REPRESENTOR NUMBER: 00037
MATTER 1: HOUSING PROVISION
EXAMINATION INTO THE SUBMITTED

 SPELTHORNE CORE STRATEGY 

STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY THE

HOME BUILDERS FEDERATION

[image: image1.jpg]HOME BUILDERS FEDERATION




(i)     DOES THE PROPOSED LEVEL OF NEW HOUSING IN THE DPD ACCORD WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE RSS AND WITH EMERGING SOUTH EAST PLAN? OR SHOULD POLICY SP2 NOT BE ADOPTED UNTIL FURTHER GOVERNMENT GUIDANCE IS AVAILABLE ON THE NEED FOR MORE HOUSING? 
1.1 The strategy as presently worded does not accord with the South East Plan as the SE Plan EIP Panel (recently endorsed in the Government’s published proposed changes) recommended a slight increase in Spelthorne’s housing requirement from 151 to 166 dwellings per year. This matter can be addressed through discussions at this EIP and there is no need to delay adoption of this policy pending any further guidance on this matter on its own. Adoption should be delayed for other reasons which render the plan unsound. Namely, the issue of whether or not the council’s approach to housing supply is appropriate in the context of existing Government guidance on housing provision. HBF’s position is that it is not. This is due to the over-reliance on windfalls and the lack of robust and credible evidence to guarantee that the housing requirements will be met,

(ii)     DOES IT TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THE AMOUNT OF HOUSING PROVIDED IN PREVIOUS YEARS AGAINST STRUCTURE PLAN TARGETS AND IF NOT SHOULD IT?
1.2 The strategy does not appear to take previous provision into account. In this era of Government’s objectives to achieve a step change in housing delivery, particularly in the South East, and of housing requirements as minimum targets, the strategy is right to adopt this approach. Given the above policy context and objectives there would be an argument for carrying forward previous shortfalls in provision, but not surpluses as surpluses are something to be welcomed.
(iii) IS IT SUFFICIENTLY CLEAR FROM STRATEGIC POLICY SP2 HOW MUCH HOUSING IS TO BE PROVIDED AND OVER WHAT PERIOD?

1.3 Policy SP2 itself is not clear on either of these matters. It merely sets an annual target for provision without any reference to the time period over which this will apply or the overall quantum of housing which may be expected to be delivered over that period. The information does, however, exist in the supporting text and more of this information (not least Table 2) should be brought into Policy.

(iv) WOULD THE PROPOSED LEVEL OF NEW HOUSING MEET ANTICIPATED HOUSING NEEDS AND DOES IT TAKE SUFFICIENT ACCOUNT OF THE MOST RECENT HOUSEHOLD PROJECTIONS? IS IT ENOUGH FOR THE DPD TO SEEK TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE RSS, OR SHOULD IT AIM TO PROVIDE SUFFICIENT HOUSING TO MEET THE NEED IMPLIED BY THE EVIDENCE BASE? WOULD THERE BE ANY JUSTIFICATION FOR THE DPD SEEKING TO ACHIEVE LESS THAN WHAT IS REQUIRED BY THE RSS?
1.4 As stated above housing targets, including the SE Plan target for Spelthorne of 161 dwellings per year, are minimum targets which implies they should be exceeded wherever possible. In recommending the figure of 32,000 dwellings as an increase over SEERA’s housing target of 28,900 dwellings, the SE Plan EIP Panel acknowledged that this increase was at the lower end of the range suggested by the evidence the Panel had before it. Such evidence included the household projections, evidence of housing need and demand as well as environmental / sustainability considerations. 

1.5 The whole of Surrey and those districts closest to London experience some of the highest house prices and so some of the most acute levels of need for affordable housing in the whole country. Set against this background there can certainly be no justification for the strategy proposing a level of housing which is lower than the RSS minimum target of 161 dwellings per year (3,220 over the 20 year SE Plan period). These factors (as eloquently summarised in paragraph 20.80 of the SE Plan EIP Panel Report) also provide a compelling justification for setting a higher baseline target in Spelthorne in view of the extent of the house price / income mis-match and the severe need for affordable housing – the vast majority of which is secured on the back of market development meaning that the more market development comes forward, the more affordable housing is secured. 

1.6 HBF has not advocated this specifically in its submissions on the plan and our view is that, at the very least the RSS requirements should be met. However, in view of factors which have emerged since those representations were submitted, not least the SE Plan Panel’s conclusions, a higher target would be supported by HBF

(v)     DOES THE HOUSING SUPPLY PROPOSED IN TABLE 2 ACCORD WITH THE ADVICE IN PPS3? DOES IT ENABLE SUFFICIENT SPECIFIC DELIVERABLE SITES TO BE IDENTIFIED TO DELIVER HOUSING IN THE FIRST FIVE OR TEN YEARS? IS IT OVERLY RELIANT ON WINDFALLS?

1.7 This comes to the crux of HBF’s concerns about the council’s core strategy. HBF considers that the council’s approach to housing supply does not comply with the requirements of PPS3 in that there is a significant over-reliance on windfalls and the evidence base in support of the council’s approach is neither robust or credible so rendering the whole approach unsound in terms of tests iv, vi, vii, viii & ix of the old PPS12 (paragraph 4.24).

1.8 Paragraph 59 of PPS3 makes it clear that allowances for windfalls should not be included in the first 10 years of housing supply unless the council can provide robust evidence of genuine local circumstances that prevent specific sites being identified. That is absolutely clear and unequivocal and is wholly consistent with Government’s desire to bring more clarity, certainty, front-loading and stakeholder engagement into the planning process. The expectation, as set out  in CLG SHLAA practice guidance and clarified by SEERA’s March 2008 planning committee report on PPS3 & Windfalls (CD/REG/303), is that the robust and credible evidence required to support planning policies for housing deliver should be in the form of a SHLAA carried out in accordance with the CLG practice guidance.

1.9 Despite what it claims to the contrary, the council has not carried out a SHLAA in accordance with the CLG practice guidance. It has carried out its own assessment of housing supply and turned this into a housing trajectory which it has updated for the purposes of this EIP. But it has not carried out a SHLAA. There has been no external testing or verification of the council’s assumptions about future housing delivery and this EIP is not the place where this testing should take place. The evidence should have been prepared with the full involvement of stakeholders including those house builders who may be expected to bring forward sites identified in the study prior to the strategy being submitted to Government.

1.10 This has not happened and this is the problem with the councils approach to housing supply. Given that it has not carried out a SHLAA it cannot provide robust and credible evidence why it has not been possible to identify sufficient specific deliverable and/or developable sites.  
1.11 The council continues under the mis-apprehension that all it has to do is demonstrate exceptional local circumstances why a windfall allowance should be included in the supply figures (see paragraph 2.6a of the council’s July 2008 Topic Paper (CD/SBC/076). The council’s case at paragraphs 4.10-4.14 of the 2008 HLAA update is not a robust and sound case for including a windfall allowance despite what the council claims at paragraph 4.21 of the topic paper (CD/SBC/076). It is merely a past rates extrapolation. The fundamental point is that it is not just about exceptional circumstances to justify a windfall allowance and whether or not there has been high rates of windfall in the past. Rather, what is required is evidence of exceptional circumstances which prevent sufficient sites being identified. 
1.12 The council’s position is that there has always been a high rate of windfalls in Spelthorne and so they consider that comprises a sufficient exceptional circumstance. It does not. It is a self-fulfilling prophecy that, if sufficient sites are not identified, in a high demand area such as Spelthorne, sites will come forward as unidentified windfalls. The Government is trying to turn that situation around so that identifying sites reduces future windfall rates so bringing certainty and clarity to the planning policy process. As stated in our representations, HBF would have thought this was something to be welcomed by the council as it puts them in the driving seat of what and where development happens meaning it is better able to plan infrastructure delivery and so on rather than the current negative and reactive position of the council merely responding to windfall sites on an ad hoc basis as they are brought forward by the market.

1.13 The fact is that, according to Table 2 of the strategy almost 60% of the council’s anticipated future supply against its housing requirement is coming from unidentified small and large windfall sites. Looking at the updated version of Table 2 in the council’s topic paper (CD/SBC/076) the proportion is even higher. And there is also a new category of housing supply which is a proposed uplift to the DPD allocations which has appeared from nowhere and has not been tested or scrutinised as part of the SHLAA process because the council has not carried out a SHLAA – it has merely carried out its own in-house assessment of housing supply. Similarly the council appears to be assuming that the allocated sites will come forward in the early years of the strategy period so reducing its claimed reliance on windfalls in those early years. But again, this has not been subject to any testing as part of a SHLAA process. It is merely the council’s version of events which has been presented a matter of weeks before the EIP is due to commence. This is hardly consistent with the aims of PPS12 which is to ensure that the planning policy process is frontloaded and based on robust and credible evidence.

1.14 None of this is mere pedantry on HBF’s part. This issue of carrying out a SHLAA in accordance with the CLG guidance and with the full involvement of all relevant stakeholders is at the heart of Government’s policy for planning for housing. The council’s approach is simply a negative and reactive, status quo, land-use approach to policy planning and seems to ignore the fact, unpalatable as it may be to the council, that the requirements of planning have changed. It is no longer appropriate for authorities simply to produce policy and leave it to the market to deliver. Rather it is supposed to be a joint, collaborative and proactive approach to spatial planning which provides greater certainty and transparency than the old local plan / land use planning approach. This fact seems completely lost on the council which is why this strategy is so fundamentally flawed. The SEERA PPS3 / Windfalls report (March 2008 – CD/REG/303) refers to a period of transition between the old local plan and the new LDF processes being over and that this has been evident in recent Inspector’s reports. The two most recent of those being at Ashford and Wycombe where, in both cases, Inspector’s ruled out windfall allowances in the light of the requirements of PPS3. See paragraphs 4.192-4.198 of the Ashford report (Phil Grainger, 17th June 2008) and 3.95-3.96 of the Wycombe report (Roy Foster 7th May 2008). These are in addition to the more frequently quoted RBWM report of 3rd October 2007 (paragraphs 4.22 and 4.24 refer)
(vi) ARE THE FIGURES IN TABLE 2 REALISTIC AND ARE THEY SUPPORTED BY A ROBUST AND CREDIBLE EVIDENCE BASE? IS SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE AVAILABLE AS TO THE DELIVERABILITY OF PARTICULAR SITES? DOES TABLE 2 SHOW THAT THE HOUSING REQUIREMENT CAN BE MET WITHIN THE URBAN AREA?
1.15 Much of this is dealt with under question (v) above. HBF would answer ‘NO’ to each of the three questions for the reasons set out above.
     (xii)
SHOULD THE DPD PREVENT OR RESTRICT HOUSING DEVELOPMENT ON RESIDENTIAL GARDEN LAND?
1.16 It should certainly not prevent it as a matter of course as there is absolutely no legal or policy basis on which to justify such a blanket approach. However, it is possible to restrict development in certain cases where this may conflict with other policy objectives and material considerations. These decisions, however, should be taken against general character or design type policies on the merits of each individual development proposal rather than it being necessary or appropriate to have a specific policy to restrict development in this way.
POLICY HO1
(i) HOW DOES POLICY HO1 SUPPORT THE STRATEGY?

1.17 HBF raised a number of concerns about the detailed wording of Policy HO1 as we considered it to be so vague and aspirational as to be almost meaningless. It sets out general actions and objectives the council may work to in order to facilitate the  delivery of housing. In some cases these refer to actual actions such as producing development briefs. However, most of the policy refers to the council merely “encouraging” this, that or the other. No indication is given of what specific actions will be taken by way of facilitating this encouragement, nor what resources there are behind these statements, who’s responsibility it will be, what triggers are in place in order for action to be taken, what priority the various different statements hold and so on. It is unfortunate that the council does not elaborate on this in its topic paper CD/SBC/076 other than to say that the purpose of the policy is to set out the actions necessary to deliver the housing requirement. If that is the case, the policy fails as it does not say what actions will be taken. It merely sets out actions may or may not be taken. As such it is unsound (test viii) and should be deleted.

1.18 If it is not to be deleted then it should serve a clearer purpose and should do all of the things set out in questions (ii) to (vii).

POLICY HO2

(i) HOW LIKELY IS IT THAT THE ANTICIPATED HOUSING LEVELS WILL BE DELIVERED? DOES POLICY HO2 PROVIDE A SUFFICIENT CONTINGENCY TO ADDRESS THE POSSIBILITY THAT HOUSING DOES NOT COME FORWARD AS ANTICIPATED?

1.19 The simple answer to this question is that no-one knows as the council has not provided a robust and credible evidence base in the form of a properly completed SHLAA in support of its policy justification. The council claims there is a very high degree of confidence that the target will be met and exceeded but this is only because it adopts an unsound and unacceptable approach to its housing supply calculations by including a substantial windfall allowance in its calculations. If this windfall allowance is excluded from the calculations (certainly for the first ten years if not in its entirety) as it should be, then this surplus disappears and the council faces a significant shortfall in identified future supply. 
1.20 The policy does not provide sufficient contingency (or indeed any contingency) as the strategy does not indentify sufficient sites which could be monitored and managed. The only contingency is a review of either the HLAA or the allocations DPD (or the use of CPD powers which is probably highly unlikely) and this is not contingency in the way envisaged in PPS3. This is Plan-Review; the old local plan approach rather than Plan Monitor Manage. 

1.21 Policy HO2 in its present form should be deleted and replaced by a policy which refers to the allocations DPD and sets in place a programme of managing the release of sites in response to the results of monitoring which explains what decisions will be taken by whom and by when in order to respond to any shortfalls identified in annual monitoring reports.

(ii) ARE ALL THE STEPS LISTED IN THE POLICY APPROPRIATE?

1.22 They are appropriate in that they are reasonable actions for the council to take as part of a package or broader measures to increase housing delivery. But they are not appropriate in terms of providing a contingency for any future shortfalls in supply as there is no guarantee that they will achieve the desired effect. Certainly not in the short term. Nor are they precise in terms of any triggers which would initiate any such action or the ultimate scale and extent of any actions. 
1.23 Reviewing an allocations DPD or initiating the use of CPO powers are costly and lengthy processes. A proper PMM approach, however, as described above, can be implemented quickly and cheaply with minimal effort. It is also clear and transparent.

(iii) WOULD POLICY HO2 ALLOW FOR ANY SHORTFALL TO BE ADDRESSED IN A TIMELY MANNER? 

1.24
No, for the reasons given in paragraph 1.22 above.

(iv) IS IT APPROPRIATE NOT TO CONSIDER SOME RELEASE OF GREEN BELT LAND AS A CONTINGENCY?
1.25 Green belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances. One such exceptional circumstance, however, is the need to ensure that the housing requirement will be met. The council is only able to demonstrate that it will meet its housing requirement by the inclusion of a substantial windfall allowance; an approach which is contrary to Government planning policy in PPS3. 
1.26 There is a need to identify substantially more land for development in Spelthorne in order to provide an assurance that the housing requirement can be met. The SE Plan EIP Panel, in recommending an increase in Spelthorne’s housing requirement considered the possibility that a small scale review of the MGB may be necessary in order to deliver this increase in housing numbers (paragraph 20.80 of the Panel Report). Clearly the Panel considered that some release of Green Belt land is appropriate and HBF concurs with that view. 
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