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BY EMAIL ONLY

Planning Policy Manager

Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead

Town Hall

St Ives Road

Maidenhead

Berks SL6 1RF









    5th December 2007

Dear Sir / Madam, 

STRATEGIC HOUSING LAND AVAILABILITY ASSESSMENT 

DRAFT METHODOLOGY FOR CONSULTATION

Thank you for affording the Home Builders Federation (HBF) the opportunity of commenting on your council’s draft SHLAA methodology. We are pleased to note that the council intends to follow the methodology advocated in Government’s PPS3 Practice Guidance. However, we do have a small number of comments and areas for further clarification we wish to raise as follows.

Firstly, there appears to be a lack of consistency in the methodology between the first of the suitability criteria set out after paragraph 4.15 (namely the statement that a site has to have an area of 4ha or more before it will be considered suitable for development) and paragraph 4.10 where it is stated that all sites with an area of 0.25ha or capable of accommodating 10 or more dwellings will be assessed. This 4ha figure is not explained or justified and it seems far too high a cut-off. The suitability criteria should be amended to be consistent with paragraph 4.10 as there will be many sites less than 4ha in area which will be suitable for development.

Similarly it is not clear how the criteria will be applied.  Does a site have to meet all the criteria before it is considered suitable ? If not does it have to meet a minimum number ? How will compatibility between the various criteria be assessed ? For example, one of the criteria is that a site is within a settlement boundary yet others are much more precise and specific regarding proximity to schools and facilities. The relationship between the various criteria and how they will be assessed should be explained.

Secondly turning to the availability criteria after paragraph 4.17 HBF is curious as to why sites must not require relocation of existing activity before they are considered available. It is not the fact that a use requires relocation per se which is the determining factor but, rather, the likelihood of the relocation and the existence of alternative premises or sites which are key.  Therefore, we do not believe it is appropriate to automatically rule out all sites which require relocation. Rather some assessment should be made as to the likelihood of this happening. 

Thirdly, and as a following on from this, we consider that the cost of relocation should be added to the list of factors mentioned at paragraph 4.20. Similarly, the availability of alternative relocation sites / premises should be included in the list of achievability criteria which follows paragraph 4.21.

Fourthly and our most important comment is that there appears to be no independent or external validation built in to this study. The Practice Guidance is clear that stakeholders such as landowners, developers, house builders and estate agents should be involved throughout the SHLAA process from start to finish. This is about more than merely commenting on the methodology and/or suggesting sites to be included in the assessment. There must be some independent and external assessment of the council’s assumptions and decisions built into the process. This should be through the involvement of the stakeholders referred to above and HBF would be happy to assist in facilitating and co-ordinating the involvement of our Members at an appropriate time in the study. Either way, whether this is addressed via our involvement or by the use of independent consultants, the methodology must explain how this external validation will be built in to the process.

Finally we have some concern at the part of the site pro-forma set out at appendix 3 which seeks to assess the timescale of likely availability. Given that the assessment base date is April 2007 and it is now December 2007 it is not clear what use is served by the first “0-12 months (Immediately)” box. If it is meant to imply 0-12 months from the assessment then the base date needs to be amended accordingly. Otherwise this will serve to cause confusion further down the line. 

Following on from this, given that the study is looking to an end-date of 2031 we consider that “11+ years” is too early for the final cut-off. We would prefer an extra 5 year period be inserted giving 0-12 months (if this is not deleted as above), 1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years and 16+ years.

There should also be an additional category of “unsuitable for development” or words to that effect added to include those sites which have been identified during the study but which do not comply with the various criteria to qualify as suitable, achievable, deliverable etc.

I hope that you find these comments helpful and that they can be taken on board prior to work commencing on the study. Either way I look forward to the opportunity for further involvement in this study as it progresses.

Yours faithfully,
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Pete Errington

Home Builders Federation

Regional Policy Manager (South, East & London)
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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