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6 November 2007
Dear Sir/Madam,

The Finalised Fife Structure Plan 2006-26

Housing Land Requirement Reappraisal
Overview
1. | write on behdf of the Community Coundl to olject to the Housng Land Requirement Reappraisal
(HLRRO7) | apologise for the lateness of this submission, but assume tha it is still appropriate at this stage
to write to Fife Coundl rather than directly to the Scottish Ministers. We wish to reiterate our major
conarn that Fife Coundl still appears to be ignorng the guidance in PAN38 and SPP3 tha precise
prediction of the housng land requirement should only be attempted up to a12 year horizon rather than a 20
year one HLRRO7 has also provokeld a range of new concerns We bdieve tha the methodobgy used in
the Technical Background Report (TBRO7) significantly overestimates the housng land requirement, and
fail to see how the calculation of the housng shortfall can be numerically correct. We would inde=d doubt
whether Fife Counal should submt HLRRO7 to the Scottish Ministers withoutsubdantial revision.

Effects outside Fife

2. It is clear that HLRRO7 does nothing to address many of our more fundanental objectionsto the
Findised Fife Structure Plan (FFSPO6). In view of the ingability of governmental popuktion projections
based as they are on very short-term trends we have little faith in last week@® news stories of booning
popuktion sizes and will not be surprised if the next revison is downwards As we asserted in our
submission last year (CCO6 para. 33), it remainshighly probable tha the growth rates envisaged by Fife can
only beachieved by poaching popuktion from Dundee, from Glasgow and from elsewhere in Scotland.

Environmental damage

3. It should be remembered tha the 2004-based projection by the General Register Office for Scotland
(GROS) of 9% popuktion growth in Fife over 20 years is not some spontaneousfortuitousoccurrence. Itis
a child of the rapid expandonist policy tha Fife has pursued in recent years, and the encouragement it has
given to longdistance commuting into Edinbuigh, regardless of the conequences in terms of globd
warming. Yet, in thdr major strategic planning, Fife® officials have still nottaken on boad the prindple of
guiding development to locationswhich will reduce the need to travel by private car. Thevisionfor 2026in
the Conaultative Statement (CS07) clingsunabashed to the role of Fife in providing domitory settlements
for crossForth commuters. Thee is therefore a need for a thorough investigation of the likely
environmental consequences of the proposed reappraised Fife Structure Plan, paying paticular attention to
its effect on naiond attempts to reduae carbonemissions



No quantification of the environmental damage

4. Asitis, the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) setsitself avery narrow remit and makes no
attempt to quantify the environmental damage that the reappraised Structure Plan would cause. Instead it
offers merely a long list of bland reassurances. It acknowledges tha the 9% growth option (has the
potential . . . to increase outcommuting to Edinburgh, with consequential environmental problems arising
from increased traffic and congestionQ but makes no seriousexamination of the extent to which the same is
true of the 5% growth options Despite the conclusonsof the 1998 St Andrews Strategic Study (StASS)
tha QMajor new housng development would result in an unacceptable impact on the qudity of the town@
environmentOand that Orhe qudity of thetown( environment is unde threat from traffic congestionQthere
isno detailed examination of theimpact of the Plan uponthetown.

Narrowness of the vision

5. It has been stated tha HLRRO7 is only intended to address the housng shortfall aspect of FFSPO6.
Yet it manages to find space to indulgethefixation of FFSPO6 with economnic development at the expense of
the environment. CS07 findsspace to describe St Andrews as an Gecononic driverQ but not to mention the
need for its Green Belt - a conagpt mentioned only in relation to Dunfermline HLRRO7, with its tunnd
vision, fails to see tha housng can be used not only to kick-start econonic development, but aso
trangortation improvements. Indeed, the failure to solve the trangoortation problems of St Andrews is
highly likely to impact adversely on both its tounst trade and its university. We argueal last year (CCO6 para
67.) tha the Structure Plan proposis for the town should be built aroundthe target of reingating the rail
link, usng the methodobgy employed in the context of the Edinburgh South Subutban scheme, and
elsewhere, for making rail projects viable by linkage to assodated development. For efficient trangoort
interchange it isvital tha land at the St Andrews end be safeguaded from development, so tha a rail link
can get as close to the busstation as possible. Fife Coundl® failure to take appropriate action on this matter
is already endangeaing the progoects for longterm resolution of the trangportation problems of thetown.

Housing for local need

6. Recently the nationd media have carried stories about the need to increase the rate of house-
building. Reactionsto the story depend largdy onthetype of housngtha would be provided. The progpect
of renewed coundl hous building has aso been raised and is likely to be widdy welcomed. As a
Community Counal, we wish to see the provision of more rented accommodaion and of housng that will
remain affordable in perpeuity. We had reservations about the strategy of FFSP06 and, if counal house
building were to beresumed, it would start to look dated. CS07 says tha theaim is to encourage Ga mixture
of tenure and type induding affordable housng and the high end of the executive marketQ Thee is never
any shortage of developa's who wish to make profits by building for the high end of the executive market in
St Andrews, but, in the absence of new coundl hous building, so long as affordable housing is to be
obtained only as a spin-off from luxury homes, the progects for ganing significant amounts of housing for
local need look poor. It needed little imaginaion to foresee developeas in St Andrews indulging in special
pleading tha affordable housng would be out of place on ther sites, and we could already envisage the
officialsQ in their time-honoued phrase, advising the committee that Qhe proposis are acceptabled We
would therefore again seek the disaggregation of the housng land requirement by type and tenure (CCO6
paa. 58). It does not make any sense to generate the housng land requirement on the basis of housholds of
size 2.1, and then give congent to housing sites full of four and five bedroom propeties (CCO6 para. 54). It
is better for land in St Andrews to remain undevel opal rather than be squandeed on providing housng tha
caters predomnantly for thewell-to-do rather than addressing local need (CCO6 para. 57).

Shortcomings of the documentation

7. A major factor ddaying our respons has been the poor qudity of the doaumentation. We assume
tha mog responcents will have been content to comment on the conclusons of HLRRO7, which will thus
have avoided the very difficult task Fife Counal appears to have set readers of TBRO7 who wished to follow
the deails of the calculations. If the truth of our arguments is confirmed, there are parts of this
doaumentation which are serioudy misleading, casting doubton the validity of the conaultation phase tha
relied uponit. There is also often a susicion tha such doaments are written to suppot pre-chosen



condusons In the present case, the way in which the figures, severa of which lack detailed judifications
yield a shortfall unde the preferred option of exactly 3,000 units for the St Andrews HMA will do little to
allay such thoughs.

8. It is hard to bdieve that Fife Counal actudly wished to encourage people to check for themselves
the calculationsin TBRO7. Its clarity does indeed compare badly with that of last year3 Report of Survey
(RoS06), which itself was less clear than that (RoS05) with the Draft Structure Plan in 2005. In the present
case, it would have been hdpful if calculation of the housng land requirement had been reworked in tabular
form from the beginning rather than as adjustments in textud form to the Findised Structure Plan. Anyone
wishing to verify the results would also have appreciated more precise referendng tha gave them chapter
and verse for the figures used. If there had been any genuine desire to communicate with the publc, Fife
Coundl would have provided appropriate explanation in the many places it has choen to change its
methodobgy from that which it employed only last year. Asit is, for example, contributonsfrom windfall
sites were set againg the housng land requirement in 2006, but, in TBRO7, the word QvindfallOis never
mentioned, and the reader is left to work out where these numbers may have been subumed. Some
commentary should aso have been provided where the numbers adopted differed markedly from those in
RoS06. The mog spectacular of these is theway in which the predicted contribution from small sitesin the
St Andrews Housng Market Area (HMA) has been reduced in from 600 over a 20 year period to a mere 60
ove al9year one Wefail to see how this can becorrect.

Discarding of 2004-based GROS projections well-judged

9. On a more paositive note, there are some aspects of HHLRO7 tha we welcome. There are explicit
statements tha the projectionsby the GROS congitute extrapolation of present trendsrather than forecasts B
a point that we stressed in our submission last year (CCO6, paras. 5 and 32). We are also hgppy to endorse
Fife Coundl@ recognition that the 2004based GROS houshold projectionsdo not provide an appropriate
basis from which to determine the housng land requirement. The GROS satisticians indicate tha one
gened role of thar projectionsis to give warning of undesirable consquences if policy change is not
implemented, and we see thar 2004based projection of 9% popuktion growth in Fife over 20 years as
fallingin this category.

Instability of projections

10. Theindability of the GROS projectionsillugrates another salutory general point. In any ongoing
predictive exercise there is aways a need to strike a bdance between usng a method which isinsensitive to
genuine changes in the variable beng predicted and one which over-reacts to short term nase. Unless
radical changes have occurred, sudden major amendments to predictions merely serve as frank admission
that ong or possibly both, predictionsare wide of themark. Theingability in the GROS projectionsfor Fife
indicates that they are extrapolations of rather short-term trends and suggests the need for a projection
giving less weight to the most recent readings This is not the occasion on which to pursue the question of
GROS projections but similar remarks can be made about other elements in Fife@ calculation of the
housng shortfal. For ingance for the St Andrews HMA, the 2005 Urban Capecity Study estimated the
suppliesfor thefour 5-year periodsof the Structure Plan as 349,513 255and 175,atota of 1292 HLRRO7
uses the corresponding figures from the 2006 Study which are 250, 282,95 and 50, a total of 677. If these
numbers can changeso radically in oneyear they can hardly beregarded as a soundbasis for inference over
a20year period.

Shortcomings of Fife’s Housing Land Requirement Reappraisal

The national picture

11. It appears to us tha the reader of TBRO7 is being given a rather miseading impression of the
predicted naiond stuaion. Using the 2004based statistics, the GROS predictions of the Scottish
popuktion in 2006 and 2024 are 5,108472 and 5,118926 respectively, an increase of 0.20% HHLRO7
paa 1.26 indicates correctly tha the inaease in housholds is projected to be much larger than the
popuktion increase, but appears guilty of some consderable exaggeration when it says Gror example, with
only 0.8% popuktion growth projected, GROS project an increase of 39%, or 297480extra households for



Scotland by 20240 In fact GROSGE 2004based projection is for 2,286660 housholds in 2006 and
2,540850in 2024 an increase of 11.1%.

The planning horizon

12.  Of our various conarns about the methodobgy used in HLRRO7, the failure to abide by central
govenment advice on the planning horizon remains one of the greatest, given its major impact on the
figures. We noted last year tha SPP 3, para 61, says,CThe structure plan should identify the overall
housing land requirement for a period of 12 years from the plan’s expected date of approvalQ and that
the same wording is repeated in PAN 38, para. 10. Para. 15 of PAN 38 goes on to say (Beyond year 12,
the emphasis should be on giving a broad indication of the scale of the requirement rather than firm
figuresQ Para 61 of SPP 3 aso requires the housng shortfall for the first 12 years to be split into two
phases. Para. 9 of PAN 38 notes tha 8PP 3: Planning for Housing indicates tha structure plans should
where possible provide guidance on the scale and distribution of housng land provision over 20 yearsQ It
goes on, however, to declare unaquivocally that Chousing land requirements cannot be determined with
precision for such an extended periodQ

13.  Theprocedure tha Fife has followed has shown thetruth of these words Some components of the
calculation have changed so radically in one year, it becomes obvioustha predicting over alead time of 19
yearsiswhistlingin thewind. (We are not clear why 2026is retained as the end date for the Plan, implying,
as it does, this rather bizarre Plan period of 19 years. Reduang the Plan period by a year yields the minor
improvement of a dightly shorter lead time for the forecasts, but we assume that was not its motivation!)
We regad it as obvioustha much more robug predictionscan be made by heeding the govenmental advice
and restricting precise predictionsto alead time of 12 years.

The impact of the mean household size

14. There appearsto usto beabasic flaw in thelogic of the second bullet point of para. 4.21 of TBRO7.
This bullet point tackles the question of how the housng land requirement should be adjuged in thelight of
therevised houghold size projectionsfrom GROS. We would argueas follows. If, at the start of the plan
period, there isa popuktion of size p; and amean household size of s, they form pl/sl housholds If by

the end of the period the popuktion hasrisen to p, and the mean houshold size has become s, , there are

now p, /s2 housholds The extra number of homes required is ¢, = LNt ﬂ. Suppoe tha, after further
5209

investigetion, it is decided tha theinitial popuation is p, and the mean houghold sizeis s,, and thet at the

end of the period there will be p, peoplelivingin householdsof mean size s,. Theextranumber of homes
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may nothave changed, sotha p, = p,.

. Variousspecial cases may berelevant. For example, thefind population

15.  Thesecondbullet point of para 4.21 of TBRO7 takes theincrement ¢; and argues that, of these extra

hougholds the number dueto the changein the mean houshold size is ¢, (s1 - s2) . It claims tha, of the

extra households required unde the second scenario, the number dueto the changein the mean household
sze is eZ(SS—s4), and hence tha the redudion in the numbe of extra hougholds is

€1(S1 S2) 62(S3 S4).

In fact, even thefirst part of this argument looksto bewrong. Congder thevillage of Kilrymont comprising
p; =100 pessants, whose average houghold size is s = 2.5 and who thusoccupy pl/sl =40huts. It plansa



10%expandontaking its popuktionto p,=110. If averagehhoushold sizes stay unchanged, an extra4 huts
will beneeded. Thesages of Ladywell, however, say that the mean houshold size will dropto s,= 2, so the

popuktion of 110will need p, /s, = 55 huts. So, in total an extra e, = Lo a 15 huts are required, of
5209
which 11 are attributable to the changein mean houshold size. The methodobgy of para. 4.21 of TBRO7

incorrectly implies tha theinarease attributeble to this changeis ¢, (s1 - s2) =152.5-2)=175.

16. GROS@ 2002based predictions of the popuktion of Fife in 2007 and 2018 were 352369 and
355349. A crude linear extrapolation to 2026 suggests a popuktion of 357516, which is close to the
approximation of 358000 used in RoSD5 para. 5.244. A popuktion of 357516 represents an increase of
1.46% over the 2007 figure. Last year FFSPO6 arguel tha the baseline popuktion for 2006 should be
adjusted to 357000, and application of Fife® desired rate of increase of 5% over 20 years suggests a further
adjusgment of the baseline popuktion for 2007to 357893. If the 1.46% increase inherent in GROSE 2002
based predictionsis applied to this baseling theimplied popuktion of Fife for 2026is 363118

17.  In predicting mean houshold size, GROS exclude people resdent in commund establishments
before dividing predicted non-commund popuktion size by the predicted number of households Thusthe
2004based predictions for 2007 of 159310 households in Fife and a mean houghold size of 2.219703
imply a non-commund popuktion of 353621. Thus of the predicted 360662people in Fife in 2007, some
7,041 were predicted to stay in commund establishments. Similar calculationson the correspondng figures
for later years show tha this number is predicted to rise steadily to 8,211 by 2024. A crude extrapolation
gives suggests 8,348 people in commund establishments by 2026. Thusof the prediction of 363,118 people
in Fifein 2026 the predicted number in non-commund establishmentsis 354,770.

Table 1 : Change in number of households under 2002-based rate of expansion

Population Households
Baseline popuktionin 2007 357893
Baselinehousholdsin 2007 159310
Populationin 2026unde GROS® 2002based increase of 1.46% 363118
People in commund establishments 8,348
Non-commund popubtionin 2026 354,770 176502
Changein number of housholds 17192

18, Now, CSO07 paa App. 3.34 deams it approprate to accept the 2004based mean houshold size
predictions and the GROS figure for 2024is 2.03. Extrapolating this figure to 2026 we divide the non
commund popuktion of 354770 by 2.01 to ge a prediction of 176502 housholds in 2026. Hence,
assuming the 2002 based rate of popuktion increase, the resulting increase in the nunber of housholdsis
17192. This indicates that the TBRO7 figure for housing need of 21,426 is an over-estimate by 4,234.

Growth rates

19.  We suppot the conaept of differential growth rates for the different HMAs in Fife, but the logic of
the chosen rates appears questionnale. There is indeed a sound case for lower rates in East Fife, butit is
hard to see how rates of 5.3% for Dunfermlineand 5.0% for Kirkcaldy reflect wha FSPO6 para 17 called the
Qocus of this Structure Plan on mid-Fife regenerationO TBRO7 para. 4.43 does not explain precisely how
the differential growth rates have been applied. The housng requirements for the four HMAS shown in
Table 9 differ somewhat from those tha are implied by the popuktion propottionsshown in Table 8 taken
together with thedesired growth ratesin Table 9.

20. Thequestion of an acceptable growth rate for Fife cannot be separated from the choice of planning
horizon. We continueto bdieve tha thetarget of 5% growth over a 20 year periodis notviable, paticularly
in terms of its adverse effects on other local authorities. Application of theimplied annud growth rate may,



however, be sustainable over a shorter period. This illudrates another reason for adheing to the
govenmental recommendéion of a 12 year horizon for deailed planning, ensuring, as it does, tha the
viability of the strategy is reassessed after tha time. Our own proposl given bdow therefore adopts the
corresponding rates over the 12 year period.

Summary

21.  We object to all three options for the housing land requirement specified in Table 1 of CS07.
To accord with PAN 38 the requirement should be specified with precision for only a 12 year period.
Moreover, we fail to see the rationale for the methodology adopted, and believe that it has led to a
very substantial over-estimation of the requirement.

Small Sites

22.  We object to the small sites contributions proposed in TBR07 Table 7, which appear to be only
around 5% of the levels suggested by the recent data. TBRO7 provides no judification for the figures it
uses as these small sites contributions for the HMAS, despite the radical changes from previous practice.
We have already noted abovethe startling redudion in the assumed contribution for the St Andrews HMA
compared to tha advocated in RoS06 para. 3.282. Theredudion for the Cupa HMA is amog as dramatic,
with 400 units cut to jug 47. The change for the Dunfermline and Kirkcaldy HMAs is in the opposte
direction, as Fife Coundl contended in Ro05 paa. 5.268 and RoS06 paa. 3.281 tha a zero contribution
was appropriate for these HMAS.

23. ltisevident tha the smal sites contributionsfor Cupa and St Andrews have not been subsumed
elsswhere in the calculations Fife Urban Capecity Study 2006, para 3.3, notes that QVithin the urban areas,
only sites of five units or over are induded within the surveyQ Fife Housng Land Review 2006, para 3.3,
says tha Orhe established land supply does notindude . . . sites of fewer than 5 unitsQ

24. TBRO7 Table 7 proposs small site contributions for the Dunfermline, Kirkcaldy, Cupa and St
Andrews HMAs of 82,57,47 and 60, atotal of 246for a 20 year period. The Fife Housng Review 2006
Fig, 3.4 indicates that in the one year 200506 there was aso a total of exactly 246 completionson small
gtes in Fife, and tha the year before there had been 256. These figures suggest that realistic
contributions from small sites may be up to 20 times larger than those that have been assumed.

Strategic Land Areas

25. Fife Coundal dippeal the notion of Strategic Development Areas into FFSPO6 after the main
congalltation phase on the plan, so it was not subject at tha stage to prope public scrutiny. The same
conacept has been retained in HLRRO7, albet renamed as Strategic Land Areas (SLAS). This Community
Coundl remains strongly oppo®d not only to their proposd sizes, and to the proposd location of the one
proposd for St Andrews, but also to ther concept. As can be seen bdow, thefirst of these points remains
an automatic consequence of theresult that, if the housng land requirement is calculated in accordance with
PAN 38, theminimum housng alocation for the St Andrews and Cupa SLAs exceedsthe housng shortfall
for these HMAs. We also object to the description (8t Andrews WestOfor an SLA, and to the implied
location - to the extent that such nomendature defines a location. Structure Plans should be accurately
written, nat presented on the basis tha Qve knowwha we mean by these wordsO

26.  This Community Coundl retainsits long-hdd view tha housng development in St Andrews should
be focussed on the Kinness valley. This view is consstent with StASS, which oppo®d large-scale
development on greenfield land. Its condusions stated that Orhere is a need to contain the spread of the
town . . . Q that (Bt Andrewsis at its landscape capacity and no major expansion should take placeOand that
Q.imited development to meet local need may be acceptable provided it is restricted to the selected podkets
on the south west of thetown.OThere is still ample scopein theKinness valley for development on the scale
required, and it keepsenvironmental damageto aminimum.

27. Itisinded inhaent in thewhole concept of the SLA tha environmental consderationsshould take a
back seat. This was true of many aspects of FSP06, and even now we do not have a full Strategic



Environmental Assessment for the Structure Plan in total. 1t is much better for Site allocation to be carried
out a Local Plan level uncondrained by arbitrary assgnments made by those who give no indication tha
they have read the reports by Tylddey and by Alison Grant on landsape assessment and capecity.
Adopion of the (8t Andrews WestOSLA would pre-empt consderation of the Green Belt boundaiesin the
Loca Plan process, undeminingthe Belt beforeit is even in place.

28.  We object to much of tenor of the paragraph on page 20 of CS07 about the proposd St Andrews
West SLA. We read agan that Orhe strategy for St Andrews remains to release the town@ potential as an
econonic driver for the whole of FifeQ We commented last year (CCO6 para. 20) on the unreality of this
aspiration. Despite beng an unataineble god, it serves as a clear warning of Fife@ intention to continueto
try to exploit the town for finandal gain. Given Fife@ dismissive attitudeto its own Strategic Study on the
town, assurances on protecting the town® Onternationdly important heritageQring hollow indesd. The
writer clearly lacks the conviction of the Fife officials who conduded in the Strategic Study tha Orhe
landscape character of St Andrews is crudal to its character and must be protected and enhancedO To date,
local opinion has had little impact on the Structure Plan exercise, and so few will gain much solace from the
promise tha the community will be involved in Gnasterplanning the development areaQ St Andrews does
indeed have a serious need for affordable housng, but, as we have said above, this Structure Plan looks
likely to ddiver far more at theluxury end of the spectrum.

Summary

29.  We object to the concept of Strategic Land Allocations, believing that site allocation should be
left entirely to the Local Plans. In particular, we object to the proposed location, name and size of the
“St Andrews West” SLA.

A recalculation of the Housing Shortfall
30. We have expressed concerns aboveaboutthelegitimacy of the methoddogy used by Fife Coundl in
HLRRO7 to calculate the housng shortfall. In particular we have disputed the manne in which the housng
land requirement has been derived by modifying the approach in FSPO6. We present here a proposd
recalculation of the housng shortfall, re-worked from first prinaples. Adhe&ingto ourrecommendation of a
12 year horizon for detailed planning, our approach focuses on the period 200719 rather than the 200618
period that we used last year.

The non-communal population

31. In Table 2, the baseline popuktion of Fife for 2007, as obtained in para. 16 above is divided
between the HMASs usng the 2006 propottionsin RoS06 Table 3.22 which will be a close approximation.
The total nunmber of people resident in commund establishments in 2007 is as derived in para. 17 abowe.
We estimate tha the university residences and other residentia establishments in the St Andrews HMA
account for approximately 3800 of tha numbe. The remainde has been divided beween the HMAS
according to the popuktion propationsused for the first column. The third column of Table 2 gives the
resulting non-commund popuktions for each HMA, and the fourth the implied percentages of the non
commund popubtions These are given here to 1 d.p., but exact vaues are used in the subsequent
calculations Note that figures for the popuktion in commund establishments is based on the more
congrvative 2004daa: the 2002 based figures suggest rather larger nunbers.

Table 2 : Division of baseline non-communal population by HMA

Populationin |Populationin |Percentages of

HMA Population commund  poncommund noncommund
2007 establishments |establishments | popukbtion
Dunfermline| 133852 1,406 132446 37.7
Kirkcaldy 146,/36 1541 145195 414
Cupa 27916 294 27622 79
St Andrews | 49,389 3,800 45589 130
Total 357893 7,041 350852 100




Household change between 2006 and 2018

32. The2004based GROS figures predict the number of hougholdsin Fife in 2007 as 159310and the
mean houshold size as 2.22. In Table 3, we disaggregae the total of 159310 between the four HMAS
according to ther nonrcommund popuktion propottions given in Table 2. The 2004based GROS
prediction of the mean houshold size for 2019is 2.07. In the column of Table 3 headed zero-growth
households we therefore increase the number of housholds by theratio 2.22/2.07. Last year Fife Counal
argudl for a uniform 5% popuktion increase over 20 years. This year Fife Coundl proposs increases of
5.3,5.0,4.7 and 4.5 for Dunfermling Kirkcaldy, Cupa and St Andrews respectively. If these growth rates
are taken to apply to a 20 year period, the corresponding rates for 12 years are as shown in the 12 year
growth rate column of Table 3. The penultimate column gives the nunmber of housholdstha arisein 2019
allowing for both the redudion in the mean houshold size and the given 12 year growth rates. The find
column gives theresulting changein thenunber of housholds between 2007and 2019

Table 3 : Predicted population change by HMA

Percentages of | Baselineno. | Zero growth 12 year Target Household

HMA  |noncommund | of housholds |hougholdsin | Growth housholds | change
popuktion 2007 2019 rate 2019 200719

Dunfermline 37.7 60,139 64497 3.18 66,548 6,409
Kirkcaldy 414 65928 70,705 3.00 72827 6,899
Cupa 79 12542 13451 2.82 133830 1,288
St Andrews 130 20,701 22201 2.70 22800 2,099
Total 1000 159310 170854 176005 16,695

Housing Need

33. InTable 4, thetotal houghold changes derived in Table 3 are augmented as a result of demolitions
vacandes and flexibility. The demolitions column differs from the one we used a year ago only in the
amalgamation of the two Dunfermline HMAs. Fife Counal is arguing this year for a highe allowance of
4.6% for vacandes, but has not presented the data to jugify the change We argueal last year (CCO6
paa. 42) that the daa presented indicated tha a lower rate was appropriate for the St Andrews and Cupa
HMAs. Adopingasimilar approach in Table 4 we have applied an allowance of 4.6% for vacandes in the
Dunfermlineand Kirkcaldy HMAS, and a 3% allowance in the St Andrews and Cupar HMAS. Asthereader
may have noted, our calculation of household change adopied the mean houshold size at the planning
horizon in contrast to Fife Coundl@ use of the mean over the plan peiod. As our approach thus aready
provides an element of flexibility, we use here a flexibility addition (additiond demand alowance in the
palance of RoS05) of 5% rather than 10%

Table 4 : Housing Need 2007-2019

Total
HMA houshold 5% Housng
change Demolitions | Vacandes |Total need | flexibility |requirement
Dunfermline 1 6,409 360 295 7,064 353 7417
Kirkcaldy 6,899 400 317 7,616 381 7,997
Cupa 1,288 20 39 1,347 67 1414
St Andrews 2,099 20 63 2,182 109 2,291
Total 16,695 800 714 18,209 910 19,119

Calculation of the Housing Shortfall
34. In Table 5, the contributing supply is as shown in TBRO7.and correspondsto the effective land
supply given in Fig. 2 of the Fife Housng Land Review 2006. The urban capecity supply was taken from
Table 3 of the Fife Urban Capacity Study 2006.For each HMA, the given figure correspondsto 70% of the
sum formed by adding the urban capecity supply up to 2016to 60% of the supply from 201621. Aswe
implied last year (CCO6 para 47), the use of 70% propottion may be unduly conservative. Compared to the



recent daa in the Fife Housng Land Review 2006, the small sites contributions we have used for
Dunfermline and Kirkcaldy are very conservative estimates, beng aroundhdf of wha might be predicted.
They are nondhdess six times larger than those proposd in TBRO7. The corresponding contributonsfor
Cupa and St Andrews mirror thoe tha we used last year, the explanaion being provided in paras. 50 and
51 of CCO6.

Table 5 : Calculation of the Housing Shortfall

Housng |Contributing | Urban capecity |Small
requirement|  Supply supply stes | Shortfall
Dunfermline 71417 4529 1,021 492 1,375
Kirkcaldy 7,997 3,615 1562 342 2478
Cupa 1,414 357 93 576 388
St Andrews 2,291 315 412 864 700
Total 19,119 8,816 3,088 [2,274 4,941

Summary

35. We object to all three versions of the housing shortfall figures specified in Table 1 of CS07, and
propose that they should be revised as shown in Table 5 above. The overal shortfall for Fife of 4,941is
clearly radicaly different from the figure of 18460 unde Fife Coundl® preferred option in HLRRO7.
Approximately 10,000 of this difference lies in the different housng need figures, with the greater pat of
this 10,000dueto the different planning horizonsof 12 and 20 years. Aswe have seen, however, over 4,000
is dueto wha we regard as an erroneousway of allowing for the changein the projected mean household
size. In caculating the shortfall, we have also argued tha small sites will contribute over 2,000 units more
than in HLRRO7. The discrepancy between the shortfall calculated here and tha in HLRRO7 would have
been till larger if we had used less conservative estimates of the small sites contributionsfor Dunfermline
and Kirkcaldy.

Yours faithfully,

lan Goudie
Vice-Chair.

Appendix : Summary of non-standard abbreviations

HLRRO7 : Fife Coundl® Housng Land Requirement Reappraisal, 2007
CS07 : Conalltative Statement for HLRRO7

FFSPOG6 : Findised Fife Structure Plan, 2006

RoS06 : Report of Survey for the FFSP

RoS05: Report of Survey for the Draft Fife Structure Plan, 2005

SEA : Strategic Environmental Assessment of HLRRO7

SLA : Strategic Land Area

StASS : St Andrews Strategic Study, 1998

TBRO7 : Technical BackgroundReport to HLRRO7



