  

  EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 1 DECEMBER 2008

SUSTAINABLE ENVIRONMENT POLICY AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE –   4 NOVEMBER 2008
PART   I – NOT   DELEGATED  
11a.  
  STRATEGIC HOUSING LAND AVAILABILITY ASSESSMENT AND HOUSING SITES FOR THE LDF CORE STRATEGY

(  DCES)

  

This is a KEY DECISION because the matter would have an effect on two or more Wards in the District

1.
Summary
1.1
  To agree the smaller housing sites as recommended by the Local Development Framework (LDF) Member Panel for inclusion in the Core Strategy Preferred Options Document.

2.
Details

Background

2.1 The Sustainable Environment Policy and Scrutiny Committee (6.10.08) and Executive Committee (20.10.08) considered a report on the LDF Core Strategy. The Core Strategy includes a breakdown of how the District could accommodate the required future supply of housing. Details were provided of the six larger housing sites which have now been agreed, however it was decided that the smaller sites agreed by the LDF Member Panel would be considered at Committee once the consultant study had been completed and published. This study, known as the Strategic Housing Land Availability Study (SHLAA), was undertaken by consultants for Three Rivers, Watford and Dacorum councils jointly and has now been published.

2.2 Government guidance requires all local authorities to undertake a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA).  Such assessments provide information on the opportunities that exist to meet housing need in an area, and form a systematic study of land likely to be available for housing development in the future.
2.3 The SHLAA looks forward over twenty years from adoption of the Core Strategy (currently projected as 2010) to estimate the available housing potential across the study area. The study area was defined as the entire area of all three local authorities involved.
2.4 The East of England Plan has placed a requirement on Three Rivers to deliver 4000 dwellings in the District between 2001 and 2021. As highlighted in the ‘Core Strategy: Supplemental Issues and Options’ document, the subject of public consultation in summer 2007, although opportunities for development on brownfield land will be maximised, some greenfield development will also be needed to meet the East of England Plan requirements.
2.5 The SHLAA has therefore assessed both brownfield and greenfield sites against criteria of suitability and sustainability in accordance with SHLAA practice guidance published in July 2007. The study is informed by recent housing development patterns, identifies the choices available in meeting housing demands and advises  if action would need to be taken in order for sites to become deliverable.
2.6 It is important to note that the SHLAA is not a statement of Council policy, rather it is a consultant produced technical document for consideration, assisting in the production of LDF documents. It does not in itself determine whether a site should be allocated for housing development. It merely identifies land and buildings where the potential may exist for new housing development to come forward 20 years from LDF adoption (i.e. in the timeframe 2010-2031).
2.7 Furthermore, the capacity of the authority area to accommodate residential development has been estimated in isolation from the equally pressing need to identify land for development for other purposes, including schools, health facilities, open space, shops, leisure, community facilities etc. Estimates do not take account of the physical capacity of local infrastructure, such as roads, sewers and the supply of water, gas or electricity to cope with the stated level of development. Any of these, or other factors could affect the estimated capacity of a particular site and/or the total capacity for a settlement.
2.8 The function and purpose of a SHLAA is summarised in the table below.
	A SHLAA should:

	Identify sites with potential for housing

	Assess the housing potential of identified sites

	Assess when a site is likely to be developed

	Identify as many sites as possible with housing potential – as a minimum it should identify sufficient sites to meet the housing needs of the first 10 years of a plan 

	Provide the evidence base from which decisions can be made on whether greenfield sites are needed to meet an area’s housing requirement

	Outline the choices available to meet the need and demand for housing 

	Highlight where action is needed or policy changes are required to ensure sites will become deliverable

	

	A SHLAA should not:

	In itself, determine whether a site should be allocated 

	Outline a Council’s view on whether a site should be allocated for development

	Form a one-off study – updating the study will be an integral part of the annual housing monitoring process


Findings of the SHLAA

2.9 The south west Hertfordshire SHLAA has identified a large number of sites which are considered by the study to be suitable, available and achievable for housing development within a 20 year timeframe. These sites have been allocated within a 5 year housing period (2010-2015, 2015-2020, 2020-2025, 2025-2030) according to an assessment of site characteristics. These sites form a pool of housing capacity to be used as a basis for selecting sites to take forwards through the Core Strategy and Site Allocations documents to satisfy housing requirements.
2.10 In total, the SHLAA considered 532 sites in Three Rivers, of which 109 were considered suitable for further assessment on the basis of policy considerations and physical or environmental factors. The study estimates that there is potential to deliver 3661 new homes in Three Rivers over the twenty-year period from LDF adoption. Of this potential 1236 dwellings could be delivered within urban areas and 2425 on greenfield. The LDF Member Panel has carefully considered the sites identified and does not accept that all sites are suitable for new housing development to 2021 because of environmental or policy reasons.
2.11 A full copy of the SHLAA is available in the Members Room and will be available on the Three Rivers website as soon as possible.
Three Rivers response to the findings

2.12 The sites identified by the SHLAA have been carefully considered by the LDF Member Panel, particularly in relation to estimates of housing supply for inclusion in the Core Strategy Preferred Options document. Appendix 1 shows details of sites from the SHLAA agreed by the Member Panel. With the exception of the South Tolpits Lane (E19) and East Lane Abbots Langley (AB42) sites, all are included in SHLAA supply figures. 
2.13 These sites are the ‘smaller housing sites as informed by the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment’ referred to in the Core Strategy Preferred Options document, and could accommodate 848 dwellings, of which 573 are on brownfield land and 275 are on Greenfield land.  The contribution of these sites to the overall housing supply is highlighted in the table below (Figure 7 of the Core Strategy). 
	1
	Sites under construction (including allocated sites)
	394

	2
	Sites with full permission
	343

	3
	Sites with outline permission
	59

	4
	Larger Housing Sites
	935

	5
	Smaller Housing Sites (as informed by the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment) 
	850

	6
	Windfall allowance (years 13-15 only)
	114

	
	
	

	A
	Total capacity identified (total of 1 to 6)
	2695

	B
	Completions 2001-2008
	1595

	C
	Total projected supply (A+B)
	4290

	D
	Regional Housing Allocation to 2021
	4000

	
	BALANCE (D-C)
	+ 290


2.14 Larger housing sites were also looked at by the SHLAA, and six of these have been included in the Core Strategy Preferred Options document as the preferred ‘larger housing sites’. These sites have now been agreed for public consultation.
3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
  Subject to comments made by the Sustainable Environment Policy and Scrutiny Committee, the Executive Committee is recommended to approve the ‘smaller housing sites as recommended by the LDF Member Panel’ attached as Appendix 1 for inclusion in the Core Strategy ‘Preferred Options’ document for public consultation purposes. 

4.
Policy/Budget Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report reflect Council policy as stated in the Strategic Plan to prepare a Local Development Framework for Three Rivers.
5.
Financial Implications
5.1
  Preparation of the Core Strategy has been funded by the existing budget allocated for production of the Local Development Framework and this will continue throughout 2008/9. The costs of the examination process anticipated in 2009/10 and 2010/11 are not yet known and will be addressed as part of the future budgetary process.
6.
Legal Implications
6.1
  The preparation of the SHLAA has been in accordance with national guidance outlined in PPS3: Housing, and the relevant regulations of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004.

7.
Equal Opportunities Implications

7.1
Relevance Test
	Has a relevance test been completed for Equality Impact?


	Yes

	Did the relevance test conclude a full impact assessment was required?


	No


7.2
Impact Assessment  

What actions were identified to address any detrimental impact or unmet need? None.
8.
Staffing Implications
8.1
  Work on the LDF is being met from existing staff within the Development Plans Service and external consultants.  The Core Strategy has already involved significant input from other parts of the organisation. 

9.
Environmental Implications
9.1
  The Core Strategy Preferred Options will be ‘tested’ as part of a sustainability appraisal process.

10.
Community Safety Implications
10.1
  None specific.

11.
Customer Services Centre Implications
11.1
  CSC staff will be fully briefed on the SHLAA and Core Strategy. 

12.
Communications and Website Implications
12.1
  The SHLAA has been published and will be available on the Council’s website together with all other studies forming part of the Council’s ‘evidence base’. The studies will be referred to at the time of public consultation on the Core Strategy Preferred Options in early 2009. 

13.
Risk Management and Health and Safety Implications

13.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk. In addition, the risks of the proposals in the report have also been assessed against the Council’s duties under Health and Safety legislation relating to employees, visitors and persons affected by our operations.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below.

13.2
The subject of this report is covered by the Development Plans and Transportation service plan. Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.

13.3
The following table gives the risks if the recommendation(s) are agreed (more specifically if a legal challenge is pursued), together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood: 

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	The process undertaken on the Core Strategy is not found to be ‘sound’ when it comes to the Examination process. 
	III
	E


13.4
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is rejected (more specifically if a legal challenge is not pursued), together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood:

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	2
	Any delay in progress on the Core Strategy could lead to uncertainty in the planning process and potential increase in planning appeals.
	III
	C


13.5
Of the risks above the following are already included in service plans:

	Description of Risk
	Service Plan

	2
	A delay in the delivery of the LDF.
	Development Plans and Transportation


13.6
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan.
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13.7
In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan, and are therefore operational risks. The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.

14.  
Recommendation
14.1
The Executive Committee is recommended:


That subject to the views from the Sustainable Environment Policy and Scrutiny Committee, it approves the ‘smaller housing sites as recommended by the LDF Member Panel’ attached at Appendix 1 for inclusion in the Core Strategy Preferred Options document for public consultation purposes. 

                     Report prepared by:
  Renato Messere, Development Plans Manager.

Background Papers


Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment: Practice Guidance

South West Hertfordshire Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment


APPENDICES / ATTACHMENTS

Appendix 1: smaller housing sites as recommended by the LDF Member Panel

Form A – Relevance Test - 

	Function/Service Being Assessed:


1. Populations served/affected:

√ Universal (service covering all residents)? Yes. 

Targeted (service aimed at a section of the community –please indicate which) ?

2. Is it relevant to the general duty? (see Q and A for definition of ‘general duty’)

Which of these three aspects does the function relate to (if any)?:

√ 1 – Eliminating Discrimination  

√ 2 – Promoting Equality of Opportunity

√ 3 – Promoting good relations   

Is there any evidence or reason to believe that some groups could be differently affected?


No. 

Which equality categories are affected?


All. 

3. What is the degree of relevance?

In your view, is the information you have on each category adequate to make a decision about relevance?

Yes.

Are there any triggers for this review (for example is there any public concern that functions/services are being operated in a discriminatory manner?) If yes please indicate which:

√ No Not at present

4. Conclusion 

On the basis of the relevance test would you say that there is evidence that a medium or high detrimental impact is likely? (See below for definition)


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Note: if a medium or high detrimental impact has been identified then a full impact assessment must be undertaken using Form B.

Completed forms should be attached as an appendix to the relevant report and a copy sent to the Community Partnerships Unit in Corporate Development, Strategic Services.

Definition of Low, Medium or High detrimental impact.
For any one (or more) equality group the following evidence is found:

	
	Evidence may come from one or more of the following sources:

· Local service data

· Data from a similar authority (including their EIA)

· Customer feedback

· Stakeholder feedback

· National or regional research

	High Relevance
	There evidence shows a clear disparity between different sections of the community in one or more of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Medium Relevance
	The evidence is unclear (or there is no evidence) if there is any disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Low Relevance
	The evidence shows clearly there is no disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service. 
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