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15 October 2006

Dear Sir / Madam

Dover District Council – Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document

Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the above document. The HBF has a number of objections to make in response to the SPD; these are set out below in the order in which they arise in the document. I hope you find these comments helpful and I look forward to being kept informed of future stages in the preparation of the LDF. I would also welcome receipt of a copy of the council’s response to these comments in due course.

Yours sincerely
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Bartholomew Wren
Regional Planner (Southern Region)

Paragraph 5.32

“The Council will expect open book negotiations” (part of paragraph). The HBF consider that no planning authority is at liberty to require any developer to disclose all the financial details of their development. The disclosure of their costs and importantly profit is commercially sensitive and the Council should not be able to use this information as a material consideration when determining the affordable housing element of any given application. To the extent of dictating the profitability of any given housing development. The HBF would like the above sentence to be deleted from paragraph 5.32. The HBF consider that individual applicants should determine how they substantiate any claims of non-viability. 

Preferred Principle 3

In relation to point 5 of the alternative arrangements – in lieu of on-site provision, the HBF request that the requirement for payment of contributions at or before completion of 30% of private units is a guide only. This requirement should be applied flexibly and in negotiation with developers. With reference to Annex 3 and also with reference to the worked example for off-site contributions on page 29 of the SPD. The HBF are concerned as to why the agreement of off-site contributions works out more expensive than had on-site provision been agreed in any given case. The HBF consider that the methodology used in Annex 3 is excessive and unreasonable. We acknowledge the preference for on-site provision however the active discouragement of off-site provision by the use of higher contributions is unreasonable. It maybe that in some circumstances off-site provision is considered preferable by both the council and developer, and in this circumstance the developer would have to pay a relatively larger affordable housing contribution using the methodology. The HBF request that the Council does not penalise off-site provision by financial control, but uses the rhetoric of policy itself to steer the provision of affordable housing on-site. As the worked example states;

 “In other words, whereas on-site provision would have been for 30 dwellings, the cash-in-lieu contribution will have to equate to 43 dwellings”. 

The HBF consider that this is unreasonable and is against the guidance given in PPS3 paragraph 28 on affordable housing, which states; 

“In such instances, any off-site provision off affordable housing, or a financial contribution in lieu of on-site provision, must be of a broadly equivalent value and should contribute towards the plan objectives for mixed communities”.

The HBF request that the methodology outlined in Annex 3 is revised to make off-site provision broadly equivalent to on-site provision in terms of value. 

Paragraph 5.60

The HBF suggest that although the Council may have a list of preferred RSL’s, they should not inhibit developers from forming their own partnerships with RSL’s, or utilizing existing partnerships. Circular 06/98 paragraph 17 states, “Local planning should not prescribe what partners developers should use to deliver the affordable housing”. The HBF would like this point reiterated in the supporting text of the SPD.  
