land And Buildings
	496
	270
	301
	196
	1,263

	v)
Intensification
	616
	658
	123
	56
	1,453

	vi)
Redevelopment of Existing Housing (Private)
	700
	0
	0
	0
	700

	vii)
Redevelopment of Public Car Parks
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	viii)
Conversion of Commercial Buildings
	714
	280
	42
	210
	1,246

	ix
Existing Housing Allocations
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	x)
Redevelopment of Employment Land and Buildings
	2,542
	213
	801
	11
	3,567

	xi)
Vacant Land Not Previously Developed
	424
	17
	16
	309
	766

	Sub Total (Excluding Priority Areas)
	5,859
	1,494
	1,294
	819
	9,466

	Priority Areas
	7,688
	0
	150-200
	0
	7,838-7,888

	Total
	13,547
	1,494
	1,444-1,494
	819
	17,304-17,354


The Summary of Results (para 5.2) and the Summary of Conclusions (para 8.4) state simply that the capacity of the urban areas is estimated at between 17,304 and 17,354 and this is above the windfall expectations stated in the Plan.

The consultants for the Study do not make any direct conclusion that it supports the windfall allowance.  

This omission is surprising since this was the original remit for the Study.  Rather, the Study promotes a process of monitoring land supply and windfalls at a local level to review matters and to use this approach to inform the windfall allowance in the next Structure Plan.

HfS is concerned that this Study did not justify the windfall allowance made in the Finalised Structure Plan.  The Councils have not made any adjustment to the windfall allowance as a result of this Study. 

Review of Study Findings by RPS Consultants

RPS has carried out a detailed examination of these results and has highlighted a number of issues and concerns to HfS:

i) Advice arising from the Discounting Workshops has been largely ignored.

For each Council area, each Discounting Workshop focussed on 4 sources of land supply.  Only 6 out of the 16 discounted rates derived were applied to the Study.  None of the Discount Rates derived were applied in Edinburgh.

ii) Priority Areas with a capacity of 7,838 account for 45% the windfall capacity from the Study over the Plan period and 7,688 (37%) for Edinburgh.

Potential Output from Priority Areas in Edinburgh includes:

	Additional capacity at Granton Waterfront (5,750 to 6,500)
	750

	Leith Docks
	4,500

	Social Housing Areas
	172

	Large sites subject to pre-application discussions
	2,266

	
	7,688


These are specific sites which have been discussed with City of Edinburgh and West Lothian Councils.  These key land sources have not been shared with HfS, contrary to the recommendations of PAN38.

Since these sites are known to the Councils, HfS considers that these should be considered as Strategic Housing Allocations (in the same way as with the sites identified in Appendix 2 of the Supporting Statement) and promoted through the Local Plan.

There is also no evidence presented that the full capacity of these sites may be deliverable within the Structure Plan period, i.e. deliver 100% completion rate on all windfalls.

As a consequence, the windfall expectation should be reduced for Edinburgh.

iii) Excluding Priority Areas, the Study actually confirms that the urban area only has capacity for 9,466 houses:

	City of Edinburgh
	5,859

	East Lothian
	1,494

	Midlothian
	1,294

	West Lothian
	819

	Total
	9,466


The results clearly demonstrate that Edinburgh can only sustain a windfall allowance of 12,000 completions with the release of large sites, known to the Council, but not to be promoted through the Local Plan process.

HfS considers this approach to have almost total disregard for the approach to the development plan system set out in SPP1 and other guidance on a Plan led approach.

iv) Vacant land and buildings comprise two land sources and are estimated to contribute only 2,029 (1,263+766) dwellings.  This is the typical brownfield site, prioritised for future development. 

They are, nevertheless a relatively minor component of the future land supply over the Plan period.  They are, however, promoted in the Plan (Policy HOU2) as the principle source of future windfalls.  This consequence of the Study’s findings has not been fully taken into account by the Plan.   

v) Redevelopment of existing employment land and buildings is the major source of future sites, contributing 3,567 houses, along with the conversion of commercial buildings at 1,246.  This is a total of 4,813 houses on these two sources of land.

The yield from this source of land was significantly amended from the outcomes of the Discounting Workshops.

The yield from the Conversion of Commercial Buildings was derived without regard for the stated methodology and an arbitrary yield chosen for all of the Councils.

At a density of 40 properties/ha, this is equivalent to the loss of 120ha of employment land.  The Structure Plan only allocates 140ha of new land for economic development. 

HfS considers that promoting the redevelopment of economic land for housing through a windfall allowance is not a sound policy planning basis without further detailed guidance.

HfS notes that the Structure Plan’s economic development strategy promotes a review of the economic land supply (Policy ECON1).  This policy requires Local Plans to reallocate sites no longer suitable for industrial or business use to other uses, including residential.  HfS welcomes this plan led approach to this major issue.

The consequence is that changes of use from economic land to housing will be carried out through the Local Plan process and as a consequence sites derived for housing cannot be assessed as windfalls.

vi) RPS considers that (with the benefit of hindsight) the Study has focussed on 2 non-strategic sources of potential housing supply, as supported by past trends:

	· subdivision of existing housing
	362

	· flats above shops
	109

	
	471


HfS considers that these should be excluded from the Study and any subsequent contribution considered as part of the flexibility in the Plan.

vii) The Study identifies capacity through intensification i.e. redevelopment within existing residential areas.  This accounts for 1,453 houses. This source has been identified through an analysis of past trends.  RPS considers that this has limited potential to national housebuilders since it is largely small scale developments.  It is not a major component of the future land supply for strategic land allocations.

In addition, in all of the assumptions about windfall land supply from any source, there is no realistic assessment of how much may be completed within the Structure Plan period.  The Structure Plan assumes that almost 100% of all windfalls will be built over the plan period.  This is an unrealistic expectation.

Overall Conclusions 

The Study does not attempt to justify the windfall assumption made in the Plan.

The Priority Areas identified in the Study are site specific and have a capacity of over 7,800 dwellings.  These are known to the Councils as future housing sites which should be allocated through the development plan process, and as such, should properly be included in Schedule 3.1 of the Plan.  

The Study demonstrates that vacant land and buildings within the built up area are in limited supply.  Policy HOU2, supporting the development of suitable brownfield sites, may only offer limited opportunities.

The major component of the windfall land supply is the re-use of employment land and buildings.  The calculation of future yield from this source is the one that departs from the adopted methodology.

Policy ECON1 invites Councils to review the existing economic land supply and identify sites which are no longer suitable.  This Local Plan exercise will determine the yield from this source.  The yield from the Study is therefore not a reliable estimate.
RPS has amended the Findings of the Study taking these considerations into account.  The outcome is shown in Table 7.

	Table 7

Amended Findings from Study

	Capacity Source


	Edinburgh
	East Lothian
	West Lothian
	Midlothian
	Total

	i)
Subdivision of existing housing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	ii)
Flats Above Shops
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	iii)
Empty Homes
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	iv)
Previously Developed Vacant Land And Buildings
	496
	270
	301
	196
	1,263

	v)
Intensification
	616
	658
	123
	56
	1,453

	vi)
Redevelopment of Existing Housing (Private)
	700
	0
	0
	0
	700

	vii)
Redevelopment of Public Car Parks
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	viii)
Conversion of Commercial Buildings (1)
	357
	280
	42
	210
	889

	ix
Existing Housing Allocations
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	x)
Redevelopment of Employment Land and Buildings (2)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	xi)
Vacant Land Not Previously Developed
	424
	17
	16
	309
	766

	Total
	2,593
	1,225
	482
	771
	5,071

	Priority Areas (3)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


 Note
(1)
Amended to reflect the outcomes to the Discounting Workshop, ignoring subsequent modifications.


2)
Omitted from Urban Housing Capacity Assessment – to be incorporated in Local Plans following review of economic land supply (Policy ECON1).

(3) Omitted from Urban Housing Capacity Assessment – specific sites to be incorporated in Schedule 3.1.
The overall capacity is now just over 5,000 for the whole Plan.  Capacity is reduced to around 2,600 in Edinburgh rather than 13,547.

The amended results demonstrate clearly that the urban capacity study cannot support the windfall allowance, primarily because most of the future sites are capable of and suitable for identification and promotion through the Local Plan process.

4. CRITIQUE OF THE Urban HOUSING capacity studY

Tapping The Potential – Assessing Urban Housing Capacity:  Towards Better Practice was published by DETR (now ODPM) in December 2000.  There is no equivalent Scottish guidance.

Tapping The Potential is not a prescriptive guide on how urban housing capacity studies should be carried out.  It sets out to highlight issues and provides a checklist of options to consider in deriving the final assessment.

The methodology has 4 key stages:

· listing the capacity sources;

· surveying to identify the opportunities;

· assessing the potential yield; and 

· discounting the potential to provide an assessment of realisable capacity.

These principle stages have been adopted in the commissioned Study.

The following comments are RPS Consultants’ views on the methodology adopted in the Study.

Principles

Tapping The Potential stresses the need to develop partnership working with others in the development process.  The Study did not respond to this key principle and the Joint Structure Plan Team has not involved HfS in its subsequent findings or conclusions.  It has failed to build on the working relationship developed with HfS for the Housing Land Audits.

Scotland has a comprehensive database on Vacant and Derelict Land, prepared by each authority and compiled by the Scottish Executive on an annual basis.  The data set would have provided an excellent starting point to quantify the sites to be considered in this type of assessment.

Despite the work carried out, the Study gives no indication as to whether the land currently registered as vacant or derelict will be recycled for future use.

Identifying Capacity Sources

HfS agrees with the settlements included in the Study Area, as it represents the majority of the settlements considered for future housing development in sustainable locations.

NLP adopted the sources of capacity as set out in Tapping The Potential and these were subsequently modified to exclude the following categories:

Empty homes

Redevelopment of car parks

Review of existing housing allocations in Local Plans

and with the exception of Edinburgh, also excluded Redevelopment of Existing Housing.  HfS agrees with this approach.

It is interesting to note that in England sources such as:

Flats over shops

Subdivision of existing housing

Empty homes

can contribute up to 40% of potential capacity nationally.  The results from the Study for Edinburgh and the Lothians confirms that this is much more modest, and not a strategic consideration.

As has already been mentioned, the Study did not refer to each local authority’s Vacant and Derelict Land Survey.  This is a major omission in the Study’s methodology.

HfS notes that Previously Developed Vacant Land and Buildings is an important source of future housing land but not a major component.

The Study also examined the potential from Land Allocated in Plans for Employment Uses.  Whilst this is an important source of future housing land, the Study was concerned about the loss of such land and the potential for policy conflicts.

No mention was made of Policy ECON1 in the Study and the Structure Plan requirement to review the supply of economic land.  HfS recommends that his source is omitted until this exercise is completed through the Local Plan process. As a consequence, any proposals to amend economic land to residential use would be through subsequent Local Plans and therefore any sites arising cannot be categorised as windfall.

Vacant Land not previously developed requires clarification.  Tapping The Potential defines this land as “white land” in Local Plans.  It is not greenfield land such as open space, agricultural land allotments etc.  HfS is of the opinion that a comprehensive review of this land category should have been carried out as a Priority Area assessment.

Surveying Capacity

Tapping The Potential recommends that all surveys should start with what is known e.g. the existing urban capacity survey used for the Draft For Consultation Structure Plan; and Vacant and Derelict Land Survey.

These existing sources of information are not referred to the Study.

Great emphasis has been placed on identifying past trends and extrapolating these forward over the plan period.  Tapping The Potential emphasises the risks in using data on past trends and that the limitations of existing information are understood.

The results from the Study are largely dependent on the extrapolation of past trends and on the use of past trends to modify the outcomes from the discounting process.  RPS considers that this introduces unreliability into the Study’s findings.

Survey Methodology

Tapping the Potential advocates one of 3 approaches:

i) comprehensive surveys of the whole defined area;

ii) priority area studies – focus on areas where housing yields are likely to be significant;

iii) typical urban area studies.

The advice in Tapping The Potential is clear – comprehensive surveys are preferred.  Priority Area Studies supplemented by Typical Urban Area Studies offer an alternative approach but without gaining robust data.

NLP adopted an approach based on Typical Urban Area Studies supplemented by guidance from the Councils on Priority Areas.  NLP did not undertake any Priority Area surveys.  RPS considers this to be is a serious omission in the Study methodology.

The Typical Urban Area approach adopted by NLP focuses on homogenous character areas and follows guidance in Tapping The Potential. 

With regard to the sites identified as part of the Priority Area Studies and the implications for the windfall assumption in the Plan.  Again, the advice in Tapping The Potential is clear.

Allowances [for windfall sites] should be made on the basis of examining past trends in windfalls coming forward for development and on the likely future windfall potential as assessed in a Capacity Study.

What this means for Capacity Studies is quite straightforward.  If a site is identifiable and the Local Plan process allocates it for development, then it is not a windfall.  But if a Study shows potential for sites within any given capacity source to become available in the future, an informed estimate can then be made as to the rate at which these sites are likely to appear.  That is a windfall allowance.

Source:  Tapping The Potential (Section 3)

NLP recognises this in the qualifications to the Study and in the Findings.

HfS considers that identified or known sites for development should be allocated in the Local Plan.  This allows the public consultation process to consider the merits of the proposals.  HfS continues to be concerned that the lack of specific housing allocations in Edinburgh is circumventing social justice in the development plan process.

Assessing Yield

NLP has applied allowances for gross to net ratios for a range of site sizes as specified in Tapping The Potential:

	Gross Site Size
	Gross to Net Ratios

	Up to 0.4ha
	100%

	0.4ha-2.0ha
	90%

	Over 2ha
	75%


A range of housing densities was applied and these are detailed for each site sampled.  However, there is no explanation or evidence in the Study to explain how the TUAs sampling was grossed up to provide the theoretical output for the whole urban area. 

RPS cannot make further comment on the theoretical “unconstrained” capacities derived because of this lack of information.


Discounting Measures

Tapping the Potential recognises that discounting the theoretical capacity to a possible yield is judgmental and problematic aspect of urban capacity assessments.

The Discounting Workshops held by NLP were carried out at the appropriate stage in the methodology but without stakeholder involvement in the judgements reached.

Discounting rates are identified in Tapping the Potential, as upper and lower rates.  These rates have been adopted by NLP in some circumstances where the outcome of the Discounting Workshops was considered unreliable. 

The majority of the discounting rates derived by the Study have been modified in the finalisation of the results. RPS considers these post-workshop judgements to be unjustified and questionable and should have been subject to stakeholder review.  HfS is in agreement with this opinion.

The Study had an opportunity to test the validity of its findings through the monitoring of the Housing Land Audit process.  Approvals granted during 2001/02 should have been analysed to confirm the findings but was omitted.  This omission however was referred to by NLP.

Conclusions

HfS welcomes the initiative of the Joint Structure Plan Team to commission the Urban Housing Capacity Study.  HfS, however, has a number of concerns in the process:

i) The complete lack of partnership working with HfS as promoted by the Councils.

ii) The sources of future land supply chosen did not reflect local circumstances nor strategic policy.  The lack of any comprehensive study into the potential sources of land supply especially in Edinburgh is a key omission.  Priority Area Studies would have been preferable to the Typical Urban Area Studies for Edinburgh.

iii) The Study did not address the sites identified in the Vacant and Derelict Land Survey for each Council.

iv) The sites identified in the Priority Areas should be excluded from the windfall assessment and be promoted as strategic housing allocations, with a consequential reduction in the windfall allowance.

v) The yield from flats above shops and subdivision of existing housing should be excluded as non-strategic land supply sources and added to flexibility.

vi) The yield from employment land sources cuts across Policy ECON1 requiring a review of economic land through the Local Plan process. The outcome of this review should be the allocation of redundant economic land for other uses in the Local Plan including housing.  The yield from this source should be excluded at this stage because of the Plan’s policy requirements.

vii) Too much emphasis has been placed on extrapolation of past trends without modification.  This is not necessarily an appropriate nor sustainable solution.

viii) There is a lack of disclosure on how the theoretical or “unconstrained” yields were calculated.

ix) The discounting procedure has mainly resulted in post workshop amendments.  This is unsatisfactory and at times appears to be contrived, particularly with regard to yields from economic land sources.

Overall, HfS does not consider the Study to be a model of good practice, and again demonstrates the need for the Scottish Ministers to be prescriptive and set guidance which delivers reliable results.

In the opinion of HfS, the Study clearly demonstrates the increasing difficulties in Edinburgh to maintain a future windfall allowance of 1,000 houses per annum without the redevelopment of major employment sites and confirms the limits of vacant and derelict land to be recycled in a sustainable manner for future housing use.

HfS is concerned that the Study did not inform the Plan about the future windfall allowance and as a result, a substantial reduction in the windfall allowance should have been adopted.

5. CONCLUSIONS

i) Homes for Scotland welcomes the commissioning of the Study to assess the future potential of urban areas to contribute to future housing supply. HfS however considers that the timing of the Study should have been prior to the publication of the Draft For Consultation Plan in December 2001 and should have been used to inform the assumption to be adopted.

ii) Homes for Scotland and other relevant stakeholders have not had an opportunity to participate in the Study in accord with the methodology advocated in Tapping The Potential and PAN38.  HfS considers that as a consequence material knowledge about current and future issues and trends relating to windfall sites has been omitted from the Study, to the detriment of its conclusions and findings of the Study.

iii) HfS notes with some concern that the findings of the Study do not specifically justify the landfill allowance.  NLP did not offer that conclusion or finding as a consequence of the Study.

iv) RPS Consultants has identified a range of shortcomings and weaknesses in the methodology and the assessment procedure to calculate the future capacity of individual sources of land.  As a consequence, RPS Consultants concludes that the Study does not support the windfall allowance for Edinburgh.

Based on the critique carried out by RPS Consultants, the following amendments to the findings are recommended:

	Capacity Source
	Edinburgh
	East Lothian
	West Lothian
	Midlothian
	Total

	i)
Subdivision of existing housing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	ii)
Flats Above Shops
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	iii)
Empty Homes
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	iv)
Previously Developed Vacant Land And Buildings
	496
	270
	301
	196
	1,263

	v)
Intensification
	616
	658
	123
	56
	1,453

	vi)
Redevelopment of Existing Housing (Private)
	700
	0
	0
	0
	700

	vii)
Redevelopment of Public Car Parks
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	viii)
Conversion of Commercial Buildings
	357
	280
	42
	210
	889

	ix
Existing Housing Allocations
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	x)
Redevelopment of Employment Land and Buildings 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	xi)
Vacant Land Not Previously Developed
	424
	17
	16
	309
	766

	Total
	2,593
	1,225
	482
	771
	5,071

	Priority Areas 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


These amendments are necessary to take account of the following:

· focus on strategic housing land sources and exclude the subdivision of existing housing and flats above shops.  This will add to the flexibility allowance in the Plan (currently at 8%);

· omit employment land as a source to take account of Policy ECON1 and the consequence that emerging housing sites will be allocated in through the required Local Plan reviews;

· modify the potential supply from the Conversion of Commercial Buildings in Edinburgh from 714 to 357 ignoring the doubling of the discounted yield recommended in the Study;

· omit sites identified in the Priority Areas as windfalls.  This would be consistent with the approach adopted for the sites in Appendix 2 of the Supporting Statement.  These should be added to the Strategic Housing Allocations in Schedule 3.1.

v) Based on the advice from RPS Consultants, HfS supports a reduction in the windfall allowance over the plan period for Edinburgh from 12,000 to 2,600:

	
	Plan Period

	Edinburgh
	2,600

	East Lothian
	700

	Midlothian
	300

	West Lothian
	1,000

	Total
	4,600


vi) Consequently, Schedule 3.1 requires amendment to incorporate the modifications proposed above in Edinburgh to add back 9,400 houses.

HfS notes that areas for the strategic housing allocations identified in Edinburgh – Edinburgh Urban Fringe and Edinburgh Urban Area are not defined In the Structure Plan and are not annotated in the Key Diagram.  HfS considers that the strategic requirement for Edinburgh should be allocated to the Rest of Edinburgh.  

The strategic requirement should therefore be amended to 10,900 and the sites contributing to this requirement identified through the City Local Plan.

Schedule 3.1:  Strategic Housing Allocations

	City of Edinburgh
	Newbridge/Kirkliston/Ratho
	1,000

	
	Waterfront Edinburgh
	1,700

	
	Rest of Edinburgh
	10,900

	
	
	13,600


The increase of 9,400 dwellings to the allocation for the Rest of Edinburgh recognises the knowledge which City of Edinburgh Council has in emerging sites, the Local Plan review process resulting from Policy ECON1 and the Council’s commitment to prepare an Urban Local Plan for the City within 18 months of Structure Plan approval.

The transfer of responsibility to the Local Plan process to identify and allocate future housing sites is in accord with current guidance from the Scottish Ministers on development planning.
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