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11 November 2005

Dear Jonathon 

Denbighshire Local Development Plan: Draft Delivery Agreement

Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on your Draft Delivery Agreement.  Overall, the HBF welcomes the approach taken by the Authority to the Delivery Agreement it is a very thorough well-presented document.  We do, however, have a number of minor comments to make and these are set out below in the format requested.  

The way in which we engage with the community and build consensus

Given that the External Working Group / Community Strategy Group is obviously up and running the document should be able to list the members on the group so that organisations like ourselves can comment on the make up of the group.  The HBF is concerned that the building industry has not been involved in the process though it is a key stakeholder. Stakeholder can comprise any person or organisation operating at local or national level, that have a legitimate interest in what happens in the authority.  The building industry should have a place on the External Working Group or otherwise the consensus reached will have less credibility.

Though the document is very detailed and well presented it lacks clarity on how groups are going to be consulted.  For example, how is the Citizens Panel going to be consulted?  Will it be through meetings questionnaires – will they be a sounding board on options that have already been determined or will they provide views to feed into the options?

The HBF is keen to be fully involved in the process and would wish to have input not only to Population and Household and Housing Need but Environment and Energy where policies will have a direct impact on our members.  To date we have not been contacted to sit on any groups or have meetings to discuss issues though this process has been underway since April.  Neither have we been used as a vehicle to reach house builders for expression of interests (though I do understand that some members have been contacted).

The document also uses differing terminology for example the timetable at 10.13 refers to the scooping report being sent to statutory and non statutory stakeholders where as the list appendix c refers to specific and general consultation bodies.  If the lists are different then the document should include a list of the statutory and non-statutory organisations referred to here.  The HBF is interested in being consulted on this document but isn’t clear that it will be.  

Generally there needs to be more detail on whom and how.

The way in which the key issues are identified

The Citizens’ Panel along with the Development Plan Working Group and the External Working Group should be able to identify and agree the issues.  It would be helpful if the document said more about the interaction of these groups with regards to agreeing strategy and policy.

How we produce the document

The document should be available as a hard copy and on the Internet.  It would be helpful if the overall timetable with links to the more detailed timetables were available as stand alone documents on the Internet for ease of reference.

The detailed timetables should include a further column on the techniques to be used at each stage.

The LDP timetable and how it fits with your work

At present 5 of the 9 authorities timetables are available and in the workload appears to be fairly evenly spread out although the fact that Denbighshire has identified long periods within which specific tasks may happen does mean that there could be a clash with other authorities Examinations (Torfaen).  The slippage allowance also clouds the issue.

Other Comments

21. Supplementary Planning Guidance

The document needs to set out what consultation will normally happen on these documents.  

23. Monitoring and Review of the LDP

The document should refer to there being an opportunity to revise parts of the Plan between the 4-year cycle where the AMR has highlighted an issue.

24. Management of the LPD Process – Risk Assessment

Given the very broad timescales proposed for each stage the HBF is surprised to also see a very long slippage period being included.  The HBF cannot see the need for a 12-month slippage and would suggest 6 months at a maximum.  However, if the Assembly is minded to accept such a proposal then it must be to the overall time and not the definitive stage.   There will also need to be a mechanism set up to record the difference between the timetable in the DA and the actual timetable so that the Assembly can be alerted to slippage before it reaches the critical 12-month stage.

Conclusion

Thank you for consulting HBF at this stage in the process.  I look forward to working with you in the future.

Yours sincerely,

Lynda Healy

Planning and Policy Advisor - Wales










