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BY EMAIL ONLY

Clare Mangan

Strategic Housing & Planning Manager

Worthing Borough Council

Portland House

Richmond Road

Worthing BN11 1LF









    28th November 2007

Dear Mrs Mangan, 

SUBMITTED CORE STRATEGY

Introduction

Thank you for affording the Home Builders Federation (HBF) the opportunity of commenting on your council’s submission draft core strategy. 

HBF has a number of comments to make on the document. These are set out individually on the attached sheets in the order in which the issues appear in the document. 

I look forward to the opportunity of elaborating on these comments during the public examination process and would be pleased to be informed of the arrangements for the examination in due course.

Yours sincerely,
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Pete Errington

Home Builders Federation

Regional Policy Manager (South, East & London)
Policy / Paragraph No: Policy CP1 – Housing Provision

Reason for Objection: Policy is unsound

Relevant PPS12 Test(s) of Soundness: vii, viii, ix

Change(s) Sought: 

1. Commitment to support policy by robust and credible evidence in the form of an SHLAA carried out in accordance with the PPS3 practice guidance

2. Addition of a new policy dealing with Plan Monitor Manage 

Comment:

Policy CP1 is unsound as it fails PPS12 soundness tests vii and viii (set out at paragraph 4.24 of PPS12).

The policy is not informed by a robust and credible evidence base in that the council has apparently not carried out a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) as required by PPS3. Surprisingly, nor is there even a commitment on the council’s part to undertake such a study (according to the council’s 2007 update to its Local Development Scheme). This is of major concern to HBF as the council has been aware of the requirement to carry out an SHLAA for a considerable period of time and the practice guidance explaining how to carry out such a study has now been available for a number of months.

The council must be able to demonstrate that its strategy is realistic and deliverable and that the sites it identifies are able to demonstrate compliance with all of the other “..ables” set out at paragraphs 54, 56 and 57 of PPS3. While the detailed aspects of delivery are rightly a matter for the allocations DPD, delivery of these sites is fundamental to the success (or otherwise) of the whole strategy. Therefore the council has to be able to demonstrate that they are realistic allocations in general terms as a key foundation of the core strategy. In the absence of a SHLAA, it fails to do this so rendering the policy unsound.

This has knock on implications in terms of the reference to windfalls. If the council’s expectation of delivery from these sites prove realistic then the windfalls issue does not arise. If they do not however, then the council is relying on windfalls in its housing supply calculation which is contrary to PPS3 meaning that further allocations are likely to be needed.

Moving on to PPS12 test of soundness viii the core strategy in general, and this policy in particular, fails as there is no clear mechanism for implementation and monitoring of housing delivery. There is no contingency to deal with any shortfalls or problems arising with any of the sites identified in Policy CP1. 

Relying on windfalls is not a contingency as it is a reactive rather than a proactive position. Nor is the approach explained at paragraph 6.7 of the strategy. There is no policy mechanism in this strategy to deal with the issue of Plan Monitor Manage and this is a major failing of the strategy. It would be unsound for the strategy to proceed to adoption in the absence of such a policy mechanism. The council’s approach would, therefore, also fail test ix.

As HBF stated in its comments right at the outset of the preparation of this core strategy at issues and options stage, the core strategy must include a Plan Monitor Manage policy which explains how the release of sites will be managed over the course of the plan period taking into account the results of trajectory planning and the annual  monitoring reports and in order to ensure continuity of supply to meet annual requirements. Such a policy should be supported by text which explains how this will work in practice and must include a commitment to undertake, publish and consult on the results of annual monitoring. It should also provide details of how this will feed in to decisions regarding the need to release additional sites for development, should this prove necessary. 

Policy / Paragraph No: Chapter 7 – The Urban Core

Reason for Objection: Chapter is unclear and lacking in focus

Relevant PPS12 Test(s) of Soundness: viii

Change(s) Sought: More clarity about policy direction 

Comment:

HBF does not object to the aims and objectives underlying the focus on the urban core. However, we are concerned at the lack of clear policy direction and specificity in this section of the plan. PPS12 requires (paragraph 2.2) that the format of LDFs should be clear, succinct and easily understood by all and expressed in terms of the means and timescale by which the specified  objectives will be met. This section highlights certain ‘key drivers’ and ‘place-making principles’ but no clear policy. How will these key drivers be harnessed and how will the place making principles be delivered if there is no clear policy to drive these forward ? More importantly, what are the mechanisms for implementing and monitoring such vague notions ?

HBF is concerned that the strategy is not sufficiently clear or precise in these regards and that these concepts should be more focussed in the form of clear, deliverable and monitorable policies. It is accepted that detailed policy requirements will be set in the allocations DPD. But the core strategy is the over-arching strategic policy document for the district and it should contain clearer and more precise policy guidance than it does at present. At the very least it should make clear that these development areas are allocations for development.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy REGEN 1 – Visitor Economy

Reason for Objection: Policy is unsound

Relevant PPS12 Test(s) of Soundness: viii

Change(s) Sought: Greater clarity in policy
Comment:

HBF would question whether the first line of this policy is actually a policy or more of an aim or objective. The bullet points which follow read as policy but not the first line. It should be deleted or expressed in a way which makes it clear that it is part of the policy rather than simply an aim / objective.

The same applies to Policy REGEN 3

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy REGEN 6 – Previously Developed Land

Reason for Objection: Policy is unsound and inadequately justified

Relevant PPS12 Test(s) of Soundness: vii

Change(s) Sought: Deletion of 75% target 

Comment:

Given that the council has not carried out an SHLAA it does not have sufficient robust or credible evidence to justify this target. The target originates from the structure plan which has now been superceded by the 60% target in the SE Plan. If the council is to rely on the structure plan as the policy basis for this strategy then HBF would suggest it should also use the structure plan housing target which is higher than that set out in the SE Plan !

Clearly the SE Plan target is a regional target which allows variation between constituent districts and sub-regions. However, any variation must be justified on the basis of robust and credible evidence. This policy target is not and so it should be deleted (along with the whole second sentence of the policy). There is no need to repeat the national / regional target as this is taken as read. It is sufficient merely to refer to the priority to be given to the re-use of suitable previously developed land which is already addressed in the first sentence of the policy.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy COM 1 – Affordable Housing

Reason for Objection: Policy is unsound and inadequately justified

Relevant PPS12 Test(s) of Soundness: iv, vii

Change(s) Sought: Deletion of bullets 1 and 2, insertion of reference to viability. 

Comment:

Government policy requires that planning policy is supported by a robust and credible evidence base. In the case of affordable housing policy this evidence base must comprise a Strategic Housing Market Assessment which must be carried out in accordance with the PPS3 practice guidance with the full co-operation and involvement of house builders and other development interests. The council has not carried out such an assessment and the text at paragraph 10.18 indicates that one will not be carried out until next year. 

It is totally unacceptable and contrary to the whole ethos underlying the planning system for local authorities to ‘shoot-first-ask-questions-later’ in the policy preparation process. The evidence must inform the policy. The evidence should not be moulded to fit the policy after the event. The policy is unsound on this basis alone (test vii).

Until such a time as the council has carried out an SHMA and had it tested through the statutory enquiry process the policy must conform with Government affordable housing policy set out in PPS3. Bullet points 1 and 2 must be deleted.

The policy must also include additional wording in the second main paragraph to make clear that the amount of affordable housing and the precise tenure  and mix sought will be determined by development economics and the need to secure other planning obligations. Government’s policy is that affordable housing should be provided is association with new development. Policies should not be so onerous or inflexible that they prevent the realisation of overall housing delivery targets.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy COM 2 – Housing Size & Type

Reason for Objection: Policy is unrealistic and inflexible

Relevant PPS12 Test(s) of Soundness: vii, ix

Change(s) Sought: Amendment to final sentence of policy to refer to other considerations. 

Comment:

Following on from the comments in response to Policy COM1 regarding local authorities not prescribing the precise mix of market dwellings on a site, HBF is concerned that it is somewhat simplistic to assume or assert that the mix of market dwellings will be determined by one factor alone. In fact it will be determined by a range of factors which include not only the supply demand analysis, but also the findings of the SHMA, the nature of the market in the particular area, the make-up of the existing housing stock, consumer demand in any given locality and development economics and site viability. The final sentence of the policy should be amended to refer to this wider range of considerations 

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy COM 6 – Sustainable Travel

Reason for Objection: Policy is a statement of intent / aspiration, not a policy

Relevant PPS12 Test(s) of Soundness: vii, viii

Change(s) Sought: Deletion of policy. 

Comment:

This policy does not appear to read as a policy. It is merely a statement of intent or aspiration. It is more akin to a strategic aim or objective than a policy. Who will do what, to whom, by when, using what means etc ? It is meaningless in its current form as it has no clear means of implementation or monitoring. On that basis it is unsound and should be deleted.

Policy / Paragraph No: ENV 2 – Landscape Character Areas

Reason for Objection: Policy is a statement of intent / aspiration, not a policy

Relevant PPS12 Test(s) of Soundness: vii, viii

Change(s) Sought: Deletion of policy. 

Comment:

This policy does not appear to read as a policy. It is merely a statement of intent or aspiration. It is more akin to a strategic aim or objective than a policy. Who will do what, to whom, by when, using what means etc ? It is meaningless in its current form as it has no clear means of implementation or monitoring. On that basis it is unsound and should be deleted.

Policy / Paragraph No: ENV 5 – Sustainable Construction

Reason for Objection: Policy is a statement of intent / aspiration, not a policy

Relevant PPS12 Test(s) of Soundness: vii, viii

Change(s) Sought: Deletion of policy. 

Comment:

This policy does not appear to read as a policy. It is merely a statement of intent or aspiration. It is more akin to a strategic aim or objective than a policy. Who will do what, to whom, by when, using what means etc ? It is meaningless in its current form as it has no clear means of implementation or monitoring. On that basis it is unsound and should be deleted.

Policy / Paragraph No: Appendix 2 – Housing Land Supply

Reason for Objection: Housing trajectory is deficient as it does not cover the complete strategy time period and is not based on robust and credible evidence

Relevant PPS12 Test(s) of Soundness: vii, viii, ix

Change(s) Sought: Extension of trajectory to cover full strategy period to 2026 informed by the results on an SHLAA 

Comment:

As above and comments made in respect of Policy CP1.
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