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9th November 2005

Dear Sir, 

DRAFT STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT SEPTEMBER 2005

Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on your council’s draft Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). HBF has a number of comments to make on the document.

PPS12 sets out at paragraph 3.5 that an SCI should be:

“…..a clear public statement enabling the community to know how and when they will be involved in the preparation of local development documents…..”

It goes on to require councils to explain:


“..how they will meet, or exceed, the minimum requirements set out in the Regulations.”

HBF is concerned that this draft SCI does not meet this primary objective. Rather than being a clear and precise public statement of what will happen, in many ways it is a vague and unclear expression of what may happen. It continually refers to what the council should do and what objectives the council should achieve, largely referring back to the Regulations and Government policy advice, but it does not go the next stage and actually apply those requirements of the Regulations and Policy to the specific circumstances of Reigate & Banstead and say precisely what the council will do. An SCI that merely:

“..outlines a wide range of possible engagement methods that might be considered.” (paragraph 2.2 of the draft SCI)

does not meet the minimum requirements of the Regulations or Government policy guidance. The document should set out clearly which of the possible engagement methods will be used for which document at which stage in the process. 

The same vagueness is set out in respect of SPD in paragraph 2.3. The purpose of the SCI is to clearly set out what methods of engagement the council will employ for which purpose and when. Not what possible methods of engagement could be employed (Section 5 of the document). 

In summary the document needs to be more clear and more specific if it is to be considered sound. The soundness principles iv and v set out at paragraph 3.10 of PPS12 apply.

HBF is also concerned at the lack of clarity and specificity in the way the draft SCI deals with the matter of who will be consulted. Appendix 1 sets out what the council considers as DPD bodies. The general consultation bodies element of this listing is very vague and non-committal and does not meet the requirement for soundness set out at paragraph 3.10 (iii) of PPS12. It does not identify the community groups or bodies that may be expected to be consulted. It merely lists categories of bodies that may be consulted. This is not sufficient to comply with the minimum requirements set out in the Regulations.

Paragraph 4.1 of PPS12 states:


“It is essential that anyone who has an interest in the planning of an area actively seeks to assist the local planning authority to shape the future of that area from the earliest stage, both at the core strategy level as well as at the detailed action area level.”

Participants specifically cited as being important are:

“..national organisations, government agencies, regional organisations, developers, landowners and the community.” (my emphasis)

HBF is concerned that the  vague groupings of bodies as they are described in Appendix 1 do not meet these requirements and, specifically, do not recognise the importance of consulting with developers, landowners and house builders. The term “Bodies which represent the interests of persons carrying out business in Reigate & Banstead” does not adequately express the importance of engagement with the house building industry expected in PPS12. 

Therefore HBF would expect the council not only to be more clear and specific in its SCI but also to be more proactive in their approach to engaging developers, landowners and the house building industry in the LDF process. Particularly given the important role they will have in shaping the future of the borough and delivering the development necessary for the council to achieve its strategic vision and objectives. 

I hope that these matters can be taken on board and the SCI amended prior to its submission to the Secretary of State for approval. If it is not I would expect the SCI not to be declared ‘unsound’ for the above reasons. 

I would be pleased to receive a copy of the council’s response to these comments in due course and would like to take this opportunity to express an interest in being included on the council’s LDF database to be informed of all future stages in the preparation of all component and associated parts of the LDF as they evolve.

Yours faithfully,

Pete Errington

HBF Regional Planner, Southern Region

