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Introduction

This paper has been prepared to aid discussion as to whether the City
of York Council has sufficient reliable evidence to justify the inclusion
of a qualified windfall allowance within the calculation of the five-year
housing land supply, and over the longer Plan period up to 2032.

The paper provides an explanation of what constitutes a housing
windfall and presents details of current government policy and
associated guidance on the potential for inclusion within a future
housing trajectory. It also includes an analysis of York's historic
housing completions during the past ten years and compares them
directly to windfall completions, separated into specific categories,
over the same period.



2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

Draft CYC Local Plan Windfall Allowance Technical Paper (Spring 2016)

Policy Context
NPPF Windfall Definition

City of York Council is required through the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) to ‘identify and update annually a supply of
specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years worth of
housing against its housing requirements’. In addition Paragraph 48 of
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states:

“Local planning authorities may make an allowance for windfall sites in
the five-year supply if they have compelling evidence that such sites
have consistently become available in the local area and will continue
to provide a reliable source of supply. Any allowance should be
realistic having regard to the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future
trends, and should not include residential gardens”.

Further, the revision note to the National Planning Practice Guidance
(NPPG) of 6™ March 2014 provides the following advice:

“A windfall allowance may be justified in the five-year supply if a local
planning authority has compelling evidence as set out in paragraph 48
of the National Planning Policy Framework.”

Local planning authorities have the ability to identify broad locations for
development in years 6-15, which could also include a windfall
allowance, based on a geographical area (using the same criteria as
set out in paragraph 48 of the National Planning Policy Framework?”).

Windfall sites, as defined in the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) (March 2012) are: “Sites which have not been specifically
identified as available in the Local Plan process — they normally
comprise previously developed sites that have unexpectedly become
available.” These unidentified sites are typically not allocated for
development or highlighted within the Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment.

It should be stressed that whilst both the NPPF and NPPG provide the
national policy position on windfalls, and their potential inclusion within
the future housing supply, there is no definitive guidance provided on
the methodology for calculating windfalls.

The suggested level and types of windfall included within any future
housing supply trajectory has been based on the approaches taken by
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other Local Planning Authorities and circumstances that continue to,
affect the housing supply within our own local authority area.

City of York Windfall Definition

All identified housing sites have been excluded from our analysis;
comprising sites allocated within all (un-adopted) draft development
documents, sites identified within the aborted Local Plan Publication
Draft (September 2014) where completions have been carried out and,
similarly any sites emerging through future allocations.

Housing completions resulting from garden infill sites have been
excluded from our analysis of windfalls. This conforms to paragraph 48
of the NPPF that states windfalls ‘should not include residential
gardens’.

An amendment to permitted development rights regarding office to
residential conversions was introduced on a temporary basis in May
2013, and subsequently made permanent as of 6™ April 2016. As
such, a decision has been made that the completion of, and future
supply from, this type of potential windfall should be taken into account
in our future windfall projections.

Completions from un-allocated off-campus privately managed student
accommodation are also to be included in our projected figures. Based
on the evidence provided by the Universities in York, the anticipated
future growth in student numbers in the city is likely to continue
throughout the plan period. Applications for this type of
accommodation continue to be submitted, thus supporting our decision
to include projections of this type of windfall throughout the term of the
plan.

The definition of ‘previously developed’ land provided in the NPPF
excludes agricultural land and buildings. Whilst windfall sites ‘normally’
comprise previously developed sites, the definition of ‘windfalls’ as
referred to earlier in this paper (paragraph 2.1) does not specifically
exclude Greenfield sites that unexpectedly become available, such as
barn conversions and infill sites. Hence, completions resulting from
unallocated Greenfield developments have also been included within
our windfall calculations.

Historically these Greenfield sites have generated relatively low
numbers of new homes. However, a consistent level of Greenfield
developments, mainly from barn conversions and small infill sites,
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have provided a constant supply of housing completions over the
monitoring period and are, therefore, included within our evidence to
support a qualified level of windfall inclusion within the future housing
land supply.
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Analysis of Windfalls in the City of York

Historic Windfall Delivery and Trends Experienced in York’s
Housing Market

Analysis of our housing completion figures indicates that, historically, a
considerable element of York’s housing supply has been provided
through un-identified windfall sites.

Table 1, below, shows that of 5,569 net additional homes built in York
during the last 10 years (2006-2016), a total of 2,837 units have
resulted from completions on windfall sites. This represents more than
half of all completions over that period.

In more recent years the proportion of windfall housing supply has
fallen to levels below the average of 284 per annum, however, during
the 2015/16 monitoring year the highest numbers of windfall
completions were experienced. The smallest proportion of windfalls
completed (25.1%) were during 2012/13, whilst the greatest proportion
(76.72%) was experienced in 2008/09.

Table 1: Historic Annual Windfall Completions

Proportion of
Year Net Dwelling Net Windfall | Windfalls as a
Gain Completions % of Overall
Completions
2006-2007 798 435 54.51%
2007-2008 523 330 63.10%
2008-2009 451 346 76.72%
2009-2010 507 147 28.99%
2010-2011 514 344 66.93%
2011-2012 321 117 36.45%
2012-2013 482 121 25.10%
2013-2014 345 164 A47.54%
2014-2015 507 183 36.09%
2015-2016 1121 650 57.98%
2006-2016 5569 2837 50.94%

Graph 1 below shows how windfalls have generally mirrored overall
trends of housing completions over the last ten years reflecting both
periods of growth and recession.

It should be noted, however, that York did not have an adopted plan
for this period or an identified housing supply. Similar results are
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unlikely to continue in the future if sites are identified early in the
planning process resulting in their allocation. This uncertainty element
needs to be reflected in any windfall projections.

Graph 1: Historic Housing Completions Compared to Windfall Completions
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This is especially true in the case of sites above 0.2 ha, the threshold
used to assess for the allocation of sites. This threshold has been
used in both the ‘call for sites’ and Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments (SHLAAS) that have assisted in identifying suitable draft
housing allocations.

Generally other Local Authorities use a threshold of 0.4 ha for site
identification within their urban capacity studies. City of York Council
has adopted 0.2 ha as its threshold, which recognises that the supply
of housing from this type of site has provided a significant contribution
to past housing completions. Using a lower threshold will help to
capture more significant sites as allocations and reduce the number of
unidentified windfall sites coming forward in the future housing supply.

Using the last ten year monitoring period to estimate the future supply
of windfall delivery should ensure that neither an overly optimistic or
pessimistic projection for windfalls will be applied.

Historic housing windfall rates for the entirety of City of York Council
area have been recorded for a number of years and form a subset of
the housing completions figures that have appeared within our
previous Annual Monitoring Reports. The tables provided below show
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evidence of historic windfall completions based on size of site and
type, and have been compared against overall housing completion
figures for context.

All past completions that appear in the tables have been based on;

o Development Management housing consents — a record of
decisions on planning aplications is updated monthly

o Completions returns provided by our Building Control team

o Site visits carried out on a 6 monthly basis to check completions

o Contact with applicants, developers and agents at regular
intervals to confirm both completion and predicted completion
levels, and

o Monitoring of extant consents, new permissions and inclusion of
development given lawful use through certificates of lawful
development (previously not included within housing returns).

Table 2 below provides details of the number of housing windfall
completions over the ten year period from April 2006 to March 2016,
split by size and type. It should be noted that two of the main
contributors to net additions to the housing windfall supply over that
period came from conversions (inclusive of changes of use) with 882,
and from sites below 0.2 hectares (very small windfall sites) with 641.
These totals are significant in as much as they fall outside the
threshold used to identify potential housing sites in our emerging Local
Plan and will not be identified in future years.

This analysis of previous windfalls is carried out using the following
categories;-

. Very small windfalls — on sites less than 0.2 hectares

. Small windfalls — on sites between 0.2 and 0.4 hectares
. Medium windfalls — on sites between 0.4 and 1.0 hectares
. Large windfalls — on sites over 1.0 hectares

. Windfalls resulting from changes of use to residential
properties and conversions to existing residential units
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Table 2: Historic Annual Windfall Completions Separated into Size and Type

Very Small Small Medium Large
Windfalls Windfalls Windfalls Windfalls | Conversions
Year (net) (net) (net) (net) (net) Total (net)
2006/2007 161 133 27 10 104 435
2007/2008 101 98 28 23 80 330
2008/2009 138 45 13 74 76 346
2009/2010 39 14 11 17 66 147
2010/2011 58 29 19 172 66 344
2011/2012 30 6 16 21 44 117
2012/2013 28 5 19 12 58 122
2013/2014 36 19 8 45 56 164
2014/2015 16 26 24 0 116 182
2015/2016 34 11 389 0 216 650
Totals 06-16 641 386 554 374 882 2837

3.13 Both Table 2 and Graph 2 provide a complete picture of the overall
levels of windfall completions over the last ten years.

3.14 Graph 2 displays the fluctuations experienced in past windfall supply. It
shows that on sites over 0.2 ha significant variations have taken place.
Sites below 0.2 ha and completions resulting from changes of use and
conversions to existing homes vary less in their extremes and have
provided a relatively constant source of new homes over the
monitoring period by comparison.
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3.15 Some of the more significant completions making up these variations

3.16

were carried out within the windfall categories resulted from the
following:

Of the 161 completions on very small sites carried out in 2006/07
these took place on a total of 47 individual sites throughout the
City of York Local Authority area.

The 125 net completions in 2006/07 on the small sites are a result
of developments including Moss Street Depot (22), Burton Croft
(69 Burton Stone Lane) (22), Land adjacent to Blue Bridge Lane
(24) and Kwik-Save (102-104 Hull Road) (20) that accounted for
88 net completions out of this total.

91 net completions in 2007/08, again on small sites, were a result
of developments including Green Belt Garage (New Lane
Huntington) (18), Engineering Works (To the Rear of Dixons Yard,
Walmgate) (38) and Magnet Ltd (Avenue Road) (21) that
accounted for 77 net completions out of this total.

During 2010/11 of the 172 completions on large sites, all were a
result of the development on the previously developed land to the
Rear of the Letter Delivery Office (Birch Park).

In 2015/16 a total of 389 homes were provided on medium sized
sites, these arising from the student accommodation completed at
the OId Yorkshire Evening Press Site, 76-86 Walmgate (361
homes) and the retirement homes completed on the former Fox &
Hounds, Copmanthorpe (28 homes).

2015/16 also experienced significant levels of windfall completions
through changes of use. Holgate Villa (50) 3 Pioneer Business
Park (19) and Matmer House, Hull Road (14) being the three
largest contributers in this category.

Sites over 0.2 ha are shown to display more significant and varied
levels of annual completions and greater ranges within the totals
making any future trends more difficult to predict. As explained
earlier these types of site are more likely to be identified in future
years and, therefore, assessed as potential allocations. If a site,
following full assessment, is deemed appropriate for housing

12
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development and subsequently allocated it then falls outside the
definition of windfalls.

A further breakdown of the windfall completion figures, as displayed in
Table 3 below, highlights that almost 54% of all windfall completions
during the past 10 years took place either on very small sites below
0.2 ha or through changes of use to residential properties and
conversion of existing homes. Neither of this type of site is likely to be
picked up in housing land assessments and is, therefore, more
appropriate for use in potential future windfall projections.

Table 3: Breakdown of Windfall Completions by Size and Type

Windfall Types

. . Ten Year Mean Represented as a

Size/Type of Windfall Ten Year Total Average Propartion of Total
Windfalls (%)

Very Small Windfalls (Less than 0.2 ha) 641 64.1 22.59%
Small Windfalls (0.2 - 0.4 ha) 386 38.6 13.61%
Medium Windfalls (0.4 - 1.0 ha) 554 55.4 19.53%
Large Windfalls (> 1.0 ha) 374 37.4 13.18%
Conversions/COU 882 88.2 31.09%
Totals 2837 283.7 100.00%

Graphs 3 and 4 below show a representation of the last 10 years
of windfall sites of less than 0.2 ha and conversions and changes
of use. Both graphs display the range between the highest and
lowest completion years. Unsurprisingly levels peaked in the early
years of the monitoring period and fell in more recent years
reflecting more adverse housing market conditions. Whilst housing
delivery on sites below 0.2 ha tend to decline over the 10 year
period, completions through change of use and conversions looks
to have picked up in more recent times, with over 200 new homes.

13
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Graph 3: Very Small Windfall Site Completions
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Graph 4: Conversion & Changes of Use Windfall Site Completions
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Future Windfall Approach in the Local Plan

Calculating an Appropriate Windfall Allowance

A number of factors need to be considered before determining a
realistic housing windfall allowance. The following issues are
discussed within this part of the paper before setting our proposed
approach to windfalls. These include;

o An appropriate timescale for historic windfall evidence;

o The threshold and type of windfall to be included;

o Trend analysis and the appropriate trend timescale to be used to
ensure market conditions are reflected appropriately;

o When windfalls should appear in the housing trajectory;

o What level of windfalls should be applied to future housing

projections;

o Should discount rates be applied to future windfall allowances;
and

o What risks are there in including windfalls within a future housing
land supply.

Timescale Used to Provide Historic Windfall Evidence

The timescale for analysing historic windfall completions has been
considered. Following a review of other local authority windfall papers,
the use of the last ten years' figures is considered to be most
appropriate, particularly as this period includes a wide range of market
conditions.

Longer periods of historic completions records have been used in
some authority windfall completions analysis whilst some reference
shorter historic records. The advantage of using a 10 year trend
ensures that the full cycle of market conditions that have taken place
during that time will ensure that neither an overly optimistic or
pessimistic projection for windfalls will be applied. A rolling 10 year
windfall trend incorporated annually within the housing trajectory will
ensure that any upturn or decrease in supply will be taken into account
within future windfall allowances. By using a longer historic record this
fluctuation could be lost within a larger dataset.

15
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Threshold and Type of Windfall to be Included

Research reveals that other planning authorities have set varying
thresholds when considering what type of windfall site should be
included within any allowance in future years. These have broadly
been based on either capacity (potential number of homes that have
been developed on individual sites, often set at 10 or more dwellings)
or simply a size of site threshold.

City of York Council does not view a capacity threshold as providing
the most meaningful approach to identifying sites. Site location tends
to influence the number of acceptable homes appropriate for each site,
and individual site constraints may affect capacity of each site. Over
time this could result in similar sites being included within the figures or
excluded elsewhere dependant on the location and changing market
circumstances. These characteristics are difficult to monitor and can
provide unbalanced evidence.

A size threshold, often of around 0.4 ha, has been used by a number
of authority areas in analysing past windfall performance. This aligns
with their SHLAA thresholds used in identifying potential future
allocations.

Preference in York is a size threshold of 0.2 ha throughout the
authority area in our analysis of windfalls, and this accords with that
set within the ‘call for sites’ to support the Local Plan. Use of this size
threshold should help to capture more sizeable sites for potential
housing allocations compared to a greater size threshold, and
decrease the number of unidentified windfall sites coming forward in
the future housing supply. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that a
gualified allowance for this type of development can be made in the
future housing land supply.

Although we have recorded windfalls above the 0.2 ha threshold we do
not intend to project forward an allowance for this type of site within
the future housing supply for a number of reasons:

o The monitoring period covers a time in which we did not have a
formally adopted development plan in place. Therefore, sites of
this nature have not previously been identified as allocations.
With a comprehensive Local Plan that includes identified site
allocations for a full 15 year trajectory and regular SHLAAs
planned over the future years we expect to capture these sites
as allocations rather than windfall sites.

16



Draft CYC Local Plan Windfall Allowance Technical Paper (Spring 2016)

o As can be seen from the graphs showing past delivery of this
type of site, evidence reveals that the supply of housing from
these sites is less predictable in the delivery of housing and
projecting forward these rates could prove to be unreliable.

4.9 Changes of use and conversions of existing residential dwellings have
delivered a steady and reliable source of housing in York throughout
the monitoring period, even during recessionary times. This supply is
likely to continue and may even increase in the short term as a result
of the announcement that the temporary measures introduced in 2013
to relax the permitted development right, relating to the conversion of
offices to residential use, have now been made permanent. As
consented conversions of this type are already included within the
unimplemented housing permissions and therefore accounted for
within the housing trajectory, no increase in the rate of this type of
windfall is proposed. However, future monitoring will take account of
any variations and appropriate allowances will be made accordingly
throughout the plan period.

Windfall Trend Analysis

4.10 A relatively simple method for estimating a general trend in a set of
data is to add a linear trend line to a chart. A trend line is similar to the
line used to show results within a chart, but it doesn't connect each
data point precisely as a line chart does. A trend line takes account of
all the data meaning that minor exceptions or statistical anomalies will
not distort the output. In some circumstances the use of a trend line is
an aid in forecasting future figures.

4.11 When applying a trend line to overall windfall completions carried out
between 2006 and 2016 the overall linear trend appears to be
relatively static at or around 280 per annum, reflecting closely the
mean average over the same period.

17
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Graph 5: Net Windfall Completions 2006-2016
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4.12 When we consider trend analysis of specific windfall rates we have
included records for both the whole ten year monitoring period
together with trends over the shorter term i.e. the last five years. In so
doing we hope to pick up on any recovery or continued decline being
experienced within the housing market to confirm that appropriate
estimations are being applied to projected windfall delivery.

4.13 Further evidence shows that, for the two windfall types we deem
appropriate for inclusion within our projected future housing supply, the
following characteristics are apparent.

Graph 6: Net Very Small Windfall Completions 2006-2016 (Sites <0.2ha)
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Graph 7: Net Very Small Windfall Completions 2011-2016 (Sites <0.2ha)
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Graph 8: Net Conversions and Changes of Use Windfall Completions 2006-2016

250
200 /I
150
/L = Conversions (net)
100 N
>~( / ——Linear (Conversions
50 (net))
0 T T T T T T T T T 1
A @ O O DO DD O W0
O ¥ K PP PP
GGG G CIR C R CIR C
@ N P S SO QN BV
AT AT AT AT AT AT AT AT DT A

19



Draft CYC Local Plan Windfall Allowance Technical Paper (Spring 2016)

Graph 9: Net Conversions and Changes of Use Windfall Completions 2011-2016
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4.14 The following tables provide details of the trends associated with the
different types of windfall over both the longer ten year and shorter five
year historic monitoring periods.

Table 4: Combined Brownfield & Greenfield Windfall Completion Trends

Combined Brownfield and Greenfield Windfall Sites

Type of Windfall 10 Year Trend 5Year Trend

Very Small Sites (<0.2 ha)

Small Sites (0.2 to 0.4 ha)

Medium Sites (0.4 to 1.0 ha)

Large Sites (>1.0 ha)

Conversions and Changes of Use

§| | a||a|a

IR

All Brownfield/Greenfield Windfalls

Key

Decrease

No Significant Change

>|¢ |

Increase

20
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4.15 The following tables (5 and 6) provide a breakdown of the preceeding
table’s trends according to their type, either Greenfield or brownfield.

Table 5: Brownfield Windfall Completion Trends

Brownfield Windfall Sites

Type of Windfall 10 Year Trend 5Year Trend
Very Small Sites (<0.2 ha) @ &
Small Sites (0.2t0 0.4 ha) @' ﬁ
Medium Sites (0.4 to 1.0 ha) ﬁ ﬁ
Large Sites (>1.0 ha) 0’ 0’
Conversions and Changes of Use ﬁ ﬁ

All Brownfield Windfalls & 1

Table 6: Greenfield Windfall Completion Trends

Greenfield Windfall Sites

Type of Windfall 10 Year Trend 5Year Trend
Very Small Sites (<0.2 ha) 4 &
Small Sites (0.2t0 0.4 ha) @ &
Medium Sites (0.4 to 1.0 ha) & &
Large Sites (>1.0 ha) N/A N/A
Conversions and Changes of Use 0’ ﬁ

All Greenfield Windfalls 4 &

4.16 This trend monitoring shows that the majority of categories have
experienced either a levelling out or show an upward trend in housing
delivery. This provides the confidence needed to project forward at
least a mean average of past performance within the future housing
trajectory. The exception to this trend (large sites) will not in any case
form part of our evidence to inform future windfall projections.

4.17 For a complete record of windfall trends separated into Greenfield and
Brownfield sites and the full range of categories analysed over the last
five and ten year periods see Annex 2 of this document.
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When should Windfalls appear in the Housing Trajectory?

4.18 Paragraph 48 of the National Planning Policy Framework now advises

that a Planning Authority may include a windfall allowance within the
first five years of its housing trajectory provided that evidence supports
their inclusion (see paragraphs 2.1 and 2.2 within this paper for full
reference) and this can be extended to years 6-15 where an allowance
can be made based on broad geographical areas. The following
paragraphs describe our intended approach.

Windfall Allowance in Years 1-5 of the Housing Trajectory

4.19

4.20

Our unimplemented housing consents records reveal that from a total
of over 4,000 homes with consent there were 1,196 net additional
homes with extant consent at 1* April 2016 on sites regarded as
windfalls (see Table 7). Of this total 1,016 had gained consent on sites
of less than 0.2 ha or could result from changes of use or conversions
to existing dwellings. Further scrutiny of the data shows that within this
number 526 net homes have approval as a result of the relaxation of
permitted development rights in terms of office to residential
conversions (ORCs), whilst a further 58 are student cluster units that
have gained approval on previously unidentified sites. All this evidence
indicates that a continued return of homes built on windfall sites should
be maintained within the short term.

Table 7: Potential Windfall Sites with Extant Consent at 1° April 2016

Windfall Types
Represented as a

Size/Type of Windfall BF Sites GF Sites Total BF + GF e of Vs
Windfalls (%)

Very Small Windfalls (Less than 0.2 ha) 84 30 114 9.53%

Small Windfalls (0.2 - 0.4 ha) 14 10 24 2.01%
Medium Windfalls (0.4 - 1.0 ha) 92 0 92 7.69%

Large Windfalls (> 1.0 ha) 60 4 64 5.35%
Conversions/COU 859 43 902 75.42%
Totals 1109 87 1196 100.00%

We do not consider it to be appropriate to include a windfall allowance
within the first three years of the housing trajectory. This will provide
an appropriate time scale for any applications on sites which would
ultimately result in windfall completions to go through the development
process. This timescale also allows for completions of windfalls with
extant consent to be built out at reasonable build rates and, therefore,
avoid double counting. Double counting of SHLAA sites and extant
windfall consents within the allowance needs be avoided otherwise an
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over estimation of supply from this source may be deemed
unsupportable during inspection of the plan at a later date.

Phasing in a windfall allowance will provide more certainty in the early
part of the trajectory and will avoid double counting. The estimation of
housing supply will, therefore, be based on known consented
development and anticipated delivery schedules provided by
applicants/developers rather than relying on unidentified windfall sites
providing homes in the early part of the plan.

Consideration has also been given to an approach whereby windfalls
were only to be accounted for beyond the first 5 years of the trajectory.
Whilst this method would avoid any potential double counting and only
rely on extant consents and identified draft allocations for completions
in the 5 year housing supply, it would represent a very cautious view of
windfall projections. Trend analysis shows that an increase in windfall
completions within the categories to be projected forward has been
evidenced in more recent years. As the relaxed permitted development
rights have recently been made permanent, and the consent analysis
shows that this type of development continues to come forward, it is
highly likely that windfalls will continue to contribute significant levels of
new housing in future years.

Windfall Allowance in Years 6-15 of the Housing Trajectory

The revision note to the NPPG of 6" March 2014 states:

“Local planning authorities have the ability to identify broad locations in
years 6-15, which could include a windfall allowance based on a
geographical area (using the same criteria as set out in paragraph 48
of the National Planning Policy Framework)”

In terms of geographical area we have included all land contained
within the City of York local authority boundary. This aligns with the
assessment of housing market sub areas undertaken as part of our
previous Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) together with
our emerging SHMA (2016).

As with years 4 and 5, a windfall allowance based on historic mean
average completions of sites <0.2 ha together with conversions of
existing dwellings and homes resulting from changes of use is to be
used from year 6 of the housing trajectory. This total is deemed
justified and appropriate, though will continue to be monitored annually
to reflect any market fluctuations and to ensure that a realistic
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projection of future housing windfall supply is maintained throughout
the Plan period.

The Level of Windfalls to be included in Future Housing
Projections

In taking a proportionate approach to identifying land for development
in the emerging Local Plan only sites above 0.2ha have been identified
as draft allocations. To ensure that we properly understand the
potential for development on very small sites below this allocation
threshold an assessment of the trends in the historic rate of windfall
delivery along with changes of use and conversions has been carried
out. It should be noted that this covers a period of time in which York
had no adopted development plan in place and therefore continued
high levels of windfall supply are unlikely to be maintained over the
plan period, especially in the case of larger windfall sites above 0.2 ha
(the threshold used for the allocation of sites). This is important to note
because the NPPF requires not just compelling evidence of historic
windfall rates but also evidence of expected future trends in order to
justify using a windfall allowance within housing supply.

During the last 10 years of total net windfalls the largest proportion
comes from conversions and from very small windfalls (sites below
0.2ha). These totals are significant in as much as they fall outside the
threshold used to identify potential housing sites in the Local Plan and
therefore will not otherwise be identified in future years. By including a
gualified allowance for this type of windfall within the housing supply
this would ensure that an appropriate estimate of future windfall supply
is included within the housing trajectory. The figure for windfalls
proposed to be projected forward is 152 dwellings per annum which is
effectively a mean average for these two categories of windfalls
calculated over a 10 year period. (see Table 8, below, for details)

Table 8: Projection of Windfall Sites <0.2 ha and Change of Use and Conversions

Mean Average

Average windfall completions on sites <0.2 ha 64
Average windfall completions on COU & Convs 88
Mean Average Projected Annual Windfall Rate 152
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Applying Discount Rates to the Future Windfall Allowance

A discount rate can be applied to both the delivery of identified
consented sites and housing allocations to allow for uncertainty within
the market. This discount rate is usually around 10% based on
evidence of past housing delivery of consented sites and comparison
with other local authority non-delivery rates. Alternatively, an
additional allowance in housing supply can be made.

A discount rate for the future supply of housing from windfall sites (i.e.
as yet unidentified windfalls without the benefit of consent) has been
considered especially in the case of small sites below 0.2 ha. This
acknowledges that the capacity of unidentified sites to accommodate
future windfall development is finite within a constrained urban area.

An increase in the delivery of homes resulting from changes of use
from offices is currently being experienced largely a result of relaxed
permitted development rights. Whilst this source of supply is finite and
may reduce over time it is too early to predict such an outcome
bearing in mind that we are only now experiencing completions
resulting from this legislative change.

However, as a result of our analysis of more recent trends (see
Section 3) indicating increasing levels of changes of use of existing
properties and maintained levels of housing resulting from sites below
0.2 hectares, the discounting of projected windfalls for these reasons
is not deemed appropriate at this time.

Should planning policy change in future years this approach may be
reconsidered and potentially a discount rate applied at that time.

Risks Involved in Including a Windfall Projection

Recognition is made of the fact that there are no circumstances in
which the inclusion of any category of windfall carries no risk at all.
However, at the same time by not including a windfall allowance this
also carries implied risks, especially in light of NPPF direction and
associated guidance that this may result in significant underestimates
of future housing land supply.

Annex 1 of this paper carries out an appraisal of risks associated with

the inclusion of various elements that fall within each windfall category.
Whilst this approach can result in a subjective analysis we have
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endeavoured to evaluate all potential risks involved in any windfall
inclusion.

The tables highlight that the lowest risk options for inclusion within a
windfall projection are associated with sites of less than 0.2 ha (both
brownfield and Greenfield) together with conversions and changes of
use.
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Conclusions

A number of factors have been considered in determining a realistic
housing windfall allowance. The following sets out our intended
approach:

e Timescale for historic windfall evidence
Use of selected completions from the last 10 years ensures that
the full cycle of market conditions that have taken place during
that time are taken into account. See paras 4.2 and 4.3.

e Threshold and type of windfall to be included
Very small sites (below 0.2ha) and change of use/conversions will
be monitored as the basis for our projections. See paras 4.4 to
4.9.

e When to introduce windfalls into the housing trajectory
To avoid double counting and allow time for sites to continue
through the development process, windfalls will be included from
year 4. See paras 4.18 to 4.25.

e What level of windfalls should be included in the housing
trajectory
A figure of 152 dwellings per annum provides an appropriate level
reflecting past development trends. See paras 4.26 and 4.27.

e Discounts
We do not intend to apply a discount to windfall projections. See
para 4.28 to 4.32.
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Annex 1
Risk Analysis

The following tables provide a risk analysis for all potential windfall
categories and each type has been designated a level of risk associated
with their inclusion within a future windfall projection.

Whilst there are no circumstances in which the inclusion of any category of
windfall carries no risk at all, there has also be a recognition that by not
including a windfall allowance this also carries with it implied risks,
especially in light of NPPF direction and associated guidance that may
seriously underestimate the future housing land supply.

Assigning risk to the elements making up a potential windfall allowance can
be seen as a subjective exercise. In adopting a system that classifies
potential windfall types into seven levels of risk we have endeavoured to
designate each one appropriately and have only considered low and
moderate risk categories for potential inclusion within a windfall allowance.

28



6¢

sainby [eypuim uiyum sreaA aininy o} abelane Jaybiy e jo uonosfoid

B Ul paloayal aq ||IM SIy} ‘@nunuod spuall premdn pjnoys ‘Alo1aafel; Buisnoy ayi ulyiim S|fejpuim uoisnjoul ayi oy uoireaynsnl|
pue Aureuad alow sapino.d 11 se arendoidde pawaap SI SIeak ual 1Se| ay) Uo paseq abelane ueaw e Jo asn ay) Sieak

alniny o} uonaaloid saybiy e Aasnl pjnod 821nos siy1 wol sawoy Jo Aiddns ayl ul spuai premdn eyl Sfeanal dUspina ISIYM
‘Aiddns Buisnoy Jo 821n0s ajgeljal e apnoid 01 anunuod 0} Aj9y|I| are pue YIoA

Ul a|ge|iene awodaq Ausisisuod aney Asyy se apew aq pinoys |reipuim Buisnoy jo adAy siyi jo uonoaloid paynsnl e jo uoisnjoul
8y} Tey) JapIsuod am ‘aloyaiay] “Apmis Audeded Buisnoy e ybnoiyl paynuap! aq [jm juswdolanap jo adAl siyl eyl Aj@yiun 1sow
SI]| "WwId) Jauoys ayi Jano Ajejioadsa ‘iayuny Aiddns paledionue asealoul 01 Aj@yI| ase pue sawoy mau Jo Aiddns pasealoul ue
Ul papre arey ‘sjybu Juswdojanap paniwlad Jo uoirexe|al ayl ybnoiyl ‘Sanuadul JUSLILIBAOS) Se SIeaAk Jusdal alow Ul Sasealoul
weoubls umoys aney pue ‘sieak ual 1se| ayi Jano adejd uayel arey asn Jo sabueyd pue SuoiSIaAuod wol sawoy Jo Alddns ayy
ul spuaJy pJemdn ‘pouad Buloluow Jeak ua) 1se| ayl Jano 92IN0S SIYyl woly papnold usaq sey Buisnoy Jo Alddns pasealoul uy

SUOISIsAUO0D

‘sieak om) 1se| ay1 Buunp papinoid sawoy Mau ou yim

‘paousuiadxa uaaqg sey als jo adAy siy) woy suonajdwod Buisnoy jo wisl Jlauoys pue Buoj ayl yioq Ui pusil premumop Apesis v
"91IS J0 8dA} SIY1 Jo} 9oUBMO|[e |[BJPUIM BININ} B 8pN|oUl 01 3SIM 11 JOPISUOD 10U Op M UOoSeal SIY) 104 “191pald 0}

prey Alan si a|qe|rene apew SI 8lIs Jo adA1 SIYl YdIym Ul ainjeu wopuel ayl ‘awlil Jano ade|d axel Aew eyl SaAlUSIUl JUSLLIUIaAOD)
jo Aujiqissod sy pue sfeasaiul Jeinfau e aus jo adAl siyl jo Alljige|reae ayi Inoge Bullg 01 SpUS] SUOIIPUOI 1XJeW Jey) pue
‘Apnis Anoeded uequn Jejiwis 10 ‘Y IHS e ul dn payaid aq Ajuesaddau jou Aew alis jo adA1 siy1 1eyl panbie aq pjnod 1 I1S[IYM

"SUONIPUOD

19)/eW 9|geINoAR) alow Jo uinjal a|qissod ay s10aal Teyl suonajdwod Buisnoy ul uinidn ue usaq sey aiayl Ajjuadal alow
‘JONBMOH "8IS JO S8zIS 3say} WwoJj Bunnsal sasnoy Jo Jaquinu ayl ul premdn Asjrelspow Si puail 8yl sieak T snonaid ayi JanQ
"82uanbasuod e se pajejul Ajpaignopun are pue sy} 193jal Wayl uo Bunnsal suona|dwod [ejo] sy} ‘aioeIay)

‘pure (ue|d Juswdojanap paidope ue aney 10U PIp YIOA YdIYm Jano awil ) pouad Buuojuow Jeak ua) 1se| ay) Jano paedo|e usa(q
aney 01 Aj@yIjun are ainteu Syl Jo SalIs A|[ealolsIy Teyl passalls ag pinoys Jj Juawssasse alis Joj Aldde Ajjuaund am spjoysaiys
9ZIS Wwnuwiuiw ay1 anoge |l Aayl se salpnis Aloeded Buisnoy ano ul dn paxaid ag pjnoys ey 0'T 01 Z'0 wod Buibuel sals

“llepuim Jo

AioBares siy1 uiyim sjuswdojanap Yyim paljeldosse sisAfeue puall Aue Jo Junodde axel 03 pasu [|IM pue suodsloid [feypuim aininy
U1 pa3dapal aq ||m SIY) ‘sieak aininy ul padusuadxa aq puall premumop e pinoys Anoeded azis 811s wnwiuiw ay) Mojaq S|ie}

11 se (,81s 1o} |[e9, ‘WYY IHS) Apnis Anoeded aininy Aue ul dn paxaid aq 1ou |Im aus Jo azis/adAl siyl “(uonaas sisAfeue puail ay)
99S) J|9S1I Pa128.I09 Sey 19xJew ay) Se Sieak G 1Se| a8y} JaA0 Paduspne Usag Sey uoilsod 8|gels aiow e 0} uin}al B ‘SUoiIpuod
19)/ew asIanpe 01 anp Ssieak QT 1se| ay) Jano Buisnoy Buipnoid a1s Jo adAl SIyl Yyum paleIdosse puall premumop e usaq sey
alay1 1S[IYM "ealy Aioyiny Mo A 8yl uiyim suonsidwod Buisnoy Jo [ans] ueayiubis e papnoid sey aiis Jo adAl siyy AjjeauolsiH

978 % 89S Jo sabueyd
(ey0'1<)

¥'.E a1Is abre
(ey 0°T 01 7°0)

vy 31IS WnIpa\
(ey ¥°0 01 2°0)

0ve 3lIS [ews
509 (ey 2°0>) 8US |ews AiBA




0€

,SuapJeh [enuapIsal apnjoul 10U PINOYS, S|[B4PUIM
Buneis gy ydeibered y1im saouemo|fe [[eipuim wolj syuawdo|anap [[1pul uapseh sapnjaxa Ajfedinads (zToz Yolen) 4ddN

L'65

syuawdo|anaq [|14u] uap.res

‘pouad Jeak g 1se| Jauoys ayl Jano pasualadxs usaq sey puall premdn

ybIs e ‘JanamoH -sieak Buuoliuow QT 1Se| 8yl Jano paduapina si adAl [ejpuim jo 8dAl Siyl ylim palelidoosse puail premumop e
“Jusuewlad swodaq aney sybu uswdojanap paniwiad paxelal sy} Feyl uswadunouue

1S81e| Sk anunuod 01 A|@Y1| pue pasualadxs Buleg Ajuauna siybu uswdojanap paniwiad Jo uonexe|al ay) Jo 1NSal e Sk asealoul
10U JI 8nunuod 03 Aj@Y1 si Juswdojanap Jo adAl syl eate Aluoyine [eini/uegin paulquiod e Si YI0A SY “SUOISIaAuod useq/Buipjing
[eanynoube are yaiym jo Aofew ayl — 82inos siyy wol suonajdwod Buisnoy papnoid sey reak Aians ‘sieak ual 1se| auyl JanQ

OAS

SUOISIBAUOD
® as Jo sabuey)

"PapUSLLILIODTAI 10U pue AXSL 00] PaWap SI 9ZIS SIY] JO SAUS playuaals) wol Alaalap Jo uonoaloid aininy ay) — salis
playuaal) Jano juawdojanap o} pasniuoud ale salis pjauumolg Ajjenuanbas “sieak aininy ul premuo) awod 0} Ajyiun are ssasoid
suolreoo|e ayl ybnoiyl paynuapl Buleq ueyl Jaylo pue sieak ual 1se| ayl Jano sawoy Aue papnold jou aney adAl siyl Jo saus

00

(ey0'T<)
als abre

‘(sleak G 1se|) Widl JISL0YS 8Y] Jan0 N0 pajans| Sey puail SIYyl eyl Smoys

92UBPI3 1S|IYyMm ‘sieak QT 1Se| ayl Jano padualiadxa uaaq sey salis Jo sadA) asayl wol sawoy Jo Alddns ayi ul puaiy premumop v
‘pPapuaWIWIOdal JOU pue AXSL 00} PaWSaP SI 9ZIS SIY} JO SBUS PayUadID) WO

Aianijap Jo uonoaloid aininy syl — Salls pauUaaI) Jano Juawdojanap Joj pasiuoud are salls pjlayumolq Ajjenuanbas aouanbasuod
e se pareyul Alpaignopun ale pue Sy} 19apal wayl uo Bunnsal suonajdwod [e101 8yl ‘aloyiayl ‘pue (ueid Juswdojanap

paidope ue aney 10U pIp YIOA Y2dIym Jano awil e) pouad Buuoliuow Jeak ual 1se| 8yl Jano paredo|e usaqg aney 01 Aj@yijun ase adAy
SIY) JO S8us Aj[esuolsiy eyl passalls aq pinoys J ‘usawssasse alis 1oy Aldde Ajjuanind am spjoysaiyl 8IS wnwiuiw ayl aroge
|le} Aaya se salpnis Aloeded Buisnoy Jno ul dn paxold ag pjnoys salls asayl ey 0'T 01 Z'0 wol Buibuel salls pjayumolq 03 Jejiwis

0'8

(ey 0'T 01 °0)
a)IS wnIpsiA

9V

(ey'0012°0)
alIS |ews

‘suonoafosd aininy renualod wol papnjoxa uaaq

Aj[eou1oads 10u aney salls pjayuaals) " a|ge|ene awodaq Ajpaldoadxaun aney Jeyl salls padojanap-Ajsnonaid asudwod Ajew.ou
Kay] "ssaooid ue|d [e207 8y} Ul 8|ge|ene se payiuap! Ajjeoyioads usaq Jou aney Ydlym SaUs, Se Salls |[ejpuim sauyap yoIym
(2T0Z Yare) 4ddN Jo anssi ay) asuls ‘Janamoy ‘suoiaafoid jeipuim aining Aue wWoy papn|oxa aiam Sals playusals Ajsnonald
‘S|eypuIm Ul d1s Jo adAl syl Jo uoisnjoul 1oy fenualod

3SI 8yl 01 Sppe Yydiym uawdojanap woly Salis playuaals) uegin jrews bBunoaloud saiolod ueld aining jo Ajjiqissod ay) si 818yl
‘PIoYysaIy} 82IS SUS WNWIUIW By} MOIS S|[e} 3l Se (XS 10} [[ed, 'YV IHS)

Apnis Aoedes aininy Aue ul paynuapl 8g 10U [|m 3lIS Jo adAl Syl ‘9zIS sawes ay) JO SaUIS p|ayuMolg paledo|feun Yyim sy
uswanoidwi Jo subis smoys 1ax/ew ayl se sieak anl 1se| ayl Jano pasusuadxa usaq sey 82I1nos siyl woy Alddns Buisnoy

Ul pual) pasealdul Ue ‘JarndMoH ‘awil Jo pouad awres ay) Buunp padsusuiadxa SUOIIPUOD 19xJeW aSsIanpe 8yl 01 anp aq 03 Aj@XI|
SI YaIlym SsreaA ual 1se| 8yl Jano pasuauadxa uaag sey Buisnoy Buipnoid aus Jo adAl Siyl yim pareidoosse puail premumop V|
"92IN0S SIY} wol pasuauadxa suonajdwod Buisnoy ou aiem ($T/ST0Z) /eak auo Ajuo

ul ybnoyye ‘eary Aoyiny oA ayl uiyum suonsjdwod Buisnoy jo [ans] moj Ajaaireas e papnoid sey a1is jo adAl siy) AjjeouolsiH

sishjeuy Ysiy

arey
uonajdwo)
[enuuy

18U |enuslod

(ey 2°0>) 8US Jews ABA

jusauodwo)d

pue’ pelijussls) paledojjeun

[IeJpuim
Jo adAL



Symbol |Risk Level if Included Within Windfall

No Risk — this position holds no significant risk
for inclusion

Very Low Risk — an extremely low risk is
associated with the inclusion of this windfall
type - our position should easily be defended if
challenged

Low Risk — a low risk is associated with the
inclusion of this windfall type. However, our
position should be defendable if challenged

Low to Medium Risk — the inclusion of this
potential windfall holds a low/medium risk with a
defendable reason for inclusion

s Medium Risk — A balanced risk is associated
with the inclusion of this type of windfall. It is
probable that the inclusion is sound, howewer,
there is no guarantee that under inspection this
would be the case.

High Risk — The inclusion of this windfall type
carries a great risk and difficult to defend if
under scrutiny

Very High Risk- significant risk is associated
with the inclusion of this windfall type and
extremely difficult to defend

31



Annex 2

Full Windfall Trend Analysis

Brownfield Land Windfalls (2006-2016)

Very Small Small Medium Large
Windfalls Windfalls Windfalls Windfalls | Conversions
Year (net) (net) (net) (net) (net) Total (net)
2006/2007 155 125 7 10 91 388
2007/2008 96 91 21 23 72 303
2008/2009 135 29 13 74 71 322
2009/2010 32 3 10 17 62 124
2010/2011 49 29 19 172 60 329
2011/2012 28 15 21 41 110
2012/2013 26 5 0 12 55 98
2013/2014 36 17 45 52 150
2014/2015 15 26 0 0 110 151
2015/2016 33 10 389 0 212 644
Totals 605 340 474 374 826 2619
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Greenfield Land Windfalls (2006-2016)

Very Small Small Medium Large Conversions/
Windfalls Windfalls Windfalls Windfalls Change of
Year (net) (net) (net) (net) Use (net) Total (net)
2006/2007 6 8 20 0 13 47
2007/2008 5 7 7 0 8 27
2008/2009 3 16 0 0 5 24
2009/2010 7 11 1 0 4 23
2010/2011 9 0 0 0 6 15
2011/2012 2 1 1 0 3 7
2012/2013 1 0 19 0 3 23
2013/2014 0 2 8 0 4 14
2014/2015 2 0 24 0 6 32
2015/2016 1 1 0 0 4 6
Totals 36 46 80 0 56 218
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Greenfield Medium Windfalls (net)
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Greenfield Conversion/Change of Use Windfalls
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Combined Brownfield and Greenfield Windfalls (2006-2016)

Year Very Small Medium Large Conversions | Total (net)
Small Windfalls Windfalls Windfalls (net)
Windfalls (net) (net) (net)
(net)
2006/2007 161 133 27 10 104 435
2007/2008 101 98 28 23 80 330
2008/2009 138 45 13 74 76 346
2009/2010 39 14 11 17 66 147
2010/2011 58 29 19 172 66 344
2011/2012 30 16 21 44 117
2012/2013 28 19 12 58 122
2013/2014 36 19 8 45 56 164
2014/2015 16 26 24 0 116 182
2015/2016 34 11 389 0 216 650
Totals 641 386 554 374 882 2837
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Brownfield & Greenfield Medium Windfalls
(net)
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Brownfield & Greenfield Large Windfalls (net)
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All Brownfield & Greenfield Windfalls (net)
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