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Report To Overview and Scrutiny 

Committee - Planning and Infrastructure  

18 February 2010  

 

Subject: 
Scrutiny Review of the Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment 

Status: Open 

Report Ref:  

Ward(s): All 

Key Decision: No 

Key Decision Ref:  

Report Of: Lesley Murphy, Strategy and Policy Manager 

Contact: 

Karen Brimacombe - direct line 01256 845789, email 
karen.brimacombe@basingstoke.gov.uk  

Lesley Murphy, Strategy and Policy Managers – direct line 
01256 845236, email lesley.murphy@basingstoke.gov.uk 

Appendices: 
Extract from the notes of the Planning Inspector advisory 
visits to Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council Oct and 
Nov 2009   

Papers relied on 
to produce this 
report 

Counsels’ advice concerning SHLAA - November 2009 

Note from PINS following advisory visit October and 
November 2009 

 

SUMMARY 

1 This Report 

1.1 This report sets out findings to date of the Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA) scrutiny review.  

1.2 The requirement for a SHLAA and how it should be undertaken have been 
considered in detail by the Planning and Infrastructure committee including 
the independent external opinion provided by Counsel.  Subsequent 
information on this matter and how this authority has conducted the process 
has also been provided by the Planning Inspectorate (PINS). 

1.3 The report presents further detail as requested on those issues identified by 
committee as key to delivering a process in which members can have 
confidence.  Where appropriate options have been identified including the 
associated pros and cons for further consideration and to allow progress to be 
made to finalise the SHLAA document. 

2 Recommendation 

It is recommended that: 

2.1 Members note the content of this report, and  

mailto:karen.brimacombe@basingstoke.gov.uk
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2.2 Comment on the following matters to inform recommendations to the Head of 
Planning and Transport in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Planning 
and Infrastructure:- 

i. The need to highlight which sub-regional areas are located within the 
SHLAA document; 

ii. The approach to exclusions within the SHLAA;  

iii. The need for further investigation into a potential policy response to small 
site issues;  

iv. Suggested improvement to the description and explanation provided against 
sites, including the potential policy implications; 

v. The proposed approach to reissuing a revised SHLAA for member 
consideration and appeals panel; 

vi. The approach to sign off. 
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PRIORITIES, IMPACTS AND RISKS 

Contribution To Council Priorities 

This report accords with the Council’s Budget and Policy Framework 

Council Plan Ref 2009-12: P2 A5 

3-Year Action Plan:  

Other References:  

Contribution To Community Strategy 

Community Strategy 2006-16:  

Impacts 

 Type 
No 

significant 
impacts 

Some 
impacts 

Significant 
impacts 

Impacts 
for 
BDBC 

Financial    

Personnel    

Legal    

Impacts 
on 
Wellbeing 

Equality and Diversity    

Rural/Urban    

Crime and Disorder    

Health    

Environment and Climate Change    

Economic    

Involving 
Others 

Communication/Consultation    

Partners    

Risk Assessment 

Number of risks identified: 0 

Number of risks considered HIGH or Medium: 0 

Strategic: Already identified on Corporate Risk Register? 
Yes  

No  

Operational: Already identified in Service Plans? 
Yes  

No  

GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Term Definition 

AMR Annual Monitoring Report  

BDBC Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council 

BEST Basingstoke Environmental Strategy for 
Transport 

CLG Communities and Local Government 

DPD Development Plan Document 

http://sinbad/C17/PMOnly/PMOnly/Performance%20Management/00%20council%20plan%20actions.xls
http://sinbad/Business%20Units/GACS/Performance%20Management%20Pages/Service%20Plans.aspx
http://sinbad/C17/PMOnly/PMOnly/Performance%20Management/00%20community%20strategy%20actions.xls
http://sinbad/C10/Financial%20Services/Document%20Library/Financial%20Implications%20Guidelines.doc
http://sinbad/C7/Impact%20Assessments/Guidelines/Guidelines.doc
http://sinbad/C5/Corporate%20Communications/Document%20Library/Guidelines%20for%20Consultation.doc
http://sinbad/C17/Risk%20Management/default.aspx
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LDF Local Development Framework 

P&I OSCOM Planning and Infrastructure Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee 

MAP Members Advisory Panel 

PINS Planning Inspectorate 

PPS Planning Policy Statement 

SHLAA Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment 

SHMA Strategic housing Market Assessment 
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DETAIL/MAIN CONSIDERATIONS 

3 Legal Requirement for a SHLAA 

3.1 At its meeting on 12 November 2009 the Planning and Infrastructure Overview 
and Scrutiny Committee considered information presented by officers and 
Counsel’s advice concerning the legal requirement for a Strategic Housing 
Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA).  The committee also considered 
whether an alternative approach could be taken.  

3.2 Planning Policy Statement 3 ‘Housing’ requires local authorities to produce 
evidence in order to identify sufficient specific deliverable sites to deliver 
housing in the first five years( para 54).  Authorities are further required to 
identify a supply of specific, developable sites for years 6-10 and where 
possible for years 11 – 15 ( para 55).  Sufficient evidence is required to 
comply with paragraphs 54 and 55 of PPS3.  The mechanism for producing 
evidence in accordance with PPS3 has been identified nationally as through 
the production of a SHLAA. 

3.3 Counsel’s advice is that: ‘…. if the council proceeds to develop its core 
strategy without a SHLAA it is likely to lead to a conclusion that the Core 
Strategy is not sound’. 

3.4 The committee resolved that a SHLAA was needed and that the 
Communities and Local Government (CLG) guidance should be 
followed.  

4 The SHLAA as a Material Consideration 

4.1 Members have expressed concern that contrary to previous officer advice the 
SHLAA can be a material consideration.  

4.2 Benchmarking undertaken with various authorities has demonstrated 
inconsistent views across authorities on this issue.  Counsel’s advice in this 
regard is that: 

‘The SHLAA is currently in its draft form.  In my opinion there is no reason why 
this cannot be a material consideration on residential applications for planning 
permission.  However, the weight to be given to the findings would be very 
limited given that the assessment is not final and therefore subject to change’.  

Counsel further advises that ‘it is likely to be highly material in the context of a 
dispute as to whether there is adequate 5 year housing land supply. On the 
other hand it is likely to be of limited weight in relation to issues that relate to a 
particular development proposal….’. 

 

4.3 It is noted that the SHLAA is part of the LDF Core Strategy evidence base and 
one of a suite of documents that will inform policy it does not in itself represent 
council policy.   

4.4 The committee discussed possible options to mitigate against use of the draft 
SHLAA as a material consideration.  The committee considered that it is in 
the council’s best interest that swift progress is made to finalise the 
SHLAA. 
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5 Matters to be addressed 

5.1 The review has identified a number of weaknesses and areas for further 
information regarding the SHLAA process, these are:-  

 Lack of member involvement  and democratic accountability 

 Scope of the SHLAA e.g. understanding why a sub-regional approach was not 
pursued and the basis for inclusions and exclusions. 

 Whether the council has acted inappropriately in its role as local planning 
authority (LPA) and landowner 

 Clarity regarding housing land supply figures and the total number of projected 
homes potentially available in the draft SHLAA  

 How dwelling yield has been determined 

 Consistency of approach to sites 

 Sign off. 
 

5.2 Further detail regarding each issue is outlined below; where possible options 
for addressing each concern and any associated pros and cons have also 
been provided. 

6 Member involvement 

6.1 Members have expressed significant concern that there has been a lack of 
member involvement and open discussion on, for example, deciding who to 
work with, why a sub-regional approach was not applied, what was within the 
scope of the document and what was not, who should be consulted, how 
criteria had been applied and why changes were made to site inclusions. 

6.2 Officers have approached development of the SHLAA in keeping with other 
evidence base technical documents.  Every effort has been made to apply the 
CLG practice guidance, with stakeholders outlined in the guidance engaged 
as appropriate throughout the process.  

6.3 Practice guidance recommends that assessments should be carried out ‘….by 
housing market partnerships (where established).  Housing market 
partnerships should include key stakeholders such as house builders, social 
landlords, local property agents, local communities and other agencies such 
as English Partnerships where they have a recognised interest in an area’. 

6.4 For further information on partnerships the guidance references the SHMA 
Practice Guidance 2007, under which it lists local authority representation 
might be drawn from housing, planning, economic development, corporate 
strategy etc; and other local authority teams such as the Supporting People 
and Gypsy and Traveller teams.  

6.5 The SHLAA partnership/panel was made up of a good range of developers, 
planning consultants, agents and Home Builders’ Federation.  There was also 
consultation with public sector land owners and registered social landlords.  
Not all invited participated in the Panel, but were involved through 
consultation. 

6.6 Council member involvement has been sought at various stages through the 
LDF Members Advisory Panel, Environment Overview Committee and the 
Planning and Infrastructure OSCOM. Benchmarking discussions with other 
authorities has shown that whilst there is no standard approach the process is 
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primarily officer led with reports being taken to a range of member working 
groups, such as the LDF MAP and other committees.  The review has 
however highlighted that the role of members in all LDF evidence base should 
have been made clearer from an early stage.   

6.7 In October and November the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) made advisory 
visits to BDBC to consider what has been done so far in preparation of the 
Core Strategy (CS) and whether any matters and questions at this stage 
appear potentially problematic in terms of soundness.  The extract from the 
PINS advisory notes relating to the SHLAA is attached as appendix 1.  In it 
the note states that ‘The report suggests an open and fair process, into which 
key stakeholders have in put.  Most importantly, it appears to have been 
objective and robust’.  

6.8 Members are key stakeholders in producing the SHLAA and will have a view 
on the methodology applied, but in particular are able to provide valuable local 
knowledge.  Officers provide the technical expertise in developing and 
applying agreed methodology through the required partnership approach to 
deliver an objective and sound evidence base. 

6.9 It is the committees view that the officer led process to date has, in 
accordance with the guidance involved other stakeholders in the 
partnership, but that there has been insufficient member engagement 
and that the process lacks democratic accountability.  

6.10 In future, when commissioning significant technical pieces of work 
which are likely to be politically sensitive there is a need to engage with 
members at an early stage in the process. 

7 The Scope of the SHLAA 

7.1 Members of the committee have raised a number of issues concerning the 
scope of the SHLAA, in particular councillors questioned:- 

1 Why, when the guidance provides for a sub-regional approach to be 
adopted the SHLAA has focused on the authority area?   

2 Why was the ability to exclude defined land not utilised and due regard 
to existing policy not applied as other authorities appear to have done? 
Examples referred to include employment land, open space and town 
centre car parks. 

Borough-wide approach 

7.2 The CLG Practice guidance states that for SHLAAs:  “The study area should 
preferably be a sub-regional housing market area, but may be a local planning 
authority area, where necessary.” 

7.3 Officers contacted neighbouring authorities at an early stage of the SHLAA 
work to explore the possibility of carrying out a SHLAA on a cross-boundary 
basis, but each of these authorities indicated that they were intending to carry 
out a SHLAA at a local authority level.  Indeed all 11 Hampshire districts and 
Southampton and Portsmouth have carried out their SHLAA at a local 
authority level.  Officers are not aware of any SHLAAs within the South East 
England region that have been carried out on a sub-regional basis.  A 
common methodology was, however, agreed between the Hampshire 
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Authorities, including Hampshire County Council.  It is considered that a sub-
regional approach would not alter the overall outcomes of the study, the 
primary role of which is to identify individual sites with housing potential within 
the Borough’s boundaries.  

7.4 The adopted South East Plan makes a clear distinction between the rest of 
the Hampshire area and the Western Corridor Blackwater Valley sub-region.  
Officers’ view is that it is appropriate for all sites within the borough to be 
considered in one borough-wide SHLAA. As a local level study revisiting a 
sub-regional approach would not necessarily enhance planning, but would 
potentially add to a complex piece of work involving two, three or many other 
authorities with their own particular circumstances to address. 

7.5 The committee is asked to note the above and comment on whether it 
would be helpful to highlight in the next iteration which of the sub-
regional areas sites are located within the SHLAA document. 

Exclusions 

7.6 As outlined in the CLG guidance on SHLAAs, particular types of land or areas 
may be excluded from the Assessment, with reasons for doing so being 
justified and agreed by the members of the partnership. However, the 
guidance goes on to say that except for more clear-cut designations such as 
SSSIs, the scope of the assessment ‘should not be narrowed down by 
existing policies designed to constrain development so that the Local Planning 
Authority is in the best possible position when it comes to decide its strategy 
for delivering housing objectives’ (para. 21 of CLG guidance).  

7.7 From the outset, in line with PPS3, the Basingstoke draft SHLAA excluded 
sites lying in unsustainable locations, instead focusing upon sites in and 
around the Borough’s sustainable settlements as defined in the Adopted 
Borough Local Plan. No other types of land use were explicitly removed from 
the study for the reasons set out in the paragraph above.  However, some 
other Local Authorities have excluded certain types of land use including the 
following: 

 Areas within a nationally or internationally designated site for nature or 
geological interest e.g. Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection 
Area and Sites of Special Scientific Interest sites, or National Nature Reserves  

 Flood risk areas 

 Listed buildings or within the curtilage of a listed building.  

 Scheduled monuments, English Heritage registered parks or gardens, and 
battlefields.  

 English Heritage Parks and Gardens 

 Sites within the curtilage of a place of worship (i.e. consecrated ground) 

 Key facilities or services 

 Where there is a Tree Preservation Order on the site which is likely to 
constrain any development  

 County Minerals Sites  

 Sites which are significantly compromised by overhead cables or oil pipelines  

 Land within designated employment areas  

 Areas of open space and allotments 

 Land safeguarded for highway schemes 
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7.8 The following are potential approaches to the issue of excluding sites.  They 
are not mutually exclusive.  

7.9 Sites currently within some or all of the land uses highlighted above could be 
excluded from the study at the outset.  However, this approach could lead to 
sites with future housing potential being excluded at an early stage without a 
full assessment, thereby limiting the council’s options for future housing 
delivery. Officers consider that a more prudent approach is to highlight such 
constraints through site assessments and if appropriate delete sites.  

7.10 Exclude only certain designated sites such as areas of nature or geological 
interest, parks and gardens etc from the outset. This will have little impact on 
the brownfield sites included in the study, but may impact upon greenfield 
sites. Deleting larger greenfield sites which may have designated areas within 
them is considered to be premature as it will not enable the proper planning of 
such areas to be undertaken where mitigation measures etc can be 
considered. 

7.11 Exclude sites which have local current policy constraints such as employment 
areas or areas of open space from the outset.   

7.12 Separate out those sites which have current policy constraints in a newly 
presented document and outline how these constraints will be considered and 
impact on sites yields and delivery.  Officers consider that this is the most 
prudent approach. 

7.13 During the scrutiny review the committee has specifically queried the 
approach applied to employment land, open space and car parking sites.  
Further detail is provided below on examples raised by members.  

Sites within employment areas 

7.14 The majority of sites lying within designated employment areas were placed 
into the rejected list of sites, subject to the outcomes of the Employment Land 
Review and other important considerations relating to the type of site: 

 whether the site was derelict/vacant/not in operational use compared to being 
well used/occupied/in a reasonable condition. This criteria was considered, for 
example in the case of deleted site West Ham Lane Industrial Estate 
(BAS002) where the units were found to be well used and of reasonable 
quality 
 

 whether there was a recent planning permission which indicated that a site 
would continue in an employment use and therefore be unlikely to come 
forward for residential use. This criteria was considered, for example, in the 
case of deleted site Area N, Kempshott Park (BAS308) where planning 
permission had recently been granted for a B1 use on the site 
 

 the location of the site within the designated employment area and its 
relationship to surrounding uses. This criteria was considered for example in 
the deletion of the Wella Road Industrial Unit site (BAS058)  
 

 whether the site had been promoted/marketed by the land owner as available 
for redevelopment therefore making the site available in the longer term 
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7.15 An ‘on balance’ assessment was therefore made in light of the above factors. 
As a result of this assessment undertaken by Baker Associates, only three 
sites within designated employment areas were included, as outlined below. It 
is important to remember that under Policy EC2 of the adopted Local Plan 
there is the opportunity for employment sites to be redeveloped for other uses 
should they meet certain criteria.  Also draft PPS4 offers a potentially more 
flexible approach to the uses that can be considered appropriate on 
employment sites, depending on robust, up-to-date evidence: 

 Kempshott Park Industrial Estate (BAS053)– now has planning permission for 
62 units 
 

 Gresley Road Triangle (BAS065) – This site, within Basing View employment 
area was derelict and available for redevelopment, is owned by Basingstoke 
and Deane Borough Council, who had already marketed the site for 
redevelopment and lies on the edge of an employment area, within close 
proximity of existing residential development. Given these reasons, the site 
was considered to offer an opportunity for redevelopment, subject to the 
outcomes of the employment land review. 

 

 Eli Lilly site, Kingsclere Rd (BAS112) – This site, within Houndmills 
employment area, was no longer in operational use, there had been known 
developer interest in the site which indicated that it was available for 
redevelopment. The site also lies on the edge of an employment area, within 
close proximity of existing residential development. Given these reasons, the 
site was considered to offer an opportunity for redevelopment, subject to the 
outcomes of the employment land review. 

 
7.16 The links in the SHLAA to the Employment Land Review and the 

consideration of such sites has been highlighted by the Planning Inspectorate 
as strength of the draft SHLAA in its recent findings on the document. 

Open Space 

7.17 Sites in open space use have now generally been placed into the rejected list 
of sites, subject to the outcomes of the Leisure and Recreation Needs 
Assessment, unless at least one of the following criteria was met: 

 The site has been promoted as being available for residential development by 
the site owner and has either been formally declared as surplus to 
requirements or is not used for active recreation purposes 

 The site has been identified as forming part of a wider regeneration scheme 
involving a Housing Association 

 

7.18 As such, only four sites in open space use remain in the draft SHLAA (June 
2009). These are: 

 Playing Field, Pack Lane (BAS069) –this former playing field was promoted by 
Hampshire County Council for redevelopment in light of the site being formally 
declared surplus to their requirements. The site is not publicly accessible. 

 

 Part of Vyne School (BAS079) - this former playing field was promoted by 
Hampshire County Council for redevelopment in light of the site being formally 
declared surplus to their requirements. The site is not publicly accessible. 
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 Popley Way, Trinidad and Tobago Close, Popley East (BAS072) – This 
Council owned site was included as an opportunity in light of the site not being 
used for active recreation purposes.  

 

 Anstey Close Grove (BAS074) - This Council owned site was included as an 
opportunity in light of the ongoing work with Sentinel Housing Association to 
bring forward part of the site for redevelopment. Any scheme would need to 
be of sufficient benefit to the community to outweigh the loss of the site. 

 
Basingstoke Town Centre Car Parks 

7.19 Sites currently in use as town centre car parks were assessed through the 
study in line with the guidance, which states that land in non-residential use, 
such as car parks, should be considered. Five sites, totalling 150 units in the 
5-10 year time band and 45 units in the 10-15 year time band, were included 
as listed below. The sites were included as representing potential future 
redevelopment opportunities due, primarily, either to their status of having an 
adopted development brief, or being identified in the Central Area Action Plan 
or the Vision for Central Basingstoke. 

 Car Parks at Basing View (BAS061) – This site was identified in the Central 
Area Action Plan (adopted as SPG in 2003) and the Vision for Central 
Basingstoke and the Central Area Action Plan 

 

 New Road (BAS063) – This site was identified in the Central Area Action Plan 
(adopted as SPG in 2003), forms an Action Node for the Vision for Central 
Basingstoke (adopted in 2007) and is within the Upper New Road Design 
Guidance  

 

 Castons Car Park, South of New Road (BAS064) – This site was identified in 
the Central Area Action Plan and is within the Upper New Road Design 
Guidance 

 

 Brinkletts Car Park (BAS083) –The site has an adopted Development Brief   

 

 Central Car Park (BAS084) – The site has an adopted Development Brief  

 

7.20 Two further sites in use as car parks were assessed but deleted from the 
study in the draft SHLAA. These were Station Car Park (BAS025) which was 
deleted due to its status as an established railway station car park in Network 
Rail ownership, which is heavily used by rail commuters, and Sarum Hill 
(BAS041) which is not highlighted in a Council adopted document as being a 
potential opportunity for redevelopment. In light of the council’s Strategic 
Approach to Parking and work associated with the parking strategy it is 
recommended that this site should now be considered in a consistent way 
with the other central car park sites. 

7.21 Based on the potential approach to exclusions as set out in paragraphs 7.8 – 
7.12 of this report, the committee may wish to consider the following options in 
relation to all or some of the above defined areas:-  
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 retain the employment and/ or open space and/ or car parking sites as 
potential redevelopment opportunities within the SHLAA , but highlight the 
policy constraints associated with these sites more clearly in a newly 
presented document.  The more detailed criteria used could also be set out 
more explicitly. 
 

 place all employment and/ or open space and/ or car parking sites within 
existing areas into the deleted sites list at this stage.  These can then be 
reassessed as appropriate in light of the outcomes of the Employment Land 
Review, Leisure and Recreation Needs Assessment, Strategic Approach to 
Parking; through the annual review process of the SHLAA and the ongoing 
LDF process.  

 
This option would result in the following loss of units from current brownfield 
sites – 

Employment Land  700 

Open Space 161 

Car Parking  195 

 

 exclude all employment and/ or open space and/ or car parking sites within 
existing designated areas from the SHLAA at the outset.  This option would 
not however meet the purpose of the SHLAA which is that it should ‘aim to 
identify as many sites as possible’.  

 
7.22 It is officers’ view that excluding some types of sites based on their current 

policy status risks leaving the LDF open to challenge from promoters of those 
sites that have not been considered.  

7.23 The committees’ view on a suitable approach to exclusion(s) is sought.   

8 Local Planning Authority role / landowner role  

8.1 In considering current SHLAA inclusions, members have questioned whether 
planning officers have acted inappropriately to their local planning authority 
role by identifying sites. 

8.2 “Initial surveys of settlements were completed by Borough Council officers, the 
findings of which were passed onto Baker Associates for verification.  Council 
(planning) officers had identified all potential sites by detailed survey of 
Basingstoke, and of Tadley/ Baughurst/ Pamber Heath.  The consultants 
visited all of the identified sites in a surveying exercise and in addition carried 
out a detailed survey of all the remaining study settlements.” (para. 1.6.4 , 
draft SHLAA, October 2008). 

8.3 The aim of the SHLAA, as stated in the Practice Guidance, is to ‘identify as 
many sites with housing potential in and around as many settlements as 
possible in the study area.” (para.7). This planning officers, and subsequently 
the consultants, looked to do.  The SHLAA did not treat borough council 
owned land any differently to any other sites. 
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8.4 PPS12 (para.4.38) provides further clarity to the role of the local planning 
authority in looking at alternatives through the LDF where it states:  “the local 
planning authority (is required) to seek out and evaluate reasonable 
alternatives promoted by themselves and others to ensure that they 
(landowners) bring forward those alternatives which they consider the LPA 
should evaluate as part of the plan-making process. …  Being able to 
demonstrate that the plan is the most appropriate having gone through an 
objective process of assessing alternatives will pay dividends in terms of an 
easier passage through the examination process.  It will assist in the process 
of evaluating the claims of those who wish to oppose the strategy.” 

8.5 The committee is asked to note the above information.  Legal officers 
are satisfied that there is no material conflict in planning officers putting 
forward potential sites as part of the SHLAA.   

9 Consideration of sites of five dwellings or less. 

9.1 Currently only sites of over five units in size are identified in the study.  
However, the draft SHLAA does include all sites with planning permission 
(which are developable), including those under five units, and therefore sites 
of this size which have planning permission are already included in the study 
figures and this will continue to be the case.  Historically, all Hampshire 
authorities have taken 10 units as the cut-off point between large sites and 
small sites and many local authorities have continued to use this threshold.  
However, as many of our housing completions have come forward on small 
sites (as shown through land supply monitoring) and given the need to identify 
as many sites as possible, a lower threshold of five was introduced.  This 
approach was tabled at the Hampshire Working Group meeting where a 
general Hampshire-wide methodology was agreed, and also at a stakeholder 
forum meeting where the approach gained support from the Home Builders 
Federation and others involved. 

9.2 The setting of the threshold at five units was considered to be a pragmatic 
approach primarily because: 

 it is impractical to identify small sites due to their nature.  Sites delivering 
between 1 & 4 units tend to be:  conversions of rural buildings; changes of 
use; and residential garden redevelopments; all of which cannot be 
specifically identified through survey.  As well as the difficulties in identifying 
such sites, it is often impossible to assess when such sites will be delivered. 

 the inclusion of a large number of small sites which have been identified 
through surveys would potentially result in a significant number of sites within 
private residential ownership (such as individual residential gardens) being 
identified.  

 given the potential number of sites involved there are significant resource 
issues involved.  

 

9.3 It is recognised that a significant proportion of completions within the borough 
have historically come from smaller sites.  Since 1996 an annual average of 
63 units have been completed on sites yielding between 1 & 4 units and 223 
of the current net outstanding permissions at 1 April 2009 are on sites of 
between 1 & 4 units.  The council may, therefore, wish to do further work on 
how this source of land supply could be ‘captured’ in the housing figures.  
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9.4 Current guidance within PPS3 and elsewhere states that a windfall allowance 
should not be used unless there are robust local circumstances that would 
justify this.  However, the guidance does allow for sites which come forward 
within a broad location within settlements where there is an explicit proactive 
policy.  Therefore, it is suggested that it would be more appropriate to 
consider a policy response to the small sites issues by identifying broad 
locations where such sites may come forward, rather than seek to identify 
individual sites or make a case for a windfall allowance within the first 10 
years. This approach would involve undertaking further analysis to quantify 
the impact of policy approaches on the supply of dwellings from small sites, 
establish whether patterns of redevelopment are likely to change, and what 
will be the impact of changing market conditions. 

9.5 It is suggested that officers should investigate how this approach can be 
addressed with regard to years 6-10 of the land supply chain. 

10 Housing land supply figures 

10.1 As requested by the committee the following table sets out the housing land 
supply figures both of identified supply and the remaining requirement.    

10.2 Table of Housing Land Supply Figures (position at 31 March 2009) 

 

Total Housing Requirement (South East Plan) 2006-
2026 

18,900 (945 pa) 

  

Supply  

Homes Already Built (2006/7-2008/9) 3,448 units 

Homes predicted to be completed in 2009/10 1,055 units 

Sites with planning permission  3,576 units 

Sites allocated in the adopted Local Plan 1,650 units 

Additional sites identified in first 5 years of SHLAA and 
through 2008/9 annual monitoring process   

267 units 

Small site windfall allowance for future years (sites not 
identified through other means)  

300 units 

Total Supply 10,296 units 

  

Remaining Requirement after supply has been 
removed 

8,604 units 

 

NB. Sites within the SHLAA (both within built up areas and around them) are 
not included in the above table, apart from those which can be delivered 
within the first five years (2010/11-2014/15) i.e. they have met the five year 
land supply tests. 

10.3 Potential yield from sites identified in the draft SHLAA (November 2009) 

 

Potential yield from brownfield sites within settlement 
boundaries for the period 2015-2026 

1,835 units 

Potential yield from greenfield sites beyond settlement 
boundaries 

10,890 units 
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10.4 As stated in the draft SHLAA, the Borough Council will need to consider the 
most appropriate way to meet the approximate 8,600 shortfall through the 
LDF Core Strategy, making use of the above potential. 

10.5 Allocations of sites for housing development through the LDF Core Strategy 
and the subsequent Allocations and Delivery DPD will contribute significantly 
towards addressing the shortfall.  However, prior to the adoption of the Core 
Strategy (scheduled for October 2011) the SHLAA could have an important 
role in informing the Council’s five year housing land supply on the 
deliverability of potential housing sites.  Without a five-year housing land 
supply (that is, one that at least meets the housing requirement of the adopted 
South East Plan) the council could be at risk of ‘planning by appeal’. 

10.6 It is important that the SHLAA is up dated on an annual basis and accurately 
reflects the current availability, suitability and achievability of sites. 

10.7 The Committee is asked to note the above information. 

11 Dwelling Yield 

11.1 Members have asked how dwelling yields have been determined. 

11.2 CLG practice guidance states: 

“the estimation of the housing potential of each identified site should be 
guided by the existing or emerging plan policy, particularly the approach to 
housing densities at the local level.” 

11.3 Each site in the draft SHLAA was assessed individually based on its 
characteristics.  For some sites proposals were sufficiently advanced that a 
yield was indicated from either a masterplan, from a planning application, or 
from pre-application discussions. 

11.4 When discussions were not sufficiently advanced, the starting point for 
assessing yield was through the use of density multipliers.  Baker Associates 
assessed individual sites, reaching conclusions as to the likely type of 
development, and applied an appropriate density that this kind of development 
would generate. Typical guideline densities for different types of development 
are: 

 3 & 4 bed detached traditional housing 30 - 35 dph 

 2- 4 bed traditional housing 35 - 40 dph 

 1 & 2-bed flats, plus mix of traditional housing 38 - 45 dph 

 2 -4 bed townhouses 38 - 50 dph 

 1 & 2-bed flats, plus 2 -4 bed townhouses 45 - 55 dph 

 1 & 2-bed flats, 3 - 4 storey 60 - 80 dph 

 1 & 2-bed flats, 4+ storeys 100 + dph. 

 

11.5 However, every site is different and, therefore, the density multiplier was only 
an initial indication. In some cases, indicative layouts of typical sites were 
used as a basis for further consideration of appropriate layouts for individual 
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sites, and therefore yields.  These provided a layer of analysis which was then 
confirmed through the consideration of particular schemes for specific sites. 

11.6 Clearly, brownfield sites are treated very differently to greenfield sites.  An 
example of a brownfield site close to the town centre is Skyline Plaza which 
was previously in employment use (although not in a defined employment 
area in the local plan), but no longer required for that employment use.  It is 
located close to the station and within walking distance of a range of facilities.  
This site has been converted into a mix of studio, and one and two bedroom 
flats at approximately 440 dwellings per hectare.   

11.7 In contrast, a large greenfield site that could be considered as an urban 
extension would be better suited to a wider range of house types, particularly 
family housing with 3 - 4 bed accommodation with gardens, that yield 30 - 35 
units per net ha. 

11.8 Larger urban extensions have to provide for other uses of land apart from 
housing; an allowance must be made for strategic landscaping, schools, 
employment, distributor roads etc, and only about 60% of the gross area 
might be available for housing.  On other greenfield sites there may be 
constraints that preclude development on part of the site, such as flood risk. 
Again, each site has been individually assessed. 

11.9 Where possible and appropriate, Baker Associates held discussions directly 
with developers, landowners and agents promoting individual sites so that the 
SHLAA is reflecting exactly what the housing market is intending. 

11.10 In addition members have asked if it is possible to have a range of dwelling 
yields for SHLAA sites.  The officers’ view is that it is not suitable to have a 
range for dwelling yields as the SHLAA has a key role to play in terms of 
housing land supply and for the purposes of the housing land supply there 
needs to be a single dwelling yield figure for each site representing the best 
estimate for housing delivery. If a range was to be used in the SHLAA a single 
figure would still need to be used for land supply and therefore estimates 
would need to be made, probably with the lowest figure in the range being 
used. It is important to note that the site yields within the SHLAA are 
estimates for land supply purposes only and the local planning authority is not 
wedded to these in the consideration of future planning applications. 
Ultimately site yields may go up or down depending on the suitability of future 
schemes. 

11.11 The committee is asked to note the above information. 

12 Consistency of approach  

12.1 A key concern and requirement of the scrutiny review was to ensure that a 
consistent approach is applied, particularly regarding the application of criteria 
and in regard to existing policy.  

How the criteria has been applied to individual sites 

12.2 The criteria used by Baker Associates to assess sites included all planning 
guidance contained in Planning Policy Statements, particularly PPS1 and 
PPS3, especially paragraphs 36 - 39.   The intention is to deliver sustainable 
development, which is the core principle underpinning planning. 



17 of 19 

12.3 In order to be included a site must be deliverable or developable, that is, be 
within or adjacent to a settlement in a location that would provide a suitable 
environment for housing, be available for development within a defined 
timescale, be achievable in terms of viability, and have a reasonable prospect 
of being built.  The individual reasons for inclusion for each site are set out in 
the SHLAA, in Appendices 4 and 5. 

12.4 The reasons for rejection are set out for each site in appendices 2, 5 and 6.  
These include: 

 Being in another apparently viable use 

 Not being promoted for housing development 

 No evidence of availability 

 Too small 

 In an isolated or otherwise unsustainable location 

 Being in public ownership (eg, PoS) with no evidence of being surplus to 
existing use. 

 
12.5 There is no further information available to demonstrate how the guidance 

criteria were applied to each site.  Members are asked to note however, the 
PINs advisory note which states :- 

“……… that all the relevant stages outlined in the Government’s guidance have 
been followed.  It is in line with good practice guidance produced by the 
Hampshire Working Group and has involved a number of stakeholders – 
developers, planning consultants, agents and the HBF.  Links to other 
background studies such as the Employment Land Review, Leisure and 
Recreational Needs Assessment and Strategic Approach to Parking are 
mentioned.  The search for sites has covered a large number of settlements, 
not just Basingstoke itself; it has involved desk-top and site surveys and 
discussions with developers and agents, as well as land owners.  Market 
assessments have also been used in order to guide the conclusions on 
dwelling yields.  These factors indicate a thorough and professional approach”. 

 

12.6 It is recognised that the current document does not appear to present 
information in a consistent way for all sites.  More detail and explanation 
should be provided wherever possible under the descriptors; available, 
achievable and suitable to ensure consistency of approach. 

Clarity of use of existing policy – presentation in SHLAA 

12.7 Sites within the SHLAA considered to have potential for housing development 
in the future can be broadly categorised into those that are consistent with 
current local plan policy and those that would be contrary to current local plan 
policy and would require a change to that policy. 

12.8 The distinction between these two types of sites needs to be better drawn out 
in the next iteration of the SHLAA.  Clearly all greenfield sites in the SHLAA 
that are not existing local plan allocations would require a change to policy to 
allow them to come forward. 

12.9 The presentation of the SHLAA should be revisited to ensure sufficient 
description and explanation is provided against each site.  This should 
include potential policy implications where relevant. 
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13 Sign Off 

13.1 The purpose of ‘signing off’ the document is to conclude that the SHLAA has 
been prepared according to the practice guidance and is now final.  It does 
not mean that the sites identified are allocated. 

13.2 As stated in Counsel’s original advice “the SHLAA represents a background 
document to the Core Strategy and the Allocations DPD. It is not a policy 
document which would require the approval …… as such policy”. 

13.3 It is usual practice for the Head of Planning and Transport both to commission 
and agree technical pieces of work that have contributed to the LDF evidence 
base.  From discussions with other councils it is apparent that this is not 
unusual practice.  

13.4 Members did request legal advice as to who should sign off the SHLAA. This 
advice has been sought.  Counsel confirmed that who signs off the SHLAA 
will not affect its soundness.  However, Counsel emphasised that it is 
important however that members have had the opportunity to comment and 
engage in the process as stakeholders.  Recommendations from this scrutiny 
review will therefore be key to ensuring members views have been fully 
considered. 

13.5  Counsel expressed a preference that the SHLAA be signed off by the Head 
of Planning and Transport.  In light of the presentations made as part of the 
scrutiny review and Counsel’s advice, the Head of Legal and Democratic 
Services view continues to be that it is appropriate for the Head of Planning 
and Transport to sign off the SHLAA as an evidence base/technical 
document.  The adoption of the allocations DPD and Core Strategy will 
require member approval as policy documents.  

14 Way Forward 

14.1 The scrutiny review has identified a number of learning points:- 

 in starting the process before guidance was produced and the 
existence of the LDF MAP, the methodology was revisited with external 
challengers, but did not engage members early enough; 

 definitions of ‘suitable, achievable, available, developable and 
deliverable’ should have been confirmed with members and partners to 
aid consistency and objectivity;  

 greater explanation/ clarification in relation to processes and site 
determination should have been given. 

14.2 It is therefore proposed that the SHLAA document be amended as proposed  
in para 12.9 of this report and consideration of any further recommendations 
by this committee. The revised SHLAA will then be reissued to members for 
consultation.  Officers will act on comments received or respond as to why it is 
not considered appropriate to do so.  

14.3 Should councillors feel that their comments have not received due 
consideration there will be opportunity to appeal to a small panel which will 
include a Corporate Director, the Head of Planning and Transport and Head of 
Legal and Democratic Services. 
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14.4 It is anticipated that it will take some weeks to provide the revised information.  
Timescales will be dependent on the level of change that is recommended to 
the Head of Planning and Transport and Portfolio Holder. It would be 
advisable to hold a further partners meeting if the methodology is changed.  It 
will also be dependent on whether new sites that emerged since last summer 
are included at this point or included as part of the updating via the AMR in 
2010. 

14.5 Realistically if only minor changes are required a further version could be 
produced by end of February – early March.  Any more fundamental changes 
would push timescale back.  Any re-consultation would also add to that 
timescale dependent on whether it was focused on re-consulting with 
councillors, in which case a period of three weeks would be proposed.  If 
wider consultation were to be involved a minimum of six weeks would be 
needed. 

14.6 To inform recommendations to the Head of Planning and Transport in 
consultation with the Portfolio Holder the committees views are sought on the 
content of this report, in particular :- 

 the need to highlight which sub-regional areas are located within the 
SHLAA document;  

 the approach to exclusions within the SHLAA;  

 the need for further investigation into a potential policy response to 
small site issues;  

 suggested improvement to the description and explanation provided 
against sites, including the potential policy implications; 

 the proposed approach to reissuing a revised SHLAA for member 
consideration and appeals panel; 

 the approach to sign off. 

 

 


