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Dear Sir or Madam, 

South Cambridgeshire UCS
Thank you for giving the HBF opportunity to comment on the above mentioned set of documents. 

Please find the HBF’s representations attached. 

I would be grateful if you could check your Council’s database in order to ensure that all future HBF correspondence is sent direct to my home address: Mr P Cronk, House Builders Federation, White Gables, 34 Church Road, Brightlingsea, Colchester CO7 0JF, my phone number is: 07802 857099 and I can be contacted by e-mail at paul.cronk@hbf.co.uk. 

General

Discount Rates 

It is important that discount rates are realistic and that the development industry has had some direct input in assessing the viability and desirability of potential development sites. Furthermore, regard should be had to up to date ownership issues (numbers of owners, owner’s intentions for sites e.t.c.). This is actually the most important part of the UCS process, as assumptions need to be realistic, rather than just the identification of a theoretical capacity.

Yield

On a similar theme, it is important, when dealing with yield that the policy dimension is factored in. There is no point making assumptions that high densities will be achievable in settlements where such development would be wholly out of character and subject to vociferous local objection. Existing policies, and the extent to which they need to change or remain the same in the emerging LDF policy framework must be factored into this yield assessment.

Past Completions

On a general comment about the use of past rates this must take into account the extent to which past rates are likely to be replicated in the future. It will not be acceptable to refer to past rates from, say the early 90’s, if trends since then have been generally downwards and these rates are unlikely to be replicated in the future. We will be looking for a sensible and realistic approach. Similarly with regard to existing permissions and what may become allocations in the emerging LDF. 

It will not be acceptable to rely on past rates to justify future allowances if, at the same time as projecting past rates forward as future allowances, a large stock of sites are identified through the urban capacity study (UCS) and become allocations in the emerging LDF. Clearly sites, which are identified through the UCS and then allocated for development in the LDF cannot, by definition, come forward unexpectedly as windfalls which they might have otherwise done had they not been identified. Again, we will be looking for a sensible approach, which takes into account these potential areas of overlap.

Site Constraints

Site constraints in terms of highway access suitability, tree preservation orders, site contamination, conservation policies e.t.c. e.t.c. might have a significant bearing on the actual capability of these sites to come forward.

Demolitions

Any development involving demolitions should not be counted as part of the housing supply, apart from any net additions component.

Industry Involvement

Studies need to determine whether previously developed sites are available, deliverable and acceptable in public terms. The Local Planning Authority will always remain the final arbiter of public acceptability, but the industry is an essential component in providing the necessary ‘reality check’ to all three elements of the process.

Often HBF members are prepared to meet with you in order to provide information and advice in relation to the likelihood and timescale of individual study sites coming forward. 

Specific matters:

In relation to the specific content of the Draft Methodology the HBF would like to make the following brief points:

Introduction:

1.2

It is stated that the Urban Capacity Study aims to provide an accurate assessment of housing capacity in the villages of South Cambridgeshire. It is normally of course the case that UCS’s look at housing land availability very largely with an urban focus, but including those village settlements with sizeable populations. South Cambridgeshire obviously by its very physical nature does not conform to this stereotype.

However, given the inevitability of widening the search beyond normal urban confines, it is therefore essential that any identified housing capacities are still both realistic and viable in rural localities given the national and regional emphasis on sustainable development (which many local authorities in policy terms normally in the determination of actual planning applications choose to define as only primarily large urban areas). 

Small Windfalls Assessment:

3.3

The text demonstrates that 45% of past small windfall completions between 1999-2003 were Greenfield developments. It also correctly states that paragraph 3.36 of PPG3 advises that no allowance should be made in development plans for Greenfield windfalls. The HBF accepts that it is correct for the L.A. to review its existing land allocations as part of the Local Plan process. However, it does not consider that it is appropriate for such sites to be identified and counted towards the potential brownfield land supply within the UCS itself.

Large Sites Assessment – Sources of Capacity:

5.4 - 5.7

It is stated that in the years 1991 – 2003, 8 former employment sites came forward. Based upon this, the Council suggests that 182 dwellings may come forward from this source between 2003 and 2016. The HBF queries given policy EM8 in the Local Plan, which heavily restricts the ability of employment sites being utilised for other land uses, whether such a number will be capable of being achieved in the future. 

5.19 – Farm Buildings

The study acknowledges that it includes sources of potential capacity, which do not accord with the Government’s definition of previously developed land, namely current of former allotments. Annex C to PPG3 sets down the Government’s definition of previously developed land:   

           “Previously developed land is that which is or was occupied by a permanent structure (excluding agriculture or forestry buildings), and associated fixed surface infrastructure. The definition covers the curtilage of the development. Previously developed land may occur in both built up areas and rural settings. The definition includes defence buildings and land used for mineral extraction and waste disposal where provision for restoration for restoration has not been made through development control procedures (my emphasis).
           The definition excludes land and buildings that are currently in use for agriculture or forestry purposes, and land in built-up areas which has not been previously developed (e.g. parks, recreation grounds and allotments – even though these areas may contain urban features such as paths, pavilions and other buildings)…”.

The HBF accepts that it is correct for the L.A. to review its existing land allocations as part of the Local Plan process. However, it does not consider that it is appropriate for farmyard sites to be identified and their capacity for 145 dwellings to be counted towards the potential brownfield land supply within the UCS itself.

Intensification of Housing Areas:

Paras. 8.7 – 8.9

This source is dependent upon the precise nature and characteristics of sites. A number of factors will mean that it is not always either possible or appropriate to realise such higher rates of delivery as those envisaged. The level of discounting that is applied is considered crucial. Many householders will be unwilling to sell parts of their gardens for new development. This appears to form the bulk of this potential category of supply, which are in multiple-ownership. It is not apparent whether an increase above past delivery rates is realistic given the constraints acknowledged in the text. 

Additionally, are there going to be policies in the Local Plan that could hinder the capacities for these sites (e.g. backland development, neighbourhood amenity policies, planning gain requirements e.t.c.). 

Conclusion

Finally, it must also be acknowledged that there are no easy brownfield sites left in most urban areas. Those obvious or easy sites have already been developed in recent years. The majority of the sites which could potentially be developed on brownfield sites in coming years will be far from straightforward to develop and will involve creative and innovative technical and design solutions and require difficult policy decisions to be made if they are to be delivered. 

I look forward to the acknowledgment of these comments in due course. 

Yours faithfully

Paul Cronk

HBF Regional Planner (Eastern & East Midlands Regions)

