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Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council

Argents Mead

Hinckley

LE10 1BZ

14 August 2005

Dear Sir

Hinckley and Bosworth LDF Core Strategy Preferred Options Draft

Thank you for inviting the Home Builders Federation to comment on the above, the HBF has considered the document and makes the following comments.  The answers below relate to the respective comments form provided.

Q1.
Yes

Q2.
No.  The housing provision identified within Core Strategy is based upon estimated housing need of 8,600 dwellings in the period 2006-2026.  This equates to an annual average build rate of 430 dwellings per year.  When examining previous completions (2000-01 300, 01-02 485, 02-03 742, 03-04 421, 04-05 583) the average annual build rate is 506 dwellings.  Therefore, historically, this identifies increased growth within the district.  The current climate of high delivery rates should not be constrained, particularly in terms of responding to the Barker Review of Housing Supply, which advocates a step change in housing delivery.  The HBF does not consider the construction of 430 dwellings per annum to be a significant increase and is therefore inconsistent with the Barker recommendations for a ‘step change’ and the subsequent Government’s Response.

The HBF is also concerned that the Core Strategy is premature to the release of the East Midlands RSS, which will provide district housing allocations.  It will also consider the recent Household Projections (March 2006), which advocate a higher requirement for the region. In order for the Core Strategy to be considered sound, it must be in accordance with the RSS.  Therefore, the HBF would recommend that the Submission Draft Core Strategy be postponed until the emerging RSS is published to provide an indication of the spatial approach, housing policy and the allocations for the region and districts.

Q3.
All headings are of equal priority and are interdependent of each other.

Q4.
To ensure a deliverable supply of quality homes that meet local needs.

Q5. 
Yes, however, the HBF believes the Local Planning Authority should adopt a flexible approach to the distribution of housing developments within 

the Borough.  Whilst acknowledging the step change towards concentrating development within the urban areas, the HBF would like to highlight recent work undertaken by the Affordable Rural Homes Commission (July 2005) which identified that ‘planning policy should focus on the needs of rural areas, not just the residue after urban needs have been satisfied’.

In conclusion, the proposal for little new rural housing allocations within the plan period would result in no additional market housing provision within the rural areas.  This would slow down the rate of delivery of the housing strategy and reduce the likelihood of provision of affordable housing within the rural areas.  Such a policy would also hamper rural regeneration and call into question the viability of rural services.

Q6.
Yes, economic prosperity is synonymous to the provision of market housing, particularly in areas of regeneration.  The HBF considers that the Core Strategy should enable the market to provide a fit for purpose and desirable housing offer in order to attract employers into the area.  

Q7.  
Yes.  Also see HBF response to Q5.

Q8.
HBF is unable to respond to questions on site-specific matters.

In terms of LCP 6.3, development should only be required to make provision for those facilities that are necessary as a direct result of new development and which fairly and reasonably relate in scale and kind to the development proposed. If there is already adequate provision in a locality, further provision cannot be justified on the basis of these tests in Circular 5/2005. This (the nature and extent of existing provision) is not anywhere recognised in these requirements meaning that the whole approach is fundamentally flawed.

Q9.
HBF is unable to respond to questions on site-specific matters.

Q10.
Yes.

Q11.
The requirement to provide 35% affordable housing units is not appropriate.  

· Fundamentally, the shortage of affordable housing will not be addressed without greater increase in the provision of housing across the whole spectrum.  Where affordable housing is sought to be subsidised by open market housing, this will not come forward without a substantial increase in the provision of open market housing to accommodate it.  Furthermore, where an excessively high level of affordable housing is sought, this is likely to prevent sites coming forward and thus hamper the provision of both affordable and or open market housing.  

· The HBF objects to the level of affordable housing being sought by the Core Strategy without identification of individual sites ability to meet such a requirement.  The proposed level of affordable housing requirement is likely to result in sites not coming forward and a slowing rate in delivery.  This will further lead to a rise in house prices and increased pressure for affordable houses.

· The affordable housing target within the Core Strategy is based upon a Housing Needs Assessment.  It is important to note that such surveys are now changing and the Government is to place increased emphasis on Housing Market Assessments.  The HBF is concerned that until the HMA work is complete the present policy is not founded on a robust and credible evidence base.

· Whilst we acknowledge the more recent ODPM ‘Planning for Mixed Communities’ consultation paper has suggested lowering the site thresholds on affordable housing, current guidance on thresholds remains that outlined in Circular 6/98.   Only in special circumstances should local authorities seek to adopt the lower threshold of 15 units or sites larger than 0.5ha and inner London is cited as being such a case.

Q12.
The HBF is concerned in relation to the following:

· It is not appropriate for all new housing development to contribute towards the provision of, educational facilities if there is no direct link between the need for those facilities and the development proposed. This could be because the type of housing proposed will not be occupied by persons who would use those facilities (e.g. retirement dwellings), because there is adequate provision or provision with spare capacity already in existence, or because they should be provided out of the public purse and are already being or will be paid for by the occupants of new housing through their Council Tax. 

· Development should only be required to make provision for those facilities that are necessary as a direct result of new development and which fairly and reasonably relate in scale and kind to the development proposed. If there is already adequate provision in a locality, further provision cannot be justified on the basis of these tests in Circular 5/2005. This (the nature and extent of existing provision) is not anywhere recognised in these requirements meaning that the whole approach is fundamentally flawed.

· No account is taken of whether any contributions are likely to be used for the provision of new facilities or improvements to existing. This could seriously affect the level of any such contribution should one be justified in the context of 5/2005.  

Q13.   No comments.

Q14.
See HBF response to Q12.

Q15.
No comments.

Q16.
No comments.

Q17.
No comments.

Q18.
In terms of Policy LCP17.2, the Federation believes that energy efficiency/ conservation in new homes will be best achieved through the Building Regulations. Experience has shown that the established system of building control in England and Wales provides a reliable framework for the control of health, safety and energy efficiency/ conservation matters within buildings.  With very few exceptions, national rules are applied consistently.  The Federation cannot see that there are likely to be any legitimate considerations relating to energy efficiency/ conservation, which would benefit from exposure to the planning system, or by the imposition of alternative requirement to those contained within the Building Regulations.

The Federation considers that the inclusion of energy efficiency targets would result in an inflexible policy.  For example, should advances in renewable energy/ energy efficiency exceed expectations the policy and targets could potentially be too low, which could lead underachievement.  Conversely, should we be unable to provide new cost effective technologies for producing renewable energy/ energy efficiency measures, the targets specified (particularly the latter target) may be unachievable without significant investment.  This is likely to result in unviable developments, leading to more expensive dwellings, which would in turn exacerbate issues of affordability. 
Changes to standards/ requirements in construction need to be made with detailed consideration so that the cost of achieving the requirement does not outweigh the benefit obtained by the change.  For this reason we would ask that the requirement for dwellings be to achieve a high level of energy efficiency, without stipulating a specific criteria to be met.
The HBF wholly agree that homes must be built to high environmental standards to manage their energy usage and water consumption. However, the methods for doing so must be robust, consumer friendly and cost efficient. Under the latest revision of building regulations, new homes will be 40% more energy efficient than those built five years ago, and they are as much as six times more energy efficient than their Victorian and Edwardian counterparts. 

We look forward to receiving notification of the further progress of the LDF.

Yours faithfully

Hanna Mawson

Regional Planner 

Midlands and South West

Please note the change of name to the Home Builders Federation and our change of address below.  Please can you amend your records accordingly.

