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Dear Sir/ Madam
WAVERLEY LOCAL PLAN
1. Thank you for consulting with the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the Waverley Local Plan.
1. HBF is the principal representative body of the house-building industry in England and Wales. Our representations reflect the views of our membership, which include multi-national PLC’s, regional developers and small, local builders. In any one year, our members account for over 80% of all new “for sale” market housing built in England and Wales as well as a large proportion of newly built affordable housing. 
Plan period
1. The Council are proposing a plan period to run from 2023 to 2043. As the Council will be aware paragraph 22 of the NPPF requires strategic policies in local plans to look ahead over a minimum of 15 years. If the local plan is adopted in July 2028 as is suggested in Table of the consultation document, then the local plan will look ahead for less than 15 years. However, there is a risk that this plan period post adoption will be shorter on the basis that the adoption date of July 2028 is ambitious given submission is scheduled for December 2027. In our experience submission to adoption takes at least 12 months. This means that at best adoption is more likely to be January 2029, if submitted to the suggested timescale.  The Council should therefore extend the plan period to 2045 to ensure there will be 15 years left on the plan period post adoption. With regard to the start date, NPPF and PPG are silent. However, given the assessment of housing need will be undertaken in the year it is submitted the Council may want to consider whether a start date for the plan period some four years prior to submission is justified. 
Spatial development opportunities
1. The new standard method will require the Council to increase its housing supply from 590 dwellings per annum (dpa) to 1,458 dpa. This is a significant increase in the number of homes, and the Council have set out five different approaches to the delivery of development. However, in paragraph 3.33 the Council acknowledges that it will not be possible to use a single approach and that the local plan will adopt a blend of all or some of the approaches proposed. HBF agrees, none of the approaches suggested by the Council would on their own would be sufficient to meet the development needs of Waverley.
1. HBF does not comment on what would be the most appropriate strategy might be and where development should be located. However, in considering how the Council achieves growth HBF would recommend that it should seek to ensure that a wide range of sites are allocated both in terms of geography and size. A key starting point should be to ensure that the plan delivers homes consistently across the plan period and does not seek to unnecessarily delay the delivery of new homes on the basis of the sites that are selected to meet housing needs. HBF recognises that a stepped housing requirement in such situations is permitted by PPG, but it should not form the basis against which the Council should plan all possible opportunities to maximise delivery in the short and medium term being considered.
1. The Council will be aware that larger sites can take a number of years to come forward due to the complexity of these sites and the infrastructure required to support them. The research by Lichfields in Start to Finish provides a reasonable starting point when considering the rate at which larger sites deliver new homes. The latest iteration for example highlights that from the validation of the application to the first homes being delivered it takes over 6 years for sites of over 1,000 homes. Therefore, in order that supply is boosted in the short term to meet housing needs more small and medium sites are required. Compared to much larger developments sites of between 55 and 100 deliver homes sooner from validation with the first units coming forward in around 3.5 years with many of the homes on these small sites likely to be built within 5 years.
1. Therefore, the most effective way to plan for a consistent supply of homes is to identify larger strategic sites to meet longer term needs with the allocation of a wide range of small and medium sized sites that meet needs in the first half of the plan period. In taking such an approach the Council will also be better placed to ensure that it meets the aim of paragraph 73 of the NPPG to support SME developers and promote a good mix of sites in the local plan. In particular it will be important for the Council to ensure the spatial strategy allows the Council to meet limb a) of paragraph 73 that the at least 10% of it housing requirements are on sites of one hectare or less. 
1. In meeting the requirement in paragraph 73 of the NPPF the Council must ensure it is achieved from identified sites – either as an allocation in the local plan or as a site in the Council’s Brownfield Register. The Council must not rely on assumed levels of windfall delivery on small sites to meet this requirement. Such an approach would be inconsistent with the NPPF which defines windfall sites in its Glossary as “Sites not specifically identified in the development plan”. It is important to recognise that the allocation of small sites is a priority and stems from the need to support small house builders by ensuring that they benefit from having their sites identified for development either through the local plan or brownfield register. The effect of an allocation is to take some of the risk out of that development and provide greater certainty that those sites come forward. This in turn will allow the SME sector to grow, deliver homes that will increase the diversity of the new homes that are available as well as bring those homes forward earlier in the plan period. 
1. The Council should also recognise that allocating small sites and supporting SME house builders not only ensures a stronger supply in the short term but also improves the diversity of choice within local housing markets, support local and regional supply chains and are often pivotal in bring forward innovation and supporting jobs growth locally, with 1 in 5 of the SME work force comprising of apprentices. A failure to allocate small sites will contribute to the continued decline in small and medium sized house builders. Recent research by the HBF has found that there are 85% fewer small house builders today than there were 20 years ago and that of a survey of SME house builders 93% said that planning was a major barrier to SME growth. Whilst this decline is due to a range of factors, more allocations of small sites would ease the burden on many SME developers and provide more certainty that their scheme will be permitted, allowing them to secure the necessary finance that is often unavailable to SMEs until permission is granted. 
1. Alongside the range of homes, the Council should also look to distribute sites across the settlements and avoid an over concentration of development in one location. There is a risk that where a number of large sites are located in proximity to the other that the local market is saturated, reducing the number of homes that may be delivered at any one time. In considering locations for growth the Council should therefore look at all settlements and consider whether there are opportunities to grow smaller settlements and improve the infrastructure provision in those locations. There may also be opportunities for clusters of settlements to support growth by providing a range of services across those settlements as opposed to requiring just one settlement to meet all the needs of a new development.  
Protecting and enhancing the environment
1. In seeking to avoid the harm to environmentally sensitive parts to the Borough the Council will need to direct development away from the most environmentally sensitive areas. However, it is notable that within this chapter the Council has included a number of designations such as Green Belt, Local Green Space, Strategic Gaps and Areas of Strategic Visual Importance which are policy designations whose boundaries can be amended through the local plan, and which are not strictly speaking environmental designations as suggested in this chapter. As such if development needs cannot be met in other parts of the Borough the Council must undertake the necessary work to review Green Belt, LGS or the strategic gap to identify where boundaries could be amended to ensure development needs are met in full. More detailed comments on these are set out in our response to the following chapter ‘Delivering Decent Homes for All’.
Biodiversity Net Gains
1. The Council should seek to apply the 10% BNG as set out by legislation. Going beyond this is unnecessary and places a significant additional burden on new development. Guidance is clear in paragraph 74-006-20240214 of PPG that plan makers should not seek to go beyond without justification:
“… plan-makers should not seek a higher percentage than the statutory objective of 10% biodiversity net gain, either on an area-wide basis or for specific allocations for development unless justified. To justify such policies, they will need to be evidenced including as to local need for a higher percentage, local opportunities for a higher percentage and any impacts on viability for development”
1. As such the starting point is that a local plan should not seek a higher requirement for BNG than that set out in legislation. This is different to a permissive policy allowing local plans to seek a higher level of BNG where justified, and the HBF would argue that it should be considered a high bar with regard to the evidence required to justify going beyond 10%. There must be very robust evidence that the area is significantly worse than the country as whole with regard to the negative impacts on biodiversity from development and that viability of development will not be compromised. 
1. With regard to viability the Council must recognise that this can be difficult as until the ecological assessment is undertaken of that site it is not known how any biodiversity units will be required to ensure the necessary net gain, the type of units that need to be delivered and how many of these units can be delivered on site. For example, the latest BNG Report from Biodiversity Units UK shows that the price of offsite units in the south of England ranges from £25,000 for neutral grass land, £70,000 per unit for open mosaic habitat and as £170,000 for some watercourses. For this reason, HBF suggests that there needs to be some consideration, even if the statutory minimum is being applied, as to the type of habitats on allocated sites for the impact of BNG on viability to be effectively considered at the plan making stage. 
1. HBF would also suggest that the Council given consideration as to whether a policy on BNG is needed given that the process for considering and delivering BNG is set out in legislation and regulation. The HBF notes that one the introduction of mandatory Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) relevant updates where made to the PPG, and in particular stated that: 
“Plan-makers should be aware of the statutory framework for biodiversity net gain, but they do not need to include policies which duplicate the detailed provisions of this statutory framework. It will also be inappropriate for plans or supplementary planning documents to include policies or guidance which are incompatible with this framework, for instance by applying biodiversity net gain to exempt categories of development or encouraging the use of a different biodiversity metric or biodiversity gain hierarchy.
Plan-makers can complement the statutory framework for biodiversity net gain by, for instance, including policies which support appropriate local offsite biodiversity sites, including whether specific allocated sites for development should include biodiversity enhancements to support other developments meet their net gain objectives in line with Local Nature Recovery Strategies.” (Reference ID: 74-006-20240214).
1. The HBF would therefore recommend that when preparing the next iteration of the local pan that a policy setting out requemrnt relating to the delivery of biodiversity net gain is not needed. 
Delivering decent homes for all
Meeting housing needs
1. The Council are required to identify land to deliver 1,458 new homes per annum over the period of this local plan. Paragraph 5.5 outlines that Waverley is significantly affected by major physical and environmental designations that are identified in footnote 7 of the NPPF.  This is a significant increase and while the Council is still to be completed and publish a housing land availability assessment it is suggested in the chapter 3 of the consultation document that development on green field sites will be required and given the constraints faced by the Council there will be a need to review policy designations such as Green Belt, Strategic Gaps and Areas of Strategic Visual Importance. (ASVI).
Green Belt
1. When considering amendments the Green Belt boundary the Council will need to take account of paragraph 147 of the NPPF before considering whether there are exceptional circumstances to amend Green Belt boundaries. If these tests are passed, then paragraph 146 is unequivocal in stating that an inability to meet housing needs in full is considered to be an exceptional circumstances support the amendment of Green Belt boundaries. In the first instance paragraph 148 of the Framework states that previously developed land in the Green Belt should be given priority followed by grey belt which is not previously developed before considering other locations in the Green Belt. If land is to be removed from the Green Belt, then the HBF would encourage the Council to consider the release of a range of sites from the Green belt not only strategic scale development. As outlined earlier the allocation of smaller sites could if allocated contribute significantly to the supply of new homes in early years of this plan. In particular small green field sites where there are fewer constraints to the delivery of new homes will be able to delver sooner and provide even more certainty in the council’s housing supply in the early years of this local plan. To support the identification of smaller sites the Council will need to ensure that the Green Belt assessment is sufficiently fine grained to identify small parcels of Green Belt that does not strongly meet the purposes of either purposes a), b) or d) and as such could be defined as grey belt of paragraph 143 of the NPPF.  
Strategic Gaps and Areas of Strategic Visual Importance
1. Turning to the Farnham/ Aldershot Strategic Gap and the ASVI it would appear from paragraphs 4.16 and 4.21 that both these designations have been adopted by the Council in order to prevent the coalescence of settlements and to keep land open beyond the urban area. As these are local designations, they do not fall under footnote 7 of the NPPF and should not be used as a reason for not meeting housing needs in full. In addition, there is no support outside of Green Belt purpose that seeks to prevent the coalescence of settlements. Therefore, when preparing the local plans and considering opportunities for development the Council should take a policy off approach with regard to both these local designations when assessing potential sites for development. If there are sustainable sites in any of these locations the Council should seek to include such development prior to identifying the boundary of the strategic gap or ASVI. If the Council chooses to first review these local designations, then as for Green Belt a relatively fine grained approach should be taken that assess the impact of releasing smaller parcels of land as well as larger sites. In taking a very broad approach to such assessments, it is possible to overlook sustainable sites that may have limited impact on the gap between two settlements or the visual openness that the Council are seeking to protect.
Housing mix and affordable housing
1. The Council have not undertaken a strategic housing market assessment to determine the broad mix of homes that are required both in terms of tenure and, type and size. As such it is not possible to make any comment other than to suggest that the policy should provide some flexibility to allow development to come forward where changing circumstances have made the scheme unviable. With regard to the mix of hosing type being provided HBF would suggest that there is flexibility to in the application of this policy. Firstly, we would recommend that smaller sites of less than one hectare should not have the mix dictated by policy. Such sites, which are more likely to be developed by smaller house builders, should not be restricted in terms of the mix as long as this is in keeping with agreed densities. This enables these sites to deliver homes that meet the more specific needs of that location rather than broader needs of the Borough. Secondly, rather than set a specific mix for larger sites HBF would suggest that the policy requires developers to have regard to the mix in the housing needs assessment and any other relevant available evidence.  
1. As this Local Plan is still in the early stages of development and has no specific policies a viability assessment has not been undertaken. However, when this assessment is undertaken, the Council will need to ensure that it is robust and provides local evidence ass to the costs of meeting the policy requirements of this local plan. As noted earlier the cost of delivering BNG is still very uncertain with very general costs from national impact assessments being used rather than locally derived costs based on the sites that being delivered. As the Council will be aware PPG requires close engagement with the development industry when it comes to assessing viability and we would encourage the Council to not only engage with he industry on such matters but to take on board any evidence they supply where it is inconsistent with the more generic evidence provided by viability assessments.
Housing densities
1. Any policy on housing densities should ensure that in optimising the delver of housing on site it should take account not only of the character of the area but also the type of homes that needed in that area, the suitability of the land to deliver the proposed densities, local market conditions, the availability and capacity of infrastructure and the importance of securing well designed places. This requires a wide ranging assessment in some circumstances and if minimum densities are proposed it will be necessary to differentiate between locations as well as ensuring there is flexibility in the policy to take account of site specific circumstances. 
Homes for older people
1. HBF is supportive of the Councils seeking to meet the needs of older people and would suggest that the most effective way of achieving this is through the allocation of sufficient sites to meet needs alongside the inclusion of a specific housing requirements for older people within any policy on older people’s housing and a commitment to meet these needs in full. By including a requirement in policy makes it clearer to decision makers what the need for such accommodation is and whether the Council is able to meet these needs in full. This will enable a more positive approach to decision making with regard older people’s housing. In considering whether older people’s housing should make a contribution to affordable housing the Council will also need to ensure the additional costs faced by such development is taken in to account. 
1. For example, in respect of flatted sheltered housing typologies for example, the Retirement Housing Group briefing note[footnoteRef:1] sets out that non chargeable floor space is 20-40% of the total area. It is important that this is accurate as if the gross to net saleable floor space is inaccurate there is a significant risk not only in underestimating build costs but also other costs such as professional fees and contingencies. The sales and marketing costs for older person’s housing are also higher, typically 6% of GDV. Age restricted products also require more intensive marketing and sales staff involvement over several years for relatively small developments and do not compare to general needs housing in terms of these costs. The average sales rate for flatted sheltered housing at present is generally lower with recent evidence suggesting around 0.6 sales per month. The rate has fallen year on year over the last 10 years from circa 1.3 sales per month in 2016 to less than 1 sale per month on average across the major providers of this typology. [1:  https://retirementhousinggroup.com/resources/ ] 

Mitigation, Adaptation and Resilience to Climate Change
Energy efficiency standard
1. HBF recognise the need for local plans and new development to minimise the impact of new development on climate change and ensure that it is also resilient to the effects of the change climate. This will need to be reflected in the design of new building and their orientation within a development to maximise solar gain and opportunities for cooling. However, with regard to the Council’s question as to setting energy efficiency standard for new buildings the HBF would suggest that this is not necessary given that by the time this plan is adopted the Future Homes Standard (FHS) will be in place that will mean new homes are zero carbon ready. Alongside this the Standard Assessment Procedure (SAP) will have been replaced by the Home Energy Model providing more effective monitoring of housing performance with regard to energy efficiency. 
1. The reliance on FHS would also be consistent with national policy as set out in the the Written Ministerial Statement of December 2023 (WMS, reference: UIN HLWS120), which states that the Government does not expect plan-makers to set local energy efficiency standards for buildings that go beyond current or planned building regulations. This is in line with the Written Ministerial Statement of December 2023 (WMS, reference: UIN HLWS120), which states that the Government does not expect plan-makers to set local energy efficiency standards for buildings that go beyond current or planned building regulations. Then reason for this is also set out in the WMS which states that “Compared to varied local standards nationally applied standards provide much-needed clarity and consistency for businesses, large and small, to invest and prepare to build net-zero ready homes” and that local standards can “add further costs to building new homes by adding complexity and undermining economies of scale”. As such HBF recommend that the most appropriate approach would be to not set additional energy efficiency standard in the local plan.
Water efficiency standards
1. The Council ask whether it should encourage lower water efficiency standards. Again, HBF would suggest that this is not necessary to set targets outside of those allowed by building regulations and PPG (125 lppd standard and 110 lppd where justified). It should also be noted that the Government are reviewing these standards with a view to lowering these and as such it is unnecessary to encourage development to go beyond these standards. It is HBFs position that technical standards should be established in building regulations and it should not be for planning policy to try and deviate from these on a whim. 
Monitoring
1. In the next iteration of the local plan the HBF recommends that the Council include an appropriate monitoring framework which sets out the monitoring indicators along with the relevant policies, the data source and where they will be reported. This should also include the targets that the plan is hoping to achieve and actions to be taken if the targets are not met. The HBF recommends that the Council provide details as to how the plan will actually be monitored, and identifies when, why and how actions will be taken to address any issues identified.
Future Engagement
1. I trust that the Council will find these comments useful as it continues to progress its Local Plan. I would be happy to discuss these issues in greater detail or assist in facilitating discussions with the wider housebuilding industry.
1. The HBF would like to be kept informed of all forthcoming consultations upon the Local Plan and associated documents. Please use the contact details provided below for future correspondence.
Yours sincerely,
[image: A signature on a white background
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Mark Behrendt
Regional Planning Manager – SE and E
Email: mark.behrendt@hbf.co.uk
Phone: 07867415547
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