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31st August 2006

Dear Mr Auchincloss

STROUD DISTRICT COUNCIL, INTERM PLANNING DOCUMENT, AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Thank you for asking the Home Builders Federation to comment on the above, the HBF has considered the document and makes the following comments.

Evidence Base 

· The affordable housing target is based upon a 2006 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 this work is complete the present policy is not founded on a robust and credible evidence base.

Affordable Housing Target

· The HBF is opposed to 30% affordable housing quota as there may be instances where a site is not suitable for the provision of affordable housing.  Therefore affordable housing proposals would not be required.

· The HBF objects to the level of affordable housing being sought by the SPD 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 percentage of affordable housing should be negotiated, it is not acceptable for the Council to have a top-down percentage target to be met on each site.  This should be negotiated on a site-by-site basis to reflect local need and site constraints.

· There may be instances where a site is not suitable for the provision of affordable housing i.e. where there is a need to provide balance into an existing community displaying high levels of affordable housing already.  The Council cannot expect a contribution to be made where it is not necessary.  The policy should not only refer to qualifying sites, but also, make reference to affordable housing being sought on sites 'where need can be demonstrated'.  Contributions should not be sought where a site fails to demonstrate need or is unsuitable.

Offsite Contributions 

· The Council cannot expect a contribution to be made off site where it is not necessary, nor the payment of commuted sums in lieu of provision.  The consideration of the suitability of a site to make a contribution towards affordable housing is a sequential process.  If a site fails at any of the hurdles as being unsuitable then no contribution should be sought by the local planning authority.  This is made clear by paragraph 10 (i) of Circular 06/98 which states that some sites will be unsuitable for the provision of affordable housing.  The paragraph goes on to describe those circumstances, including those below the threshold or those, which the Council considers to have poor proximity to services or where costs of the specific development negate the viability of the scheme.  Thus, if a site is considered unsuitable for on site provision of affordable housing due to poor proximity to facilities, the site need make no contribution towards affordable housing provision.  The Council cannot require off site provision in such circumstances.

Site Size Thresholds

· The HBF strongly objects to the proposal in paragraph 7.6.  This is wholly unacceptable to request that developers provide an element of affordable housing on sites falling below the stated site size.  It places unnecessary pressure on applicants who don not meet the site size threshold.  This paragraph is effectively supporting the purchasing of planning permission through the provision of affordable housing.  The HBF would also like to highlight that no where in planning policy does it suggest that affordable housing outweighs other material consideration.

Affordable Housing Statements

· The HBF consider that it is not usual practice for an Interim Planning Statement to formulate policy on procedural matters and consider that this approach should not be made mandatory.
Tenure Split

· Circular 6/98 is clear that planning policy should not be expressed in favour of any particular form of tenure.  The proposed tenure split of 50% social rented and 50% intermediate housing is arbitrary and does not take into account the specific characteristics of each site.  The tenure should be determined in accordance with the need and demand within a locality and not overall across the district.

Financial Contributions

· The SPD should detail how expenditure of any contributions resulting from the policy would be identified and related to specific projects.  Circular 05/05 requires that where contributions are required to be pooled local authorities should demonstrate the direct relationship between the development and the infrastructure and the “fair and reasonable scale of the contribution being sought”.  In addition there should be a clear audit trial between the contribution made and the infrastructure provided.  

Site Suitability

· Whilst we appreciate that viability is considered when determining the amount of affordable housing provision sought in accordance with PPS3.    The HBF consider that the detail is over onerous on the developer, particularly those identified in paragraph 9.14.

Timing of Affordable Housing Provision within Development Schemes

· The HBF objects to paragraph 9.24, which stipulates that the Council will generally seek to ensure that all of the affordable housing is completed before 50%of the total development is completed.  It is considered that this is inconsistent with the policy approach of pepper potting affordable housing.  In addition, it may be impossible to complete all affordable dwellings prior to 50% of the rest of the development perhaps due to planned phasing as stipulated by a section 106 agreement.  

I hope you find these comments useful.  

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.

