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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 This supplementary statement deals with two matters outstanding from the EIP session on policy CSP12, housing delivery. At the request of the Inspector the council produced two supplementary papers dealing with the issues of “Definition of a Reasonable Prospect” (TDC/RS2) and “Local Justification to use a Residual Requirement” (TDC/RS3).
1.2 This supplementary statement briefly addresses both of these matters in turn below.  
2. REASONABLE PROSPECT (TDC/RS2)

2.1 The simple answer to this is that there is no evidence that these sites are ‘reasonable prospects’ as there has been no proper assessment of their deliverability and developability in the form of a SHLAA. The council is applying the definitions and processes set out in the SHLAA guidance which refer to the inclusive process of carrying out a SHLAA and applying them out of context and inappropriately to sites which only the council has assessed. The council speculates and asserts that the sites may be reasonable prospects but it provides no evidence that they are. 

2.2 The council also uses the SHLAA terminology interchangeably which it is not. Just because a site is suitable or available does not necessarily mean it is available  (used interchangeably in paragraphs 2.3 and 2.4 of the council’s paper and also paragraph 2.8). And in any case, this judgement cannot be given any weight if it has been arrived at unilaterally by the council when the CLG guidance, and common sense, suggests such judgements to be determined in partnership with relevant stakeholders. 
2.3 One such relevant stakeholder in this case would be the landowner / current occupier of the sites in question in order to ascertain their intentions. But, the council provides no information on the intentions of the landowners of the sites in question in currently beneficial use. 

2.4 All of this should have and would have been addressed in an open, transparent, and hopefully and agreed manner had the council carried out a SHLAA. Given that it hasn’t carried out a SHLAA and that it hasn’t even provided any hard evidence on the likely availability on these sites (other than its own unsubstantiated opinion) these sites cannot be considered reasonable prospects

2.5 The council also refers to other SHLAAs in justification of its approach. In particular it refers to the Oxford SHLAA. The Oxford SHLAA was an appalling effort which fell well short of the CLG guidance in a great many ways, not least in terms of a high reliance on windfalls. The Kings Lynn and West Norfolk study was not much better. Copies of HBF’s representations on these two SHLAA methodologies can be provided by way of illustration of their shortcomings. This very much limits the weight and value to be gained from referring to these two flawed studies.
2.6 In the current policy climate, therefore, a site cannot reasonably be declared a ‘reasonable prospect’ without that view being arrived at in consultation with stakeholders through the process of carrying out a SHLAA. Accordingly, no weight should be attached to these sites nor any assumption that they will form part of the district’s future housing supply.

3. RESIDUAL REQUIREMENT (TDC/RS3)
3.1  In the past local authorities across the south east swept vast housing shortfalls under the carpet each time a new policy document was prepared. This was sanctioned by the Government Office and happened at all levels from RPG down through structure plans to local plans. 
3.2 Now, however, we are operating under a different policy context of housing targets being set as minima, to be exceeded wherever possible, set against a wider Government agenda of achieving a step change in housing supply in order to increase annual completions to a level of 240,000 per year and to achieve 2 million completions by 2016 and 3 million by 2020. Set against this background and the concept of minimum targets, it is no longer appropriate for shortfalls to be swept under the carpet. The same, logic would suggest, must apply to the carry-forward of surpluses. Surpluses are to be actively encouraged if housing targets are expressed as minima. And if the Government is to achieve a step change in housing supply then it cannot be appropriate for surpluses to be carried forward otherwise the overall number of completions achieved will not increase towards the 240,000 figure (as the comparative completion figure for the last year for which published statistics are available - 2006-7 – was less than 200,000 completions)
3.3  If Tandridge has the ability to exceed its housing targets, as it clearly has based on past performance, then this is to be encouraged as a contribution towards the achievement of the Government’s step change in housing supply. 

3.4 These surpluses do not undermine the strategy of the plan, nor that of the south east plan at regional level as the crux of the strategy is that the targets are expressed as minima. There are plenty of policy mechanisms in place to ensure the protection of features of ecological importance and that new development (above the minimum targets or otherwise), provides the infrastructure necessary to serve it. 

3.5 The problem in Tandridge also comes back to the general level of uncertainty caused by the fact that they rely heavily on windfalls and have not carried out a SHLAA. While the completions achieved in the 2006 to 2008 period are fact, much of the council’s future supply and surpluses are not actual surpluses – rather they are only projected surpluses based on future windfalls coming forward at an assumed rate. 
3.6 HBF’s fundamental point, as it has reiterated throughout this process, is that the council should not be relying on windfalls as it has not demonstrated exceptional circumstances why it is not possible to identify sufficient sites (as it has not carried out a SHLAA). Therefore relying on future projected surpluses being carried forward from phase to phase and those surpluses being made up largely of assumed future windfall rates is wholly contrary to the new approach to housing supply set out in PPS3. 

3.7  Finally the SEERA letter applies the same mis-understanding of the concept of housing targets as minima as that demonstrated by the council. Or rather, in SEERA’s case it is not a mis-understanding but a deliberate tactic to minimise housing delivery in the region. The references in both the SEERA letter and the council’s statement to the Wycombe example are somewhat disingenuous given the Inspector’s comments on windfalls (to which I referred at the EIP session). If the council is praying in aid of Wycombe to justify its carry-over then it should also apply the Wycombe approach to windfalls. 
