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17th June 2008
Dear Gary,

Tendring Draft Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)

Please find brief comments below on behalf of the HBF in respect of the second draft of the Assessment.

General:

The HBF welcomes this further opportunity to comment on the revised draft document.

It is happy for the Federation’s involvement as a key stakeholder to be acknowledged. The Federation does not endorse the content of SHMA’s as such, particularly when they are consultant led. However, it is agreeable to SHMA’s being signed off once any particular remaining concerns of stakeholders are acknowledged and/or addressed, particularly with regard to policy formulation. However, the Federation notes that a significant number of its previous comments on the text of the Draft Assessment have not yet been addressed in any way.
There is a clear need to demonstrate and show how points made by key stakeholders have been dealt with, and what specific changes, if any, have been made.

Specific points:

1.21 – 1.22
I repeat my earlier comments:

Whilst it is correct that national guidance does refer to an appropriate mix of housing provision in market housing, this is something that primarily needs to be addressed in very large developments and on a district-wide basis. The guidance is certainly not intended to set out to prescribe a specific breakdown and mix of housing types for every development. Obviously full account will always need to be taken with regard to local market factors, and site characteristics.

Table 1.2
I repeat my earlier comments:

The text refers to usefully affordable intermediate housing. This, it is stated, needs to be provided at the mid-point between social rented and private rented housing. 

The consultant’s company policy seems to be to give considerable importance to this ‘mid-point’. However, it is not referred to anywhere in government guidance or elsewhere. Therefore, as the Assessment must identify the full range of intermediate housing provision required, it seems inappropriate to just focus solely on this mid-point. Whereas ‘usefully affordable’ appears to be very much a matter of opinion, rather than something with any factual or statistical basis to underpin it.
I cannot see how my original comments have been addressed in any way. They specifically relate to the content of the Table, in particular, the importance given to the ‘mid-point, ’rather than to different intermediate housing products.
20.9, 21.24 & Fig. 20.1
I repeat my earlier comments:

The figure and text again include data based upon the mid-point between social rented and private rented (see previous comments above).

I cannot see how my original comments have been addressed in any way. They specifically relate to the content of the Table, in particular, the importance given to the ‘mid-point, ’rather than to different intermediate housing products.

20.22
I repeat my earlier comments:

It is inappropriate to suggest that only one product ‘intermediate rent’ is capable of delivering intermediate housing. 

The Federation would point out that new intermediate housing products are continuously being innovated, and new funding solutions found. Furthermore, this is a type of affordable housing provision that the government has been giving increasing weight and importance to.

The national SHMA guidance makes it clear that whilst problems and issues should be identified, there should be flexibility with regard to particular products and solutions that may resolve them, rather than emphasis on any one single solution.

New affordable housing products and schemes are being, and will be, produced over time. For example, the Social Homebuy scheme. PPS3 makes it clear that policy should not seek to dictate or favour specific products or solutions over one another.  
21.22 & P.192
I mostly repeat my earlier comments:

It is stated that a 45% affordable housing target would be appropriate. It needs to be made clear that any such high target figure would be based upon the perceived overall housing requirement, and ignore site viability (including other planning gain requirements) and the availability (or not) of grant funding.
It is not apparent upon what particular evidence base the Consultants are suggesting a 45% target or higher target is justified. Is it based upon just upon housing need, or are they saying that it can be justified in terms of actual housing deliverability at such higher rates? 

Paragraph 2.10 clearly demonstrates that such a high affordable housing requirement figure would not be financially viable.

The HBF seriously questions the consequences of such a high target figure in a weaker housing market area such as Tendring. Given other likely planning gain requirements, such a figure would act as a huge deterrent to developers. Such a requirement may well result in less provision of both market and affordable housing as a consequence. This will only exacerbate existing affordability problems. 

It is completely unrealistic to expect a 45% affordable housing target to be viable. Furthermore, in relation to viability, no mention is made to the availability or not of grant funding. PPS3 makes it clear that this is a major factor in relation to affordable housing delivery. 
It is not appropriate to set a very high affordable housing target on the basis that not all potential sites will make affordable housing contributions. Such an approach would be counter-productive.

The document refers to a 20% intermediate housing requirement within the overall affordable housing figure, and only a 10% intermediate housing requirement within the Clacton sub-area. These figures are said to be based upon the BHM model. 
However, earlier in paragraph 10.14 the text states that “the table below shows the proportion of (working) households in the HMA and other benchmark areas who are able to afford intermediate housing according to the JRF research. Overall it is estimated that 47.2% could afford intermediate housing using the broad definition and 25.4% using the narrow definition. These figures are relatively close to both regional and national averages”.
Paragraph 10.15 the text states that based upon the Housing Needs Survey “the proportion of affordable housing need which can be met through a form of intermediate housing is 22% in Tendring”.

It is unclear why the intermediate housing target is then specified as being 20% (and 10% in Clacton) given the figures listed above.

21.27
The HBF agrees that a more flexible and realistic approach to affordable housing requirements and thresholds is more likely to deliver higher amounts of affordable housing.

21.29
It is stated that Tendring is a relatively high priced area. It is not apparent with which localities or areas the Consultants are comparing Tendring with, when making this statement. This either needs to be made fully apparent, or deleted.

In the absence of any specific evidence base, the HBF considers that it is inappropriate to set an additional specific target of 5% in respect of low-cost market housing. Indeed, criterion xiii of the summary on page 193 makes this very same point. 

Instead this is a matter best left to negotiations between applicants and the Council.

I hope that the above information is of some assistance. I am happy to meet with you in order to discuss any necessary amendments or acknowledgements to the final Assessment text in order to address the HBF’s concerns. 
Yours faithfully,

Paul Cronk

HBF Regional Planner 

(Eastern Region)              
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