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Dear Sir/ Madam
SEVENOAKS LOCAL PLAN
1. Thank you for consulting with the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the Sevenoaks 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. 
Housing requirement.
1. HBF would agree with the Council that 1,145 dwellings per annum arrived at using the standard method is the starting point for considering housing needs in Sevenoaks. Over the plan period propose by the Council of 2027 to 2042 this result in a need for of 17,175 of the life time of the plan. While agreeing with the starting point HBF have two concerns we would like to raise with regard to the approach to housing needs.
Plan period for housing needs
1. Our first concern regard to the period over which total housing need is derived. HBF have two concerns with the approach being taken by the Council. First is the start date for the local plan. On the basis of the Council’s Local Development Scheme, it is the Council’s ambition to undertake a regulation 19 consultation in the summer of 2026 and submit prior to December of the same year. This means that the assessment of housing needs will have been undertaken in 2026 and is based on the most recent data published at that time with regard to dwelling stock and the affordability ratio. Dwelling stock ratios at the point of assessment will be 2025 with the affordability ratio the most recent data in used for the pre-submission local plan and at the point submission will be the updated ratios published by ONS in March 2026 with the five year average being taken from the years 2021 to 2025. While HBF note that the plan period effectively runs from the point of submission, the data used to support the assessment of housing needs was based on data relating to 2025. This would suggest to the HBF that the plan period should start from 2026/27, the year in the housing needs assessment was undertaken and in which the evidence is clearly most relevant to rather than 2027/28. 
1. Secondly, the end of plan is 2041/42. This means that the plan looks forward for 15 years from the point at which the plan period starts. However, this approach is inconsistent with paragraph 22 of the NPPF which states that Strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from adoption. In our experience the period between a plan being submitted and adopted takes a minimum of 12 months. Assuming that this plan is submitted in December 2026, the earliest the local plan is likely to be adopted will be January 2028. In order to have at least 15 years from the point of adoption the plan period should be extended to 2042/43.
1. Therefore, HBF considers the sound plan period for the Sevenoaks Local Plan should be 2026/27 to 2042/43 and that housing needs should be 19,465 homes. 
Unmet housing needs
1. Following the publication of the Housing and Planning Minister Written Ministerial Statement on the 27th of November the Government have deiced not to save the Duty to Co-operate. This means that Sevenoaks is no longer under a duty to co-operate with its neighbours. However, this does not remove the policy requirement in the NPPF to maintain effective co-operation nor in addition to their own needs “… any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in establishing the amount of housing to be planned for”. Therefore, in preparing this local plan consideration must be given to the unmet needs that are potentially arising in neighbouring areas and considering options as to whether these needs could be met. 
1. However, HBF could not find an assessment in the Council’s evidence as to what the level of unmet might be in neighbouring areas HBF are concerned that many of those local authorities adjoining or with close links to Sevenoaks may struggle to meet their housing needs. The table below shows the level of delivery that is expected by the new standard method compared to the previous iteration. It is clear that a significant increase in allocations across the sub region will be required and that there is a significant risk that housing needs will not be met in full. 
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	LHN under the new standard method
	LHN under the previous standard method
	Difference

	Dartford 
	712
	792
	-80

	Gravesham 
	672
	661
	+11

	Sevenoaks 
	1,149
	704
	+445

	Tunbridge Wells 
	1,098
	660
	+438

	Tonbridge and Malling 
	1,096
	820
	+279

	Wealden 
	1,433
	1,186
	+247

	Tandridge 
	843
	634
	+209



1. If the Council cannot meet any of these needs, it must be clear as to why it cannot as well as considering the impact on Sevenoaks of those needs not being met and the worsening situation with regard to unmet needs in the wider sub region should Sevenoaks be a contributor to those needs. 
Conclusion on the housing requirement
1. HBF agrees that the minimum number of homes the Council must plan for is 1,145 dpa. However, as part of the next iteration of th is local plan it will need to consider, as set out in paragraph 61 of the NPPF, the unmet housing needs of neighbouring areas and whether it si possible to meet any of otse needs within Sevenoaks. With regard overall housing needs HBF consider the period over which the total housing requirement is considered unsound and inconsistent with national policy. The plan period should be brough forward to 2026/27 and extend by two years to 2042/43. This would increase the minimum number of homes the Council are required to plan for in this local plan, from 18,900 to 20,610 homes.
Housing land supply
1. Housing trajectories for the two options have not been provided by the Council. This makes it difficult to comment whether either of the proposed options are deliverable over the plan period and would allow for a five year housing land supply on adoption. Evidence will therefore need to be provided justifying each component element of housing supply and the expectations as to when these will be delivered during the plan period. While HBF do not generally comment on the deliverability of specific sites it will be of particular importance for the Council to show why the proposed allocations that are carried forward from the adopted local plan will be delivered given that they have not come forward in 10 years, and in some cases even longer. 
1.  In order to ensure the plan is consistent with paragraph 78 of the NPPF the Council will need to include a trajectory setting out how many homes will be delivered each year against the proposed housing requirement. HBF would recommend that this includes supply from all sites that contribute to supply to provide the necessary clarity as to when specific sites are expected to come forward and at what rate.
1. With regard to overall supply HBF recommend that there is a 10% buffer between the number of homes expected to be delivered over the plan period and the housing requirement. This buffer in supply is required to take account of the fact that not all sites deliver as expected and will ensure that the Council and others can be confident that development needs will be met in full over the plan period and that the plan is therefore both positively prepared and effective. This is particularly important given that there is a significant reliance on two strategic sites, Pedham Place and land north of Sevenoaks to ensure needs are met in full. Such sites are complex to deliver, more prone to delay with the result that needs are not met. 
Stepped housing requirement
1. The Council are not proposing in this consultation to use a stepped housing requirement. However, HBF note that in paragraph 5.2.9 the Interim SA raises the possibility of the Council using a stepped requirement on the basis that this is a significant increase in housing delivery compared to previous plans. While HBF recognises that PPG allows for stepped trajectories, a key starting point for any spatial strategy 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. As the Interim SA recognises Sevenoaks is a buoyant housing market. It should also be noted that the market has been constrained by the lack of local plan that amended Green Belt boundaries in order to increase the supply of land build new homes.  The strength of the market and pent up demand for new homes in Sevenoaks would suggest that with the right mix of small, medium and large sites available the Council will be able to deliver homes consistently cross the plan period. Therefore, the Council must do all it can to avoid pushing back the delivery to new homes to later in the plan period on the basis of its spatial strategy. If the Council choice of strategy reveals it cannot meet needs and does not have a five year land supply on adoption it should seek to allocate additional sites not to amend the trajectory. A stepped trajectory should only be entertained once all other steps to ensure a consistent supply of homes across the plan period have been considered to show that the Council is not, as required by paragraph 68-12 of PPG, unnecessarily delaying meeting identified development needs. 
10% small sites
1. 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.  
Development strategy options
1. The Council are proposing 2 development strategies. Option 1 delivers 16,321 homes and option 2, which includes the Pedham Place strategic allocation, delivers 18,900 homes. The first option leads to a shortfall of 854 homes with option 2 considered by the council to provide a surplus of 1,725 homes.  However, as outlined above HBF do not consider the period to be sound and that the plan period proposed above neither option meets housing needs in full, with the shortfall against option 1 being 3,144 homes and against option 2 the shortfall is 565 homes. As such HBF does not consider either option to be sound at present as they both lead to substantial shortfalls in housing delivery against assessed needs and that a strategy that meets needs in full must be adopted by the Council.
1. The Council have considered a scenario that can meet housing needs in full. Table 5.2 indicates that scenario 5 would deliver 21,176 new homes and meet housing needs over a sound plan period. While this scenario is not considered to be as sustainable as the others tested it is important to recognise the strategy adopted does not have to be most sustainable strategy and given that the primary objective of national policy is to meet development needs in full careful consideration must be given to this or indeed other strategies that meet housing needs in full. The Council must therefore explore in more detail a range of higher growth scenarios that would be able to meet housing needs in full given that both the options proposed by the Council fail to meet housing needs over a sound plan period. It is noted that paragraph that paragraph 5.4.104 and 5.4.105 recognises that the different scenarios reached were based on conclusion in the sub areas that were finely balanced and that for a number of settlements it is suggested that higher growth scenarios should be considered as the plan progresses. The reason for more limited testing of options was to keep the number of options to a reasonable number, however given that needs are higher than is being suggested by the Council it is self-evident that there are other reasonable alternatives that should be considered prior to the next iteration of the local plan being prepared.  
Development in the National Landscape.
1. In meeting housing needs in full it would appear to be necessary from the Council’s position that in addition to amending Green Belt boundaries sites will need to come forward within the National Landscape. Indeed, the only option that meets needs in full over a policy compliant plan period is scenario 5 that includes a number of sites in the National Landscape alongside Pedham Place. The question therefore is whether there is sufficient justification to allocate sites in the national landscape to ensure housing needs are met in full.
1. In considering this issue the Council refers to its statutory duty to further the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of National Landscapes as well as paragraph 190 of the NPPF which states that planning permission for major development should be refused other than in exceptional circumstances, and where it can be demonstrated that the development is in the public interest. Notably paragraph 190 goes on to provide detail as to what should be assessed when considering such development in the NL including:
“a) the need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations, and the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the local economy.
b) the cost of, and scope for, developing outside the designated area, or meeting the need for it in some other way; and
c) any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational opportunities, and the extent to which that could be moderated.”
1. As such while NPPF is clear that scale and extent of development will be limited it does not place a blanket ban development in the National Landscape that allows the Council to exclude sites from more detailed assessment in relation to this particular designation. It is therefore surprising that the Council does not appear to have undertaken a more detailed assessment of every site promoted for development in the National Landscape given that it cannot meet housing needs in full without doing so. Indeed, the Council recognise this with regard to the potential allocation of Pedham Place which is promoted for allocation under option 2. As more sites will be needed to ensure housing needs are met in full over a sound plan period the Council must consider the relative detrimental effects and benefits of bringing forward all other promoted sites in the National Landscape. Without such an assessment it is not possible to discount these sites at this stage as the Council have done. It is therefore HBFs position that a detailed assessment as to the relative detrimental effects and benefits of further development in the National Landscape should be undertaken and will be needed in order to inform any decision making relating to next iteration of the Sevenoaks Local Plan. 
Settlement hierarchy
1. While the HBF has no comments on the settlement hierarchy itself it is notable that the level of development in Westerham given that it is defined as a town and one of the main settlements after the principal town of Sevenoaks. While we recognise that the Westerham is surrounded by National Landscape and Green Belt the allocation of land to deliver just 37 homes over the plan period. The level of services within this settlement is clearly sufficient to be able to accommodate significantly more development. In fact, further development would align with the Council’s own spatial strategy which seeks to locate development sequentially in the largest developments starting with Sevenoaks. While HBF does not advocate development in any particular location the concerns with regard to Westerham is an example of the Council failing to have regard to national policy when considering its spatial strategy. In restricting development at Westerham the Council is not only paying little heed to its own settlement hierarchy but has not fully considered, as set out in paragraph 190 of the NPPF, the need for development in those communities constrained by the National Landscape, what the detrimental impacts may be from those site submitted for allocation and whether those impacts could be sufficiently moderated to support allocations.  These are key tests the Council must take into account moving forward especially given the clear shortfall over what HBFG consider to be a sound plan period.
H1 - Housing mix. 
1. The policy does not set out a specific mix of homes that development should deliver and instead requires proposals to be informed by the dwelling mix profiles set out in the latest housing needs assessments, unless it can be demonstrated that an alternative mix meets identified needs. While this flexibility is welcomed HBF would suggest that this remains overly restrictive with regards to smaller sites. HBF therefore 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 or sub-area within borough.
1. With regard to accessible homes the policy requires all homes to be built to M4(2) and 5% of all homes on sites of 20 or more units to be M4(3)b with all these being delivered as socially rented accommodation. While not objecting to the need for some homes built to part M4(3), the evidence presented in Table 6.16 of the Targeted Review of Housing Needs suggests that needs might be significantly lower. If the national need for those who use wheelchair’s all the time, as opposed to those that only use them outside of the home, is applied in Sevenoaks just 0.6% of households would need a fully wheelchair accessible home – just 7 new dwellings a year. Even if those who use a wheelchair outside of the home is included, that increases to 3% in the is of local and national figures. However, the Council’s evidence then includes the Aspire report which provides policy recommendation that 10% of homes should be accessible. It is not clear why this national policy aspiration is included and whether there is any local evidence to support its inclusion in the Council’s assessment needs. The evidence at present would suggest that a 3% requirement might be justified on the basis of need but no higher. 
1. HBF would also recommend that some flexibility should be included with point 3c) recognising, as it does in PPG, that in some cases it will not be possible to deliver either part M4(2) or M4(3) due to site topography, flooding or other circumstances. HBF would suggest the policy amended to state where it is neither feasible or viable to deliver these standards the option requirements for part M will not be applied. 
1. With regard to part 3e and space standards HBF could not find the evidence setting out why these are needed in Sevenoaks. HBF is supportive of the delivery of high quality homes, but it is not strictly the case the quality and space standards are interlinked. In seeking to set minimum, space standard there is a risk that smaller, potentially more affordable homes that meet the needs of households will not be met. It is therefore important for the council to not only consider the need and viability for such homes but also the potential impact on the affordability of homes in across Sevenoaks. 
H2 – Affordable housing
1. HBF supports the use of variable affordable housing threshold based on the location and scale of development. However, it is notable that the Preliminary Viability Report (PVR) suggests that in some placemaking areas at the lower end of the value range the result is more marginal when the 50% requirement is tested.  The PVR states that some green field sites in these lower value areas could deliver more than 40% but that more specific understanding is needed as to scheme specific costs. At this stage the PVR recommends target for greenfield sites of 40%. It is recognised that these sites are subject to the Golden Rules set out in paragraph 157 of NPPF, and that PPG outlines that site specific viability should not be taken into account for the purpose of reducing contributions on Green Belt development. However, it also notes the Government is considering whether there are circumstances where site specific viability assessment should be taken into account.
1. Part 9 of H2 sets out the options for decision makers should a viability assessment show that the affordable housing requirements in the policy make a development unviable. This includes a reduced level of affordable housing plus a financial contribution for the remainder or a financial contribution. However, HBF would suggest that there is a third option of a reduction in the affordable housing requirement with no financial contribution. This would ensure that there is sufficient flexibility for the decision maker and developer to agree the most effective approach to securing affordable housing delivery on site. 
H4 – Housing for older people
1. Firstly, it is not clear why an application for older people’s housing within a rural village should have to show an identified need for such development. If a site is appropriate for housing and is in a sustainable location, then that should be no additional requirement to identify a local need. Secondly, part 2 of the policy requires development of 50 or more units to provide units for older people. This is a relatively low threshold for such a requirement, especially given there is no indication as to the expected contribution. HBF would suggest that the most appropriate approach to meeting the need for olde people’s housing is to identify and allocate specific sites for development alongside a positive approach to permitting such development. If a policy requiring developments above a specific size threshold to provide units for older people HBF would suggest that the policy needs clarity as to what is expected of development with regard older peoples accommodation and for the threshold to be significantly higher for it to be effective and not impact on the deliverability of smaller sites. 
H6 – smaller sites
1. In paragraph 2.30 the Council note that the NPPF requires the council to identify land to accommodate at least 10% of its house requirements on sites no larger than one hectare – around 1,700 homes based on the council’s plan period but over 2,000 over policy compliant plan period proposed by HBF. As set out earlier the Council will need to ensure that sufficient deliverable sites are allocated in plan or identified in the brownfield register to meet this requirement. While it is important to provide support for small windfall sites this cannot be used as justification for not meeting the 10% small site requirement in national policy which is aimed at securing the certainty that comes from a site allocation for SME builders.
1. The Council state in paragraph 2.34 This policy aims to support the delivery of such sites, but it is not clear how, as the policy not positively written and provides no particular benefits or advantages to those developers bringing forward small sites. For example, the policy suggests that proposal on small sites make “the best and most efficient use of land” compared to national policy which states that development should “make efficient use of land” taking into account a range of circumstances. It is not clear why small sites are required to do more with regard to the efficient use of land compared to other development. The policy should be rewritten stating that the Council actively encourages the development of small housing sites and that these will be permitted without delay where these are consistent with other policies in the local plan, rather than seeking to impose a more restrictive approach to smaller sites.   
H7 – Housing Density and intensification
1. This policy must state that this it only applies to unallocated sites given that levels of development on allocated sites have already been indicated in policy, and which must be agreed with the landowner or developer promoting those sites. It should be clear to the decision maker that the expectations regarding density set out in the policies relating to the allocation do not need to be revisited and that these reflect what the site can achieved having regard to its locations, surrounding development and the viability of that site.  
1. Part 2 of the policy refers to the need for the density being proposed not to be detrimental to the surrounding character or amenity. While this is one test set out in paragraph 129 of NPPF it is not the only one. Decision makers will also need to take account of market conditions, viability and the identified need for new homes. The decision is more nuanced and balanced than whether the density is appropriate to the character and amenity of the area and this should be reflected within the policy. 
1. HBF would question whether a density range of 30 to 60 dwellings per hectare is appropriate for rural areas and villages. The upper end of this range very high and not one that is likely to be achieved by SME developers on smaller sites. Sites in such locations are more likely be driven by the prevailing low density character and as such as more appropriate policy would be for such sites to simply explore opportunities for achieving higher densities, as set out in the opening paragraph of the policy with the specific densities being removed for this type of site. In addition, HBF would suggest that development on sites of fewer than 10 units should be exempt from achieving specific densities. Densities on small sites are principally driven by the character of the area and local market for housing in that location. As such it would be more appropriate for such sites to seek to explore opportunities for achieving higher densities rather than require them to achieve densities within a specific range. 
H8 – Self-build
1. This policy requires development of 10 or more to offer 5% of the plots on site for self-builders. This is based on evidence in the Target Review of Housing Need which suggests that there is annual need for around 46 per annum - 4% of all dwellings - to be delivered as self or custom build. However, HBF have some concerns with the approach taken in assessing needs. Firstly, Targeted Review states that there are currently 358 households on the self-build register, which implies an annual need for around 36 self-build plots per annum – around 3% of the housing requirement. However, it is not stated whether this evidence has been reviewed recently and if those one the register are still looking to build their own home and have the realistic means to do so. It is also evident that those looking to self-build in Sevenoaks appear to have the ability to meet their demand for plots with 46 units per annum delivered by self-builders between 2018 and 2024. This would suggest that the need for self-build homes is actually being delivered through the market and that there is no need for additional plots to be required on other residential development sites.
1. It is also considered unlikely that the provision of such plots on new housing developments, especially on sites as small as 10 units, can be coordinated with the development of a wider site. At any one time, there are often multiple contractors and large machinery operating on-site and therefore from both a practical and health and safety perspective, it is difficult to envisage the development of single plots by individuals operating alongside this construction activity. If provision is to be required the threshold should be much higher as well as considering whether there is the ability for site to provide self-build, plots separately to the main development to reduce the potential risks surrounding their delivery.
1. In conclusion HBF does not consider this policy to be justified or effective. HBF would suggest that the requirement for development of 10 or more units to deliver a set number of self-build plots is deleted. Even if further evidence can be provided the threshold at which self-build plot should be provided must be increased significantly to ensure that it does not impact on the practical deliverability of the site. HBF still considers it necessary for the Council to support and encourage sites to come forward for self-build developers, as it does in part 3 of this policy. However, we would also suggest that the Council consider allocating specific sites for self-builders which are more likely to meet the needs of those households as well as avoiding the potentially harmful impacts of mixing the delivery of self-build units alongside commercial housebuilding.
CC1 – Mitigating and Adapting to the impacts of climate change
1. HBF object to the statement in part i. which states that development must minimise water consumption. As set out in W3 development is required to meet the lower technical standard for water consumption of 110 lppd. It is therefore not necessary for a further statement. If the Council wish to retain a statement in part i. it should read “Ensure water consumption is in line with the lower standards set out in W3”. This will make it clear to decision makers that the 110 lppd standard is sufficient and that further reductions are not required. 
CC4 – Tree Planting
1. The provision of trees on a development site is important, however while the policy contains some flexibility stating that the two tree per unit requirement may not be required where it is not practical due to sites constraints HBF still consider this to too rigid. Rather than a requirement to provide two trees per unit HBF suggest that part 1 of the policy should state that “Major residential development should aim to deliver at least two trees per unit taking into account other policies in the local plan”.  This flexibility will allow the developer and decision maker to ensure that tree provision is consistent with other policies within the Local Plan, such as requiring minimum site densities, the requirement for sites to prioritise on site BNG – where planting may not be compatible with tree provision due to trading rules.
W3 - Water supply and quality
1. Part 2 of W3 sets out that development results in buildings that use mains water or generate waste water must be designed to minimise main water use and make the most efficient use of water by incorporating measures such as rainwater harvesting and grey water recycling systems. HBF has a number of concerns with this approach. Firstly, residential development is required by part 3 of this policy to meet the lower optional standard of 110 lppd. As such residential development is already minimising the use of mains water as part and should not be subject to any further consideration on this matter. Secondly the requirement to incorporate measures such as rain water harvesting and grey water recycling systems goes beyond the optional technical standards for water use. There are also fundamental problems with regard to grey water recycling relating to health risks, high costs and technical complexities in delivering such systems that are likely to slow the delivery of new homes. HBF therefore recommends that part 2 is either deleted or it is clarified that it does not apply to residential development given that new homes are required to meet the lower technical standard for water use of 110 lppd. 
BW2 Biodiversity in new development
1. The policy sets out that new development not expected by legislation should deliver a 10% net in in accordance with statute.  However, as the need to provide a 10% gain in biodiversity is a statutory requirement HBF would question why it is necessary for this to be included in a local plan policy. Both regulations and guidance supporting these are considered to be more than sufficient in directing how development should deliver net gains and the information required to show compliance. In particular it is unnecessary to set out where off site provision should be made given that development must follow the biodiversity gain hierarchy which sets out that net gains should be where possible delivered on site before being delivered off site. The biodiversity metric then applies a spatial risk multiplier that imposes unit penalties the farther units are delivered from the original development site. As such there is no need to set out in policy a sequential test with regard to where offsite units can be delivered or restrict the delivery of offsite units to the same national character area if delivered outside of the borough. HBF would therefore suggest the paragraphs relating to BNG are deleted from BW2 as they are not only unnecessary but are inconsistent with the regulations and guidance.  
1. HBF also has concerns with the basis for the costs used in relation to BNG within the Preliminary Viability Report. The study states in paragraph 2.26 are base don the costs within the DEFRA/ Natural England BNG Impact Assessment from 2019. While it is noted that the costs are based on the worst case scenario of 100% use of offsite credits it should be noted that the costs of credits within the Impact Assessment are £11,000 per biodiversity unit. This compares to the costs of credits in the south being between £25,000 medium distinctiveness neutral grass land and up to £150,000 high distinctiveness water courses[footnoteRef:1]. This is a significant difference that must be accounted for. It is also important to recognise that the cost of meeting BNG is dependent on the existing habits on site. Some sites will be able to meet the 10% requirement easily where as other may struggle. As such HBF recommend that some site specific consideration is given with the viability assessment as to the existing habitats and how that might impact on the cost of delivering the statutory 10% net gain in biodiversity. [1:  Biodiversity Units Uk Pricing Report (June 2025)] 

Policy UD1 – Utilities and digital infrastructure.
1. Part 1 of this policy which all development proposal that there will be sufficient capacity within utilities infrastructure to meet the needs of the development. HBF do not consider it to be necessary for all proposals to undertake such an assessment which should be undertaken by the Council as part of its work preparing this local plan. There may be a need for the developer to liaise with utility providers with regard to local connections, but this should not extend to overall capacity. Decision maker should be able to assume that the level of development identified through this local plan is supported by sufficient infrastructure, either current or planned. If this is not the case, then the plan cannot be considered to be deliverable over the plan period. UD1 should be amended to remove the requirement for proposal to demonstrate capacity within utilities infrastructure.
1. Part 5 requires all new development to demonstrate how the contribute to the improvement of digital infrastructure. HBF does not consider to be sound for a number of reasons. Firstly, it is not in the gift of the developer to expand digital infrastructure Development must ensure that development can connect to available infrastructure, but it is for the digital infrastructure providers to provide the necessary infrastructure to which development can connect. Secondly the requirement is for all development regardless of scale to show demonstrate how they contribute to improvements in digital infrastructure. This seems overly onerous for small development who are in even less of a position to impact on digital infrastructure than for larger developments. As such HBF would recommend that the final three sentences of part 5 are deleted. 
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
[image: ]


	Home Builders Federation
HBF House, 27 Broadwall, London SE1 9PL
T: 0207 960 1600 | E: info@hbf.co.uk | hbf.co.uk
	

Registered in England and Wales. Registered office: HBF House, 27 Broadwall, London SE1 9PL Company Reg No. 0276 4757 | Vat No. 882 6294 86 | Printed on recycled paper [image: ]




[bookmark: _Hlk193356826]
	

	










image1.png
M../Lw. LA—-A




image2.png
Home
Builders
Federation

HBLF




image3.png




