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Sally Jones

Warwick District Council

Riverside House
Milverton Hill
Royal Leamington Spa
CV32 5HZ

BY EMAIL ONLY
20th February 2008
Dear Sally, 
RE: SHLAA DRAFT METHODOLOGY
Thank you for asking the Home Builders Federation to comment on the above, the HBF has considered the document and makes the following comments.

In Table 2 under paragraph 4.9, there is no identification of  sites refused planning permission on design or other such grounds which may prove a useful source of sites, also no reference is made to lapsed planning consents or renewal rates. These should be considered.
Table 3 in Stage 2 states that sites accommodating fewer than 6 units will be excluded from the assessment, and how this relates to Stages 9 and 10 (Broad Locations and Windfall sites respectively).  The methodology does not indicate that there will be any assessment of broad locations, but an assessment will take place of possible windfall sites.

The HBF objects to this proposal.  Firstly the objective of the SHLAA is to identify specific deliverable sites for 5 years, then developable sites for at least 10 years, and that the SHLAA should ‘not include an allowance for windfalls in the first 10 years of the plan unless there are justifiable local circumstances that prevent specific sites being identified’ as stated in paragraph 5 of the Practice Guidance.
It is considered that rather than pre-empt the results of the survey, by intending to identify windfall sites, the Methodology should instead NOT include a size threshold, as this will enable the identification of a greater number of specific sites.  Windfalls rely on uncertainty in the planning process, and therefore by not excluding such sites, the SHLAA would be able to identify sufficient specific sites to deliver housing, as required in PPS3.  In this context 

I refer you to paragraph 52 of the SHLAA guidance and would suggest that given the significant past supply of sites from windfalls, the Council’s position set out in table 3 of the methodology of retaining a site threshold of 6 to make the assessment manageable does not ‘provide robust evidence of genuine local circumstances that prevent specific sites being identified’ (Paragraph 59 of PPS3). As I have set out above the Council should not consider windfalls unless it can be clear that there are insufficient sites available following a review of the SHLAA in accordance with 45. On this basis, the HBF object to the automatic assumption in the methodology that windfalls are required prior to a review of the study’s findings. This would appear premature. 
Likewise, it is also considered that employment land should also initially be included in the assessment, and then discounted as a constraint, informed by the evidence of an Employment Land Review.  Paragraph 21 in Stage 2 of the guidance states that ‘the Assessment should not be narrowed down by existing policies designed to constrain development’.  This is also pertinent to paragraph 4.35 of the methodology relating to broad locations that states that there are no areas subject of a policy to encourage new housing especially in relation to the RSS. While it acknowledged that it is importantly not the role of the SHLAA to establish policy it is essential that it is also not constrained by policy. For example the Council’s Core Strategy has not been established, nor has the RSS been subject to formal examination. In each case policy circumstances may change and the SHLAA should accommodate this.
Following on from the above point, in relation to existing policy.  Paragraph 4.20 states that when assessing the housing potential of sites, existing policy regarding density will be used.  The HBF would instead recommend that in the first instance that the information provided by those submitting sites should be utilised, as this would give a more realistic estimate of what is feasible on a site in terms of its economic viability, and guided by physical constraints and individual site characteristics.

The final point we wish to raise is in relation to the assessment of sites.  No specific information is provided about this, except for a list of considerations in paragraph 4.26. The HBF would strongly encourage the local authority to ensure that no method of scoring or ranking of sites is introduced.  The SHLAA should be completed to provide evidence about the deliverability and developability of sites, and any assessment should be designed in such a way that it does not introduce any subjectivity into the assessment of sites as this may jeopardise the robustness and credibility of the evidence for the LDF.

The HBF requests that we are kept informed about progress on the methodology, especially in relation to the above points, and look forward to hearing from you in due course.

Charlotte Abbott
Regional Planner 

Midlands and South West 

