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Dear Mr Poulton
LONDON’S HOUSING CAPACITY AND STRATEGIC HOUSING LAND AVAILABILITY ASSESSMENT
Thank you for consulting with the Home Builder’s Federation on London’s Housing Capacity and Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). 
Key issue
The HBF would like to stress that the London Housing Capacity and Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment cannot serve as a substitute for borough level SHLAAs. This study is useful as a strategic overview for the purposes of informing strategic London-wide planning but it cannot be used for boroughs LDF planning. It is essential that borough level studies continue to be carried out in accordance with PPS3 and the CLG Practice Guidance. As an amalgam of the old style capacity study and the new SHLAA, the London study cannot carry the same weight as a borough level study which is required to identify specific housing sites and then calculate the expected yields from those sites through a dialogue with key stakeholders in housing delivery – principally housebuilders (see paragraph 2 of the CLG Practice Guidance). 
The other important point which is inadequately addressed in the document is that the purpose of the SHLAA is to identify sufficient land for additional housing. Its primary purpose is not to assess capacity from other sources of supply such as empty homes and conversions – important though those may be in increasing overall supply – but to identify land to deliver net housing additions. This is where the SHLAA can be distinguished from the earlier housing capacity study approach. We accept that in the context of London, both types of study may need to operate in tandem, but the SHLAA approach must not be relegated in importance. Our fear is that the new London study could be read by many boroughs as excusing them from carrying out a SHLAA and allow them instead to focus on calculating notional capacity – counting the number of possible conversions and the potential of empty flats above shops – rather than providing the land to build more homes of the type people want in the places where they want to live. 
The GLA will need to clarify better how this document will relate to the individual borough SHLAAs that will need to be carried out and how results from each – the GLA study and the borough SHLAA – will relate to each other. 

The rest of the comments that follow relate to the relevant section, in the order set out in the draft methodology statement.

Background
We note that the proposed study will represent an amalgam of the housing capacity study approach, as previously adopted in 2004, and the SHLAA process outlined in PPS3. We would support the approach proposed so long as this does not weaken the requirement for each London local authority to carry out a SHLAA to identify a sufficient supply of housing sites to meet its Five Year Housing Land Supply and a trajectory for years 6-20 beyond this (from the anticipated date of the adoption of the LDF, but most likely the core strategy), in accordance with paragraph 54 of PPS3. 
The purpose and value of the London Housing Capacity and SHLAA should be to augment the borough studies by identifying housing sites that might have been missed or overlooked by the boroughs. 

With regard to the question of how the London Housing Capacity and SHLAA calculates site yields we accept that the housing yield from the sites identified may be lower than estimated at the outset, but that is why it is necessary to have a sufficient supply of identified ‘reserve’ (contingency) sites within the London and the council SHLAAs to fall back upon, should obstacles be encountered in realising the council’s vision for its spatial development and housing numbers are not delivered at the rates planned.

Paragraph 6

We note the requirement that boroughs must abide by PPS3 and the CLG SHLAA Practice Guidance by engaging with stakeholders (paragraphs 11 and 12 of the CLG Practice Guidance). We would welcome  confirmation that the GLA will remind the boroughs that they will be required to consult with house builders from the outset when undertaking their own SHLAA  to ensure that site obstacles and unit yields are reasonably robust and reflect the realities of development and delivery (to ensure that sites are truly developable and deliverable). 

Equally, if the London study is to qualify as a SHLAA, then it must also adhere to the processes set out in the CLG Practice Guidance and involve the development industry from the outset.
The 2004 Housing Capacity Study

We note that it is the intention to re-use and adapt the methodology used for the 2004 Housing Capacity Study. We feel there may need to be some further explanation and discussion regarding the planning and environmental ‘constraints’ that were built into the previous HCS system and how the new study will approach this question. In the context of the new Mayor’s opposition to back garden development and building on the green belt, some constraints may need to be reviewed. What is considered a ‘constraint’ is often really a temporal political choice which could be subject to change or alteration once the degree of housing undersupply becomes apparent to people – it need not necessarily be regarded as an immutable barrier to development. So, for example, if London planning policy is shifting away from high density flat schemes and building on back gardens (and these become established principles of the London Plan) then more land will have to come forward from some other quarters. This might mean that some other, former, constraints may have to be relaxed.  We may, for example, have to consider loosening certain design constraints or relax open space requirements.

We recognise that the new study will dispense with calculating a discounted capacity (aggregated capacity minus the totality of constraints) and consider the potential yield of each site. We nevertheless remain concerned that policy constraints may prove too numerous and serve to frustrate development in certain locations. We therefore feel that the new London study must address the question of what is a legitimate planning policy constraint and relate this to the application of the density matrix guidelines. 
New requirements of PPS3 
It will certainly be necessary to calculate the potential contribution from unidentified small sites that fall below the study threshold size of 0.25 ha since these sized sites will yield many homes. This is best carried out by the borough SHLAAs since they will be better resourced and have access to better information to carry out this assessment. It will also reduce their reliance on windfalls.
We must stress that unidentified or ‘windfall’ sites should not form part of a borough’s 10 year housing land supply as stipulated in paragraph 59 of PPS3. We therefore have some concerns regarding how paragraph 20 of this methodology statement may be interpreted by the boroughs and we are anxious that if too many windfalls are allowed in the first 10 years of their housing trajectories then housing delivery will be compromised in some boroughs. The GLA will need to make it clear in this guidance and the published methodology that boroughs must adhere to the guidance in PPS3 and the accompanying CLG Practice Guidance when preparing their own SHLAA. 

Paragraph 35
Whichever way the London study approaches the question of windfalls or other sources of supply, the paragraph needs to emphasise that the boroughs will be required to produce SHLAAs which identify specific and deliverable sites for the first five years of the plan (from the anticipated date of adoption,  para 7 of the CLG guidance refers) and specific, developable sites for years 6-10 (see PPS3, paras. 54-55). Broad locations and windfalls cannot be relied upon by boroughs in the first 10 years of their LDFs.
Paragraph 36: accommodating other supply
We would challenge the suggestion in this paragraph that a rigid application of the Government’s SHLAA methodology is unresponsive to other forms of supply. It is not the purpose of the SHLAA to identify other sources of supply. The purpose of the SHLAA is to identify deliverable sites to fill a rolling five year housing land supply necessary to guarantee housing delivery in the immediate future and then to identify developable sites for years 6-20. The purpose of identifying a five year housing land supply and ten year trajectory is not to restrict residential development to only those sites that appear on the schedule, only to guarantee that minimum targets can be met. The five year housing land supply should not be used as an excuse to refuse planning permission on other suitable and deliverable sites which may materialise during the plan period (including windfalls and conversions). 

Having identified an adequate number of deliverable sites to meet the minimum monitoring targets, there is no reason why housing from other sources of supply should not be encouraged and granted planning permission to allow boroughs to exceed their 2016 targets. The problem with other sources of supply and windfalls is their unreliability; there can be no guarantee that they will materialise in sufficient numbers within the plan period, hence the emphasis in the SHLAA approach on identifying deliverable sites for at least five years.
We also need to be wary of pursuing a parsimonious approach to housing delivery which ensures that only just enough new homes are provided to match the number of new households. Rationing one home per household and matching dwelling type to perceived ‘need’ will not help improve housing affordability. A healthy economy also depends on a surplus stock of homes (usually about 3%) to ensure job mobility and the availability of a range of types to meet a variety of changing needs.  
Paragraph 44: calculating a notional yield

We are not entirely sure what criteria were used in Housing Capacity Study to assess deliverability and developability. We recommend that these should be brought into line with the definitions in PPS3 and on page 15 of the CLG Practice Guidance. 
Paragraph 46
In answer to the question posed, we cannot see how information relating to sites and anticipated yields can be retained as confidential. The SHLAA is a public document that accompanies the core strategy to help assess whether the latter document is sound. As paragraph 1 of the CLG Practice Guidance states: 

“Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments are a key component of the evidence base to support the delivery of sufficient land for housing”
Also, because the SHLAA process is meant to involve stakeholders, including those from the development sector, who should have access to all the information on all the sites in question, confidentiality is unfeasible. Furthermore, since the borough SHLAAs will feed into the findings of the GLA Housing Capacity Study and SHLAA – also a public document – we cannot see how this can be kept confidential either. This is contrary to the spirit of openness in Government. In ant case, details of sites should be published in core strategies (or other DPD) and Annual Monitoring Reports.

The paragraph advances the argument that London is faced by a unique set of circumstances because most of the sites under consideration will already be in active use. But this does not ring true. The effect of the Government’s ‘brownfield first’ polices pursued since the publication of Towards an Urban Renaissance in 1999 has meant that all regions of the UK have been subject to some degree to the redevelopment of their urban areas and changes of use. London is no more or less unique in this respect than other urban centres.
Paragraph 47
Any consideration of the impact of constraints on the eventual deliverability of sites, and the housing yields anticipated from those sites, needs to involve housebuilders (including RSLs as well as other stakeholders such as utilities providers) to contribute to making that assessment. We are concerned that this requirement on local authorities, as specified in the CLG’s Practice Guidance, has not been received specific mention in this document, and consequently may be ignored by the boroughs (as many already have). 
Paragraph 2 of the CLG Practice Guidance clearly states that the SHLAA is a partnership approach to “ensure that the guidance supports the key stakeholders in housing delivery – local planning authorities and house builders”.
This is also true of the GLA study: it will also need to adhere to the SHLAA process by involving the development industry. 

Paragraph 48
While priority may be given to Opportunity Areas, Growth Areas and Corridors the GLA SHLAA should not ignore the very important contribution that will be made by sites outside these areas, especially where market research indicates latent demand for housing. We should be careful not to pre-judge the outcome of many LDF consultations which may reveal rather less enthusiasm for new housing in the priority areas than anticipated by the London Plan, or else uncover unforeseen problems which make the viability of the locations questionable. 
Paragraph 50
The document should substitute the word ‘windfalls’ for ‘unidentified sites’ and use the word ‘conversions’ when referring to changes of use which contribute to the net housing additions target. This is necessary so the language used in this document is consistent with Government nomenclature. 

While we acknowledge that it may be acceptable to calculate the potential contribution from windfall sites beyond the first ten years in this higher level strategic study, the boroughs cannot assume that it is permissible and acceptable for them to do so. This paragraph should include a statement that refers to the CLG Practice Guidance requiring LPAs to undertake a rigorous survey of potential sites, including greenfield sites (see paragraph 16 of the CLG Practice Guidance),  and to revisit policy assumptions if necessary. They must follow this process before considering the likely contribution from broad locations and last of all, windfalls (see stages 9 and 10) for years 11 to 20.
Paragraph 52

Small sites will form an important component of supply, particularly in areas which are heavily designated or subject to other protections. We agree it would be valuable to assess the impact of policies on the supply of small sites.
Paragraph 53
The HBF has disputed this before, and we will repeat again here, that we do not regard non-self contained accommodation as contributing to meeting housing need in London. The provision of non-self contained accommodation is very important, but such units should not be counted towards London’s net housing additions. The CLG does not include non-self contained accommodation in its net housing additions statistics, nor does any other region of England. Neither should London. 

Paragraph 54
Policy constraints should be considered carefully: not all policy constraints are necessarily immovable obstacles to housing development. Stage 8 of the SHLAA (see page 17 of the CLG Practice Guidance) requires survey assumptions (including assumptions made earlier about policy restrictions) to be revisited if first time around sufficient land cannot be identified to deliver the housing targets. 
Paragraph 55
We are concerned that aggregating borough capacity calculations may result in some boroughs delivering far fewer homes in certain areas of the borough which may be suited for housing. This is especially true in those boroughs where there is already strong but unmet market demand (such as those boroughs making up the South sub-region). Some districts in the outer-lying boroughs may be able to provide more sites and achieve somewhat higher densities, than aggregated calculations might suggest. The emphasis must be on the SHLAA element of the study: the actual identification of potential housing sites and considering the site specific possibilities.

Paragraph 58
One consequence of a ‘no back-garden development policy’ will be the need to identify more land suitable for housing in other locations including greenfield sites. The forthcoming LDA London brownfield site study has already noted the obstacles associated with developing many of the remaining brownfield sites. It will also be necessary to factor in the growing demand for sites for industrial, commercial, utilities and services uses. To reiterate our point made above, given these tensions, it may become necessary to identify more housing sites in the outer-lying boroughs. 
Paragraph 67

The GLA omits to mention the importance of consulting with house builders when deliberating on constraints to housing delivery. The development industry needs to be engaged throughout the SHLAA process by both the GLA in its forthcoming study, and by the boroughs as part of their SHLAA. 
I hope these comments and observations on the document have been useful. I am copying this letter to the Government Office for London for information. 
Yours sincerely
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James Stevens

Regional Planner for London and Surrey
Email: james.stevens@hbf.co.uk
Tel: 0207 960 1623
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