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Dear Sir/ Madam
BRECKLAND LOCAL PLAN
1. Thank you for consulting with the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the Breckland 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’s intention is to submit by December 2026. Based on the our experience the examination will take at least 12 months to complete with adoption in early 2028. As such the plan period needs to be extended by a year to be consistent with paragraph 22 of the NPPF.
HOU 01: Breckland’s Housing Requirement
1. HBF would agree that the minimum number of homes the council are required to plan for using the standard method is 920 dwellings per annum. This result in a total housing need over the proposed plan period of 16,560 new homes. In addition, the Council have included a 5% buffer tom this requirement in order to ensure that the average minimum of 920 dpa is achieved. While HBF considers it is necessary for the Council to provide flexibility in its housing supply in order to guarantee housing needs are met in full, it is not clear why the Council has added 5% to the overall housing requirement and how this then relates to paragraph 78 of the NPPF and the requirement for there to be a five per cent buffer in the five year land supply to ensure choice in the market. This five percent is only applied when assessing the five year land supply and can increase to 20% in cases where there has been a significant under delivery of housing over the previous three years. Council must therefore be clear as to its intentions with regard to the 5% buffer and whether this is additional and forms part of the housing requirement or relates to paragraph 78 of the NPPF.  Clarity is essential to ensure there is no confusion as to how decision makers apply the relevant buffers when considering five year housing land supply in future.
HOU 02 Distribution of Development
1. The trajectory in Appendix 2 of the local plan indicates that the Council expects to deliver 19,230 homes over the plan period, however table 5.3 states that the total number of homes that will be delivered is 18,969. It is not clear why there is a discrepancy between the two tables, but this will need to be rectified. 
1. Based on the expected supply set out in HOU 01. This provides 2,670 homes (16%) above the minimum number of homes the Council must plan for using the standard method. Table 5.3 provides summary of where homes will come forward with the majority of homes being delivered on market towns and the existing sustainable urban extensions at Attleborough and Thetford. A further 2,100 homes are expected to come forward in the Strategic Development Areas (SDA) proposed in this local plan meaning that circa 4,600 homes, around 24% of total supply, will be delivered on large strategic sites. A further 3,250 home swill come forward on large sites of 500 homes or more elsewhere meaning that in total of about 40% of the homes in the plan will come forward on large sites. Given that a significant amount of housing supply is coming from larger sites where risk of delay is higher HBF welcome the fact that the Council has allocated sufficient land to deliver well over the minimum number of homes that it is required to plan for. 
1. It is notable that some of the larger sites are expected to come forward within the first five years post adoption. If the Council is to consider these sites to be deliverable it must, as required by the NPPF, have clear evidence that these sites will come forward at the point envisaged. Part of this evidence must be that there is housebuilder interest in the site who have confirmed the delivery trajectories that are proposed by the Council. Such interest, alongside evidence with regard to progress towards a the submission of a planning application, viability and delivery of necessary infrastructure, is necessary to include larger sites as coming forward in the first five years of the plan being adopted.  
1. Part of the supply over and above minimum housing requirement comes from windfall development which account for nearly 13% of the Council housing supply. This based on the assumption that at least 150 dwellings will come forward on small windfall sites each year. The council consider this to be a modest figure on the basis that on average 192 home have come forward each year as windfall. This appears to be a relatively strong supply, however there is also uncertainty as to whether windfall will continue to follow pasty trends and as such, we welcome the decision to slightly moderate expectations and that the Council is not seeking to rely on windfall to meet its housing needs over the plan period. However, HBF are concerned that the Council intends to rely on windfall within first five year following the adoption of the local plan. We note that in Appendix 2 the housing trajectory includes windfalls from 2027/28 and as such there is a risk that there will be come degree of overlap between existing commitments at the point at which the plan is adopted and windfall assumptions. To ensure that this is not the case HBF would recommend that windfall is not included in the first two years post adoption. This would also be consistent with the Council’s own approach to established in the Five-year housing land supply statement, which does not include any windfall within the first two years. 
Five year housing land supply
Firstly, the Council will need to ensure they have a five year housing land supply on adoption. If the plan is to be adopted at the start of 2028, as likely if submitted in December next year, the Council would have a land supply of 4.68 years if a 5% buffer is applied. However, on the basis of past supply in the three years prior to adoption the housing supply would be just 45% of the housing requirement. On the basis of paragraph 78 this would require the Council to apply a 20% buffer when calculating its five year housing land supply. The result of this is that in both 2027/28 and 2028/29 the Council would not have a five year housing land supply[footnoteRef:1]. In order to ensure there is five year land supply on adoption the Council should allocate additional small and medium sized sites that would deliver in the first five years of the local plan. [1:  4.09 years in 2027/28 and 4.55 years in 2028/29] 

1. The policy repeats national policy with regard to the five year housing land supply and given that the NPPF suggests council’s avoid repeating policy consideration should be given as the value of including this within the policy. If it is through to the necessary HBF would suggest that it provides greater detail as to what other proactive steps the council might do to ensure it maintains a five year land supply alongside giving favorable consideration to additional sites. 
Small sites 
1. The Council must ensure that it meets the requirements in paragraph 73 of the NPPF that the at least 10% of it housing requirements are on sites of one hectare or less. 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.  
Accessible homes
1. The policy sets out that 25% of homes should be built to part M4(2) and 5% to part M4(3) of the building regulations. This is also set out in HOU 16. There is no need to repeat policy and as such the Council should delete the reference in this policy given a more detail policy sets out the requirements in relation to accessible housing.  
HOU 03 Windfall Housing Policy
1. While HBF welcomes the inclusion of policy that seeks to support windfall we are concerned that the policy is too restrictive to be effective. The restrictions in relation to scheme size in the different tier of settlements are unjustified. While it might be expected that smaller settlements will likely have smaller sites coming forward it cannot be universally the case to say that a particular parish or settlement can only have windfall development on sites up to a specific size. The question that should be considered by decision makers is whether it is appropriate for the development being proposed to come forward on the basis of the criteria set out in other policies in the local plan. When read as a whole the local plan should offer sufficient scope to consider whether a windfall development is acceptable without placing arbitrary thresholds with regard to the size of scheme that will be supported. A policy without the proposed arbitrary thresholds gives decision makers the flexibility to consider development in relation to the specific settlement’s characteristics whilst also ensures that the development makes the most efficient use of land as required by paragraph 129 of the NPPF. 
1. The same is true with regard to the 5% ceiling that should be placed on development those areas defined as Other Parishes in HOU 2. There is no reason why a specific threshold should be included that restricts decision makers in their consideration of development. Not all parishes are the same and a degree of flexibility must be given to decisionmakers to consider a development and the specific context of that development. 
HOU 04 Large Housing Sites Development Principles
1. HBF consider elements of the policy could be phrased differently to improve clarity. For example, of the third paragraph could simply state “Where phasing is the agreed the Council will use a S106 agreement establish the timeframes for the delivery of infrastructure that is required to support each phase of that development”. The justification for such an approach could then be set out in the supporting text rather than within the policy. The fourth and fifth paragraphs also refer to all major development before placing a further caveat that this is only major development of over 99 dwellings. This is confusing and could be amended to “Developments of 100 dwelling or more should have regard to…” 
1. Turing to the requirements in the final paragraph. It is not clear why developments of more than 99 home should demonstrate that engagement has taken place with a registered provider as part of the planning application. While a developer will clearly have such discussions the need for these to have taken place at application is unnecessary and should not form part of the decision making process.  Required to demonstrate engagement with registered providers to deliver the affordable element of the development. 
1. Part b requires a nursing care facility to be provided on sites of over 500. HBF consider this to be inflexible and does not provide flexibility to take account of need and the provision of such facilities elsewhere over the plan period. Some flexibility should be included in the policy to allow for such considerations by decision makers.
1. Part c refers to the requirement to provide 5% plots as self-build. This is also set out in more detail in HOU10. HBF would suggest that reference to self-build is not needed in HOU 02 and should be deleted. 
HOU 05 Development viability
1. HBF welcomes the inclusion of a policies in local plans setting out that development viability will be a consideration in decision making. Paragraph 59 of the NPPF is clear that there may be a change in circumstances that means a development cannot meet all the requirements set out in the local plan. With regard the first paragraph it is necessary to repeat PPG with regard to the price paid for land[footnoteRef:2]. This should be deleted. This paragraph should also be more positively framed outlining that development is expected to meet all the policy requirements in the local plan, but it is recognised that changing circumstances can mean that a development is no longer able to address all of these requirements.  [2:  Paragraph Reference ID: 10-002-20190509] 

1. Turning to the second paragraph, it is not clear why the Council will refuse subsequent applications that seek to question viability if submitted within the five years of the date of grant of planning permission. Circumstances can change rapidly and a refusal to consider viability within five years will limit the Council’s ability to respond to those changing circumstances and potentially lead to development needs of the area not being met. This paragraph is therefore unjustified and ineffective should be deleted. 
HOU 06: Small Scale Housing Development in Other Parishes
1. See comments to HOU 02. It is not necessary to place a 5% restriction on as to the scale of growth in ‘Other parishes’.
HOU 10: Housing for the Elderly and Specialist Care (Two or more dwellings)
1. The Council will need to clarify why all development of older people’s housing and specialist care needs to demonstrate there is a need for such alternative sites within or adjacent to the settlement. HBF assumes it is only in specific circumstances that such a justification is required but this is not clear from the policy as to the Council’s intentions.
1. It is noted that where housing for older people is considered to be C3 it will be required to provide a contribution to affordable housing in line with affordable housing policy in the local plan. Paragraphs 5.92 and 5.93 refer to LP28, however we could not find this policy and assume that the Council is referring to HOU21 on affordable housing. The Local Plan Viability Testing (LPVT) report has tested a retirement flats typology which shows that outside of value area 1 such development is viable with development in the lower value area becoming viable if policy costs are reduced to £2,500 per unit. However, HBF has some concern regarding the approach to considering retirement schemes within the viability evidence.
1. Firstly, average dwelling size is too small. Our members delivering retirement housing suggest a minimum units size for one bedroom is 55 sqm and for 2 bedrooms it is 78 sqm and that there is a need to include non-saleable floorspace in the development of between 20% and 40% of total floorspace. Unless these assumptions are accurate the viability testing will significantly underestimate the build costs for retirement accommodation in Breckland. While HBF support the use of higher marketing costs for older people’s housing it would appear from paragraph 6.14.5 that the LPVT consider the 6% marketing fee to also cover empty property costs. Our members advise us that this is not the case and an additional £5,000 per unit cost should be applied to take account of the longer than average sales periods. HBF recommend that the viability assessment is amended to reflect these additional costs before deciding as to whether accommodation for older people is subject to the affordable housing policy in HOU 21.
HOU 11: Self and Custom Build Homes
1. Parts 1 and 2 of this policy is supportive of the delivery of self-build homes on induvial plots or on sites with multiple plots. These aspects of the policy are supported as such sites are more likely to meet the needs of self-builders over the plan period. 
1. However, in addition HOU 11 requires development of 100 or more to offer 5% of the plots on site for self-builders. It is not clear what the evidence is to support this aspect of the policy. HBF note that the self-build register indicates that in 2023/24 there were 329 individuals on the list but that in 2024/25 a refresh of the register was undertaken. HBF could not find the outcomes of this refresh and as such it is not possible to say, on the basis of needs, whether this policy is justified. The Council will also need to consider how much windfall development will come forward as self-build reducing the demand for plots on larger sites. 
1. The Council will also need to consider the difficulties in providing self-build plots on new housing developments and how there are 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. Consideration will need to be given as to the feasibility of developing self-build plots on sites taking into account topography and access and the degree to which self-build and the rest of the side can be developed separately. 
1. In conclusion HBF does not consider this policy to be justified or effective at present. Without further evidence the HBF would suggest that the requirement for development of 100 or more units to deliver a set number of self-build plots is deleted. 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 1 and 2 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.
1. Finally, in part k)iii the policy states that where self-build plots are not sold after 12 months of marketing they must remain on the open market or be offered to the Council or registered provider before being built out by the development for market housing. There is no justification for requiring plot sot be offered to registered providers or the council. These plots are for plots allocated for market housing and as such if there is no demand for this from self-builders after 12 months, they should automatically go back to the developer to be built out as market housing and reduce the delay in the delivery of much need new homes. HBF would also disagree that plots should remain on the market for self-build following 12 months of marketing. This provides too much uncertainty for the developer as to how those houses will be delivered and the need to schedule these into the build out of the site.
HOU 16: Adaptable and Accessible Homes
1. HBF recognise the need for some homes to be built to the higher accessibility standards. However, we would question the evidence supporting a 5% requirement with regard to part M4(3). The HEDNA indicates in paragraph 10.36 that around 25% of wheelchair users live in a home that would either be problematic or unfeasible to make fully visitable. This is an appropriate step on the basis that PPG outlines that part of the evidence to support higher accessibility standards is a consideration of the accessibility and adaptability of existing housing stock. HBF would therefore have expected this to apply to current estimates of wheelchair households. However, in table 10.15 of the study then discounts the projected need but does not discount the current need by the same proportion in recognition of the fact that many of wheelchair users at present will live in a home that meets their needs and will impact on the number of wheelchair accessible homes needed in Breckland. This will need to be taken into account when considering the number of homes that should be built to part M4(3).
1. There is also an error in the paragraph 5.124 of the supporting text to this policy which says that “Planning Practice Guidance states that M4(3) (wheelchair adaptability) should only be applied to properties where the LPA is responsible for allocating or nominating a person to live in that dwelling”. The reference in paragraph 56-009 of PPG is to wheelchair accessible housing not wheelchair adaptable housing. The Council must be clear as to what is required in both the supporting text and policy. 
HOU 17: Water efficiency
1. This policy requires development to reduce water use per day to 85 litres per person per day (lppd). This is 25 litres below the minimum optional standard allowed for by planning policy and is being promoted by Anglian Water. HBF recognises that there is a need for all new development seek to reduce the amount of water that is used however, this is most effectively achieved through the application of building regulations and the optional technical standards which are clear as to the level of reduction the Government considers to be necessary in a water stressed area. As there is an existing national standard for such areas then the only sound approach is to apply that standard – which remains 110 lppd. This may change, and our understanding is that the Government are looking at a lower standard for water stressed areas but, in the meantime, the only sound approach is to apply the optional technical standards. Amending the water use standard will also remove the need for the water efficient design statement set out in part 2 of the policy as compliance with the standard will be addressed through building control. 
HOU 18: Securing a mix of housing
1. The policy states that the mix of housing types and size must be in accordance with the latest HEDNA. This is not sound as the Council cannot require development to meet a standard that is set outside of the local plan. The policy should state that in setting the housing mix development should have regard to the HDNA. In addition, HBF would recommend that the policy states that others local evidence suggesting an alternative mix to that proposed by the HEDNA will also be considered when establishing the mix of homes to be delivered. This recognises that the HEDNA is an assessment of a point in time (and often not regularly updated) and where more up to date and relevant information is available that this can be used to inform housing mix.
HOU 21: Affordable housing
1. This policy places a requirement that all development of 10 or mor units or over 0.5 ha to deliver of 25% of units as affordable homes. Firstly, it is notable that smaller developments of between 10 and 20 units are not considered ot be viable at this level of affordable housing delivery, alongside the other policy costs imposed on new development through this local plan. Sensitivity testing in the LPVT indicates that a lower level of affordable might be deliverable and consideration should be given to reducing the affordable housing contribution smaller sites.
1. HBF also note that some of the costs used in the viability study are low. The cost of meeting the new Future Homes Standard has been set at £4,000. However, the latest government consultation[footnoteRef:3] indicates that the cost of Option 1 – which includes solar panels and is the most likely option to be taken forward – expects the cost increase to be around £6,200. The cost of achieving 85 lppd is also low at £500 per unit. We note that this is taken from the evidence supporting the Sussex North Water Neutrality Study. However, there is uncertainty as to how much it will cost to achieve this standard and whether some degree of grey water recycling or rain water harvesting will be required which substantially increases costs. It is notable that the costs used by the LPAs in that study were set at £2,000. Finally, the study needs to include the cost of building safety levy which will cost £12.21 per m2 on PDL and £24.24 per m2 on non PDL. These higher costs should be incorporated into the LPVT. [3:  https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/the-future-homes-and-buildings-standards-2023-consultation/the-future-homes-and-buildings-standards-2023-consultation ] 

ENV 03: Improving Biodiversity
1. HBF would suggest that the Council give 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. HBF therefore consider it unnecessary for the Council to restate in a local plan policy a requirement that is already required by legislation and has a significant amount of supporting guidance. 
1. HBF also understands the Council’s desire for development to go beyond 10% and we are concerned that in encouraging development to achieve a 20% net gain in biodiversity this could be used by decision makers to ask for higher standards in all cases. It it will be the case that the majority of development will deliver in excess of 10% net gains in order to be certain of achieving the target. As such it is necessary to make either of these requests and we would suggest that the first half of policy which relates to a clearly defined legal requirement is deleted. 
1. The Council must amend para 8.29 in the supporting text which appears to link the mitigation hierarchy to the delivery of biodiversity net gains. There is a clear distinction between the two which is set out in paragraph 74-008-20240214 of PPG. The mitigation hierarchy outlines that harm to protected species and habitat must be avoid and cannot be compensated. This is different to the Biodiversity Gain Hierarchy outlines that loss of habitats should at first be avoid but if that is not possible to mitigate for any negative effects. As such it is important that the two are considered separately and that any harm to protected habitats and species is avoid. 
COM 01: Healthy Lifestyles
1. HBF object to requirement that health and social care partners are to be consulted on all planning applications for housing developments of 50 dwellings or more, and for all care homes, housing for the elderly, student accommodation and developments involving the loss of public open space. While such a consultation might be necessary where sites are not allocated the local plan there is no need for such consultation with regard to allocated sites as given that the Council should have undertaken the necessary consultation as part of the plan making process. Through this consultation the Council should ensure that the development being proposed and meeting the policy requirements in plan will contribute positively to the health and wellbeing of the borough without further engagement.  Given that the Government are seeking to reduce the number of statutory consultees in order to speed up decision making on planning applications placing additional requirements is not considered to be necessary or sound. HJBF suggest the following amendment:
“Health and Social care partners and Public Health are to be consulted on all planning applications for housing developments of 50 dwellings or more, and for care homes, housing for the elderly, student accommodation and developments involving the loss of public open space, and where these are not identified in the local plan”.
COM 02: New Development and Health Impacts
1. This policy requires a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) where the council considers there are likely to be clear health implications. As set out above HBF does not consider this to be necessary for sites that are allocated in the local plan and where the health implications have already been considered as part of the plan making process. Where sites allocated for development are consistent with the policies in the local plan the council should be clear that an HIA is not required. 
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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