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Dear Sir/ Madam
BASILDON LOCAL PLAN
1. Thank you for consulting with the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the Basildon 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. 
NPPF consultation
1. In December 2025 the Government published a consultation on the new NPPF. HBF recognise this will have no weight until it is formally adopted but once adopted the Council may need to give weight to some aspects of the policy. On the basis of paragraph 4 and 8 in Annex A of the draft NPPF being consulted on, this local plan, which the Council propose to submit under the current plan making process, will be examined under the NPPF24. However, it is also notable that in relation to decision making Annex A also states that from the date the new NPPF is published local plan policies that are “…any way inconsistent with national decision making policies in this Framework should be given very limited weight, except where they have been examined and adopted against this Framework”. Therefore, should this new iteration of the NPPF be adopted un-changed the Council may need to have regard to national policies for decision making given that any inconsistency would effectively render policies in the local plan that are not consistent with the new Framework redundant as soon as the local plan is adopted.
Duty to co-operate
1. Following the publication of the Housing and Planning Minister Written Ministerial Statement on the 27th of November the Government have decided not to save the Duty to Co-operate. Therefore, once the relevant regulations have been enacted Colchester will no longer be 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 the need to consider, in addition to their own housing needs, “… any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas …” as set out in paragraph 62 of the NPPF. The only difference arising from the removal of the duty is that a failure to co-operate effectively is a soundness matter  that can be rectified through main modifications.
1. With regard to the potential for unmet housing needs the HBF note that in the South Essex area Castle Point and Southend on Sea are likely to have unmet housing needs that will need to be accommodated elsewhere. The exact number of homes that will need to be delivered elsewhere is to still to be determined, however both areas are constrained by the coast and Green Belt and are proposing shortfalls of 5,500 homes and 14,400 homes respectively. HBF expects that both authorities will be able to increase supply to reduce the amount unmet needs, but it is unlikely that these will be fully addressed by these councils. Basildon will therefore need to work closely with its neighbours across south Essex to establish a strategy as to how these needs will be met and provide evidence in Statements of Common Ground to demonstrate joint working has been effective and positive. A failure to demonstrate effective co-operation will mean the strategy set out in the local plan has not been justified and is unsound.
SG1: Growth Needs
Housing needs
1. HBF agrees that the minimum annual housing need for Basildon is 1,285 dwellings per annum (dpa) from the period 2025/26 to 2042/43. In addition to this the Council have included for the years 2023/24 to 2024/25 the assessment of housing need using the previous standard method as well as a 20% buffer reflect the fact that Basildon Borough has previously failed to deliver at least 85% of its annual housing need. This buffer is applied to the housing needs between 2023/24 and 2028/29.
1. With regard to the 20% buffer, this would appear to be in response to paragraph 78 of the NPPF. However, as this paragraph states that in addition a buffer should be added to supply of specific deliverable sites it is not clear why the buffer is added to the requirement rather than forming part of the overall supply, including any under supply from previous years. The reason for this is that the buffer can change depending on the whether or not there has been a significant under delivery of new homes over the previous year. In setting out the annual housing requirement in SG1 as 26,909 homes the assumption must be that the annual housing requirement is 1,542 dpa to which the buffer required by paragraph 78 should be applied. HBF do not think this is the Council’s intention and as such it could create confusion for decision makers as to what the housing requirement is and whether the buffer should be applied. In terms of housing supply HBF would agree that the Council need to identify sites to deliver least 26,900 homes over the proposed plan period. However, the annual requirement should be amended based on the Council’s assessment of needs of the plan period to 25,208 using a stepped requirement of 1,039 dpa for the first two years increasing to 1,285 dpa from 2025/26 to the end of the plan period. 
Unmet housing needs in neighbouring areas
1. In addition to the housing needs of Basildon the Council will also need to take into account the unmet needs of neighbouring areas, as required by paragraph 62 of the NPPF. As set out above the pre-submission Castle Point Local Plan identify an unmet housing need of 5,500 with the latest consultation on the Southend Local Plan stating that unmet needs of the proposed strategy would be circa 14,000 homes. It is noted that the Integrated Impact Assessment published alongside this plan does not test a strategy that would deliver above what is being proposed in this consultation. Some assumptions are provided in paragraph 4.59 to 4.63 as to the potential impact but without testing a specific strategy it cannot state with any certainty that meeting some of the unmet needs in neighbouring authorities would have a significant negative impact compared to what is being proposed. If this local plan is to be considered justified and the co-operation on unmet neds effective it must have considered a strategy for meet any unmet needs and provided this option to decision makers. If the Council continue to ignore unmet needs elsewhere then the only conclusion that can be reached is the proposed strategy is neither justified nor effective. 
Housing supply
1. The table in SG1 states that over the plan period the Council expect housing supply to be circa 28,200 homes. With the majority of these new homes, around 20,500, coming forward on specific allocation in this local plan. Over the housing requirement without the 20% buffer this provides a contingency between needs and supply of 12%. HBF recommends a contingency of between 10% and 20% depending on the sites that form par to of the supply, however, where there are a significant number of larger sites HBF would consider to necessary for the contingency to be closer to 20%. On the basis that 14,500 of the homes, 57% of the homes required, are on allocated of 500 dwellings or more HBF considers it necessary for the contingency in this local plan to be closer to 20% as there is likely to be a greater risk of delay in relation to these sites. 
1. As to whether the assumptions relating to the delivery of sites are reasonable, without a housing trajectory or a more detailed Housing Land Availability Assessment it is not possible to provide any comment on such matters. As the Council will be aware they are required by paragraph 78 of the to include housing trajectory in the local plan which illustrates the expected rate of housing delivery over the plan period. HBF would recommend that this does not just provides an overall trajectory but also includes the anticipated rate of delivery for each of the specific sites required to meet housing needs as well as the rate of windfall development. Given that the trajectory in the IADP is done in 5 year tranches we would recommend that any trajectory produced for the next iteration of the local plan is provided annually. 
1. The detailed trajectory for each site does not necessarily need to be provided in the local plan itself but should form part of the evidence base. Detailed information on supply expectations is essential in order for those parties with an interest in the local plan, as well as the Inspector appointed to examine it, can effectively, and easily, scrutinise the assumptions that have been made and the soundness of those assumptions. 
Five year land supply
1. Without a trajectory it is also not possible to comment on whether or not the Council will have a five year housing land supply. The strength of the market and pent up demand for new homes in Basildon would suggest that with the right mix of small, medium and large sites available the Council will be able to deliver homes consistently across 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 this 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% of delivery on sites of less than one hectare
1. Without a detailed trajectory it is also not possible t comment on whether, as required by paragraph 73 of the NPPF, the Council deliver at least 10% of its housing requirement (around 2,500 homes) on sites of less than one hectare identified in the local plan. 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 re-search 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.
SG3: Spatial Distribution of Growth
1. HBF does not generally make comment on specific sites or their wider distribution of those sites across an area. While the Council is still to provide more detailed evidence with regard to the exceptional circumstances supporting the proposed boundary amendments, HBF supports the council’s decision to amend Green Belt boundaries in order to meet its housing needs in full. The Council does not have the ability to meet it housing needs without amending Green Belt boundaries and as such it satisfies paragraph 146 of the NPPF which states that exceptional circumstances include instances where authorities have identified they cannot meet their need for homes through other means. 
1. With regard to the Green Belt Study the Council have undertaken an assessment that considers how the Green Belt is performing in relating to broad parcels of land but does not appear to have undertaken an assessment as to whether there are parts of more strongly performing parcels where sites have been submitted for allocation that do not perform strongly in relation to the purposes of Green Belt and could be defined as Grey Belt. The need for a finer gained assessment is an important element of any Green Belt study as it determines which sites would best meet the identified need having regard to Green Belt harm and other relevant considerations including whether they are suitably located and developable.  All these factors are then considered to reach a conclusion as to whether exceptional circumstances exist for each of the individual Green Belt releases. The importance of two stage process has been raised by inspector at a number of examinations such as the St Albans Local Plan that was examined in 2019. 
HOU1: Size, Type and Quality of New Housing
1. With regard to part 2 of HOU1 HBF would recommend that the second sentence is amended to read to “where a proposal deviates significantly from this mix …”. This ensures that decision makers can support scheme that are broadly aligned with the mix but not meeting it exactly do not need to provide additional evidence as to why it has deviated from the housing HMA. 
1. HBF would also suggest that a threshold is provided as to those sites that must provide a mix inline with the HMA. For many smaller sites delivering a mix of homes as set out in Table 2 will be more challenging, and in some case impossible to deliver. Rather than place additional burden on those smaller developers to justify why they can’t meet thew mix in the HMA, HBF recommends that part 2 of HOU1 should only apply to major residential development.
1. With regard to part 3 HBF would suggest a similar approach taken in part 2 in that the mix size and type of affordable housing provided on site should have regard to the most recent HMA with justification required where there is a significant deviation from this evidence.  
1. Part 4 of the policy requires all homes to be built to part M4(2) and Part 5 requires 5% of homes on schemes of 100 or more dwellings to be built to M4(3). As set out in NPPF and PPG any requirement for the delivery of higher accessibility standards must be based on need and have regard to the impact on viability. Without any evidenjc on viability it is not possible to comment on that element of the required justification. With regard to need the primary evidence base would appear to be the South Essex HMA. This report does not set out a specific level of provision with regard to the need for more accessible homes but does establish that the increasing age of the population means that there are more people with long term limiting conditions. However, what is not established is the number of residents who will need to use a wheelchair inside as well as out and as such will require a home built to part M4(3). There is also no consideration as to how many of those with a limiting long term condition need to move home in order for there needs to be met. Evidence from the English Housing Survey (2014/15) indicates that of the population who are wheelchair users around 25% that live in housing that does not meet their needs and cannot be made visitable by a wheelchair user. The Council must have regard to all these sources of information when considering the number of homes that must meet part M4(3).
1. Part 6 of the policy sets out that all homes should be built to Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS). National policy requires councils to justify any requirement in local plans to meet these standards, but HBF could not find this within the Council’s evidence base. This will need to be provided if this policy to be taken forward.  
HOU2: Affordable Housing
1. Without the viability evidence it is not possible to comment on this policy and whether the level of affordable housing provision required by parts 1 and 2 this policy is justified. With regard to other aspects of this policy HBF do not consider part 11 to be sound. Strategic housing allocations can be impacted on by changing circumstances in the same way as other sites and as such HBF would suggest that part 11 is deleted and the start to part 12 amended through the deletion of “On all other sites …”.
HOU3: Specialist and Supported Housing
1. HBF welcomes the inclusion within the policy of the minimum number of units for older people that the Council will seek to deliver. This provides decision makers with a clear understanding of what must be provided and should make for a more positive approach to considering application for such development. In seeking to meet this need the Council will require 10% of homes on sites of 600 or more dwellings provide specialist accommodation. However, in addition the Council must look to allocate specific sites to meet these needs and not solely rely on part 2.3 which sets out a generally supportive approach to the Delivery of specialist accommodation by the private sector.
1. Part 3 requires 36% of sheltered accommodation to be provided and 42% of extra care housing to be provided as affordable units. Such scheme faces significantly higher costs than other types of residential development that will need t be taken into account in the viability assessment. In particular the Council will need to take account of:
· the provision of communal non saleable floor space of between 20% and 40%s, 
· larger minimum unit sizes of 55 sqm for a one bedroomed property and 78sqm for a 2 bedroomed unit. 
· Higher marketing costs and longer than average sale periods.

1. More detail on the costs can be found in Community Infrastructure Levy and Sheltered Housing/Extra Care Developments by the Retirement Housing Group[footnoteRef:1].  [1:  https://retirementhousinggroup.com/resources/ ] 

NE1: Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment
1. Given that the delivery of 10% biodiversity net gains (BNG) is a statutory requirements it is not strictly necessary to include it within planning policy. HBF would recommend that it is deleted. However, if it is retained then the paragraph 11.25 in the reasoned justification will need to remove the suggestion that offsite measures to be expected to be in reasonable proximity to the development located for nature conservation, and informed by local and national guidance and data, including the Essex LNRS. There does not to be expectation for this to be delivered as the metric already uses spatial risk multiplier which increases the amount of units required to be delivered the further, they are from the site. This provides a significant incentive to provide offsite measures as close as possible to the development but recognises that this may not always be possible and therefore does not place any further restrictions as to where offsite credits should be provided. 
CC3: Water efficiency and Sustainable Drainage Systems
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. 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.
CC4: Operational Energy and Carbon (Net Zero) in Homes and Buildings
1. As se out above while very little weight can be attached to the current consultation on the NPPF careful attention will need to be given to the outcomes of the consultation and the final document that is adopted. With regard to standards related to carbon emission and energy efficiency standards consideration will need to be given to PM13 which states that other than standards for accessibility, water efficiency and nationally described space standards local plans should not cover matters already addressed in building regulations. In addition, it is also notable that the latest consultation on the NPPF proposes to amend the Planning and Energy Act 2008 in relation to the setting of local energy efficiency standards that go beyond building regulations to make clear that local plans should not set higher energy efficiency standards for residential development. Once adopted the NPPF would also replace the 2023 Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) ‘Planning – Local Energy Efficiency Standards Update’. As such If PM13 remains both NZ2 and NZ3 would be inconsistent with national policy from the point at which the new NPPF is adopted with limited weight being given to these policies with decision making. In such a situation HBF would suggest that these policies are deleted. 
1. However, at present the Planning and Energy Act 2008 and the WMS allow local planning authorities to set standards that are higher than building regulations, with the WMS noting 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”. After setting out these concerns, the 2023 WMS does go on to state that any standard that goes beyond building regulations should be rejected at examination unless the LPA does not have a well-reasoned and robustly costed rationale that ensures:
· That development remains viable, and the impact on housing supply and affordability is considered in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework.
· The additional requirement is expressed as a percentage uplift of a dwelling’s Target Emissions Rate (TER) calculated using a specified version of the Standard Assessment Procedure (SAP).
1. HBF does not consider the approach set out in CC4 to be consistent with the WMS nor that the implications of such a policy have been properly assessed in the supporting evidence base. Our detailed points are set out below.
1. The approach proposed by the Councils based on energy use is inconsistent with the approach set out in the WMS and as such is unsound. The intention of the WMS and the Planning and Energy Act was to enable local authorities to go beyond building regulations but not to set wholly new standards. This was noted in by Justice Lieven’s decision which referred to statement by the Minister at the time where the minister confirmed that councils “can go further and faster than building regulations, but within the national framework” and that the intention was for “… local authorities, in setting energy efficiency standards, to choose only those standards that have been set out or referred to in regulations made by the Secretary of State, or which are set out or endorsed in national policies or guidance issued by the Secretary of State. That approach was taken with a view to avoiding the fragmentation of building standards, which could lead to different standards applying in different areas of the country …”. 
1. It should also be noted that the Government have considered as part of consultation on the Future Homes Standard whether it was appropriate to use a delivered energy metric such as the one being proposed in the policy position paper and have concluded that these do not offer any additional benefits to those being taken forward by Government. Therefore, if the Council are to require standards above those set out in building regulations they must be expressed as a percentage of the target emission rate and not as an energy use target in order to avoid fragmentation of the standards with different requirements being set in different areas which it must be recognised was not only an expectation of the WMS but also of the legislation that permits council to adopt higher standards in local plan in the first place. As such the HBF do not consider the council to be justified in departing from either the WMS or the Planning and Energy Act (2008).
1. With regard to viability HBF could not find a Viability Assessment and as such cannot say whether or not the proposed approach is viable and the costs used in assessing the impact of these policies on viability are accurate. However, in considering costs HBF would recommend the Council refer to the Future Home Hub’s report  ‘Ready for Zero’ that was in 2023[footnoteRef:2]. This provides evidence as to the potential costs of meeting higher energy use and space heating standards with the costs evidenced based on inputs from a wide range of stakeholders. [2:  Ready for Zero, Future Homes Hub (2023)] 

1. However, in addition to considering viability the Council will also need to provide evidence as to the potential impact on the affordability of new homes and the ability of the development industry to meet these standard when the plan is adopted. To start, HBF would not disagree that the proposed standards are technically feasible. However, HBF are concerned as to the impact these requirements will have on the rates at which sites can deliver new homes on all types of sites. Given that the standards proposed are higher than those proposed by Government in the Future Homes Standard and will require higher levels of fabric efficiency, which in turn will require new skills and materials that may not be readily available, HBF are concerned this could slow delivery in the short to medium term as supply chains are developed. 
1. It has been recognised by the FHH that to deliver higher standards will require phased transitional arrangements to enable a steady build-up of skills and ensure quality. The FHH also notes in ‘Ready for Zero’ that even if a short transition period between current standards and those similar to the Councils are proposing that this would “… create a high risk of quality problems, inflated costs and, potentially, stalled build programmes.” However, HBF could find no evidence that the Council has considered whether its proposed standard will impact on the rate at which new homes can be built. The Council will need to speak directly to a range of housebuilders operating in Reading to understand the impact of its policy on the rate at which homes will be delivered on its allocated sites. Without any consideration of delivery then the Council’s decision to go beyond what is required by building regulations is clearly unjustified 
1. While HBF understands the desire for LPAs to go further it must be recognised that current policy outlines that even where development can viably implement higher standards this must be within a consistent technical framework and approach to assessing building performance against those technical standards. Indeed, this has long been the case in planning policy with paragraph 159b of the NPPF stating that “Any local requirements for the sustainability of buildings should reflect the Government’s policy for national technical standards”.
1. If the Councils have the evidence to show that the policy is deliverable, they will need to ensure that all other policies in the local plan are consistent with delivering the levels of embodied carbon being proposed. The most energy efficient design will inevitably lead to less variety in the built form in order to reduce the surface area of the building. This will need to be reflected in design policies and any design codes that are produced to ensure that development is not refused for seeking to meet energy efficiency standards but, for example, not being designed in the character of the local area.
CC5: Embodied Carbon and Circular Economy in Homes and Buildings
1. As with CC4 should the NPPF be adopted with PS13 unchanged, this policy should be deleted as it will be inconsistent with national policy. In addition, HBF have a number of other concerns. HBF do not consider this requirements in part 3 of this to be consistent with national policy. In effect this Council are proposing a new technical standard without any formal testing as to whether the development industry can actually reasonable meet this standard consistent from the point at which the plan is adopted. There is as yet limited understanding as whether there are sufficient low carbon alternatives to certain building materials to achieve the standard, the potential cost of meeting this standard and the availability of evidence as to the embodied carbon of different materials and products. Without comprehensive national testing as to what is actually deliverable the Council should not be seeking to impose new technical standard on the building industry.
1. Without any evidence on viability we cannot comment on whether CC5 is viable and deliverable.  As with reducing carbon emissions from operational energy use HBF considers it best that such matters addressed at a national level to avoid different approaches and standard being set in different areas. The housebuilding industry is working with the Future Homes Hub it to develop a roadmap to reducing embodied carbon and whilst Council’s may want to go further faster HBF have concerns that this will impact on the deliverability of development with a disproportionate impact on SME developers.
1. Therefore, HBF consider the policy to be unsound, and it should be deleted.
HC1: Health and Well-Being Strategy
1. The Council will require a Health Impact Assessment on residential developments in excess of 50 units. HBF do not consider such a policy to be necessary. The health impacts of development across Colchester should be considered as part of plan making with the policies in the plan ensuring that development addresses the health objectives for the area. As such sites that are compliant with the relevant policies in this plan should not need to complete a health impact assessment. The only situation where a HIA may be appropriate for residential schemes would be for larger windfall schemes that that have not been considered as part of plan preparation and may negatively on health services.
GB2: New Development in the Green Belt
1. The approach taken in this policy is to not repeat national policy but provide decision makers and applicants some additional detail as to how the Council will consider aspects of paragraph 155. Given that there will be a new NPPF when this plan is adopted the Council should consider its approach to referencing paragraphs in the NPPF.  The HBF will leave it to the Council as to how this rewritten.
INF2: Securing Infrastructure Contributions
1. With regard to part 3 the Council require applicants for new development t demonstrate that there is or will be sufficient infrastructure capacity to meet all the requirements arising from the proposed development. The policy goes onto state that all the infrastructure implications of a scheme must be considered not just those on site or intis immediate vicinity. The infrastructure needs of an area and the impact of new development on that infrastructure is an important consideration in plan making. If the plan does not address the wider implications of all development on local infrastructure, and instead places the burden on development to demonstrate capacity, then the plan cannot be considered to be justified. It cannot be the responsibility of the developer for example to state demonstrate that there is sufficient water infrastructure or electricity capacity to support their development - this should have been considered and addressed as part of the plan making process. HBF would therefore recommend that the second sentence of paragraph 3 is amended as follows “… to support and meet all the necessary requirements arising from the proposed development as established in this local plan”. This will ensure that capacity is assessed properly by the council as part of plan making and responsibility for area wide capacity assessments are placed on the development industry.
INF4: Digital Connectivity
1. Firstly, it is not in the development industries gift to ensure that gigabit infrastructure is provided. It is for the Council to work with broadband providers to ensure that such services are in place across the Borough.  Secondly, the onsite infrastructure relating to broadband is already addressed through Part R of the building regulations which requires developers building new homes to install gigabit-ready physical infrastructure necessary for gigabit-capable connections up to a network distribution point. Part R also includes a cost cap of £2,000 per unit on provision and states that where a developer is unable to secure a gigabit-capable connection within the cost cap, they must install the next fastest connection available, provided this can be done without that connection also exceeding the cost cap. As this matter is addressed thro0ughh building regulations HBF does not consider it necessary for INF4 to be included in the local plan and recommend it is 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

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Mark Behrendt
Regional Planning Manager – SE and E
Email: mark.behrendt@hbf.co.uk
Phone: 07867415547
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