Hambleton Development Policies Development Plan Document (DPD)

Submission Stage

DP2 Securing Developer Contributions

The HBF does not object to the principle of developer contributions, nor to their application to secure appropriate and necessary additional infrastructure in association with new residential development. However, this must be in accordance with government guidance on planning obligations in Circular 05/2005. This policy includes a list of the range of matters for which obligations could be sought. In addition to the specific matters listed there is a requirement for ‘other facilities which are locally important’. In accordance with the tests of reasonableness, a planning obligation must be fairly and reasonable related in scale and kind to the proposed development and be reasonable in all other aspects. HBF do not consider this requirement is reasonable and would request that xiv. be removed from policy DP2.  

DP11 Phasing of Housing

HBF support the principle of this policy. We feel strongly there should be phases to allow for growth. We would strongly support a 3-phased approach, as incorporated in to the draft RSS for the region, to enable growth to be factored in throughout the plan period.

DP12 Delivering Housing on Brownfield Land

The concept of seeking to reintroduce the “brownfield first” or “sequential approach” of PPG3 is objected to as they have demonstrably failed to ensure enough land coming forward for housing over the last five years. The use of brownfield plans and a pro-active approach to bringing land forward through joint working on housing land availability assessments should ensure that realistic appraisals of land availability are made. If brownfield land is truly available for development then it can be phased appropriately. Similarly, if greenfield land release is necessary to meet housing requirements the timing of its release and commitment to a development timetable for the release of the whole site can be incorporated into a development plan in a more integrated way than the previous “brownfield first” mantra that led to the problems of uncertainty of release of strategic sites and, ultimately, to the shortage of supply that we currently face

The essential element of this in new policy statement is that policies should be based on realistic assumptions of deliverability rather than a blind adherence to a brownfield first sequential approach to the release of land for development. The sequential approach to land allocation set out in PPG3 (2000) is not carried forward into draft PPS3 (2005) in order to emphasise this new focus and this needs to be reflected in the emerging RSS.

DP13 Achieving and Maintaining the right mix of Housing

Whilst we are not against the notion of providing a mix of housing, we object to the proposal to identify specific requirements of house type, size and tenure in each allocated site. This approach is akin to that suggested in the recent Planning for Mixed Communities document (January 2005), which has not been approved, and is not considered correct policy practice at this stage. The HBF strongly object to the approach of local authorities dictating types and sizes of dwellings based on the formulae used in housing allocation criteria in the social sector e.g.: one and two person households “require” one bedroom dwellings, three person households “require” a two bedroom dwelling and only households of 4 or more people should have access to 3 or more bedroom properties. 

Within the private sector such simplistic equations bear no relationship to the actual choices that people make in providing housing for themselves nor does it reflect aspirations of many households.

The recent research undertaken by Professor Dave King of the Population and Housing Research Group at Anglia Polytechnic University published as “Room to Move?” in March 2005, concludes that current trends indicate a requirement for more larger housing units with people aspiring to more housing space rather than less, suggesting that the models for social housing allocations may even be inappropriate in that sector.  

We would recommend that the policy is flexible enough to take into account and adapt to emerging guidance and do not think it is appropriate to propose such controlling methods of delivering a mix of housing. 

DP15 Promoting and Maintaining Affordable Housing

The HBF and its house building members are not opposed to delivering affordable housing to meet the Government’s Sustainable Communities agenda, however we are concerned that the matters of policy as detailed in DP15 are not in accordance with national advice in relation to affordable housing. 

It is noted that this policy wording includes reference to a Housing Needs Study.  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.

DP17 Retention of Employment Sites 

The HBF considers that some existing employment sites should be considered for redevelopment for alternative uses, if it can be shown the land is no longer needed for employment uses. Alternative uses, such as residential development may be more appropriate in certain circumstances.  Therefore HBF is supportive of the approach to allowing planning permission on employment land for alternative uses, including housing, if not required for employment uses. This approach is in accordance with the guidance in PPG3 paragraph 42 and draft PPS3 paragraph 15.

DP32 General Design 

This paragraph refers to the requirement from August this year to submit a design and access statement with all planning applications, except householder applications, in accordance with DCLG Circular 01/06 – Guidance on Changes to the Development Control System. The circular includes the following headings that set out what will need to be covered by such a statement, amount, layout, scale, landscaping, and appearance. Paragraph 6.5.4 states that such design statements for development in Hambleton will need to address the requirements of policy DP32. However, the requirements do not coincide with the requirements of the circular. It is considered that the policy should be amended to more fully accord with the circular.
DP34 Sustainable Energy

Paragraph 1.8 of PPS12 makes it clear that planning policies should not seek to duplicate or cut across matters more appropriately within the scope of other legislative regimes. Energy efficiency in building use and construction is the responsibility of the building regulations Part L. The result of a recent review of these regulations is that all new homes built after April 2006 will be 40% more energy efficient than new homes built in 2002. That is a massive and extremely rapid improvement in performance and new homes are now many tens of times more energy efficient than the existing stock. There must come a point at which, if we are to make real efficiency gains, more attention is given to existing stock, rather than constantly going for the easy option of further restrictions on new building. These requirements are making new homes ever more expensive at a time when affordability is a serious concern and also at a time when these features are still not wanted by consumers.
The requirement in this policy to provide 10% of the energy requirements from on-site renewable energy generation for proposals of 10 or more residential units should not be included in the LDF as it is unworkable. An appropriate approach would be to consider such a requirement on a site-by-site basis, which would not affect a site’s viability.
DP37 Open Space, Sport and Recreation 

To seek to secure a blanket payment without any consideration of the nature, extent and location of existing provision of open space, sport and recreation facilities is contrary to the provisions of Circular 05/2005. These factors must be built into the methodology for determining whether any contribution is required as should consideration of what is sought. Where these are being sought the council must very clearly justify how this relates back the nature and extent of demand created by the development in question. If the link is indirect, tenuous or non-existent there can be no justification for seeking any contributions under the provisions of the tests in 5/2005. paragraph iii needs to be considered with these comments in mind.
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