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         6 November 2006

Dear Sir / Madam

Core Strategy Preferred Options Consultation Document

Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation on the above document. We have a number of comments, which we wish to make in relation to the preferred options document and the nature of the preferred options, which it outlines. We have set out our responses using the subsections of the document.
However, before getting in to the detail the HBF is concerned that the preferred options document, as a whole is unsound in that it does not do what Government policy guidance requires it to do. Namely, it does not set out the council’s preferred options. The spatial strategy policy is set within the context of alternative options. However this as well as other policy options, are not presented in the document with more than one preferred option choice in each case. In most cases the document merely sets out the council’s preferred policy option without also stating why it was chosen over alternative options. From our own discussions with the planning inspectorate the wording in paragraph 4.12 of PPS12 (last sentence) refers to this requirement, and is being interpreted as a range of options. This is perhaps something that you may wish to clarify with the inspectorate. In the circumstances stakeholders can not be certain that the preferred options comply with the tests of soundness set out at paragraph 4.24 of PPS12, in particular test vii. It follows therefore that it cannot be assumed that this document is “sound” in its overall approach. 

It is sincerely hoped that these matters and the attached comments will be addressed and taken on board prior to the submitted version of the document being published for consultation. If they are not it is highly unlikely the document will be accepted for examination. Finally I would like to register my interest in being kept informed of future stages in the preparation of all documents related to the LDF and I look forward to being involved in future stages of their preparation in due course.
Yours sincerely
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Bartholomew Wren
Regional Planner (Southern Region)
The Core Strategy

Paragraph 1.6 “The Core Strategy comprises a vision and objectives for the Borough to cover a 10 year period 2008-2018”.
HBF Response

It is HBF’s view that the policy is too short termist, considering that the Core Strategy will not in any case be adopted until next year at the earliest. The scope of the plan should be looking well beyond 2018, and at least to 2020, if not 2026 which would allow an appropriate coordination with the timescale of the RSS. Draft PPS3 requires core strategies to have time horizons of at least 15 years. An end-date of 2018 does not comply with this requirement. The HBF suggest that the intended timescale and longer term scope of the plan is revised to take account of these requirements. 
Preferred Option EMP 1: Protection of existing employment sites

HBF Response 

The HBF suggest that the policy should outline the flexible approach to be adopted for disused employment sites outside of the restricted areas, where the loss of B class employment uses may be acceptable. The HBF suggest that the policy wording includes words to the effect that other existing employment sites outside of the ones listed in the policy are able to be developed for housing if suitable circumstances arise. For example within a specified period of time, and no suitable employment use can be found to occupy the site, and/or the site is considered unsatisfactory for employment use. In which case Worthing council would be open to applications for housing as well as mixed-use developments on site, providing the location is suitable for a change of use.  

Preferred Option ENV 4: Sustainable development

“New development should provide a workable balance between economic, social and environmental interests, so that no single one overrides the needs of the others.

Development that is harmful to the quality of soil and water resources and causes excessive noise and light pollution will be avoided, unless appropriate measures are taken to reduce pollution to acceptable levels.

Development that has a negative effect on sites of nature conservation and biodiversity will be refused, unless there are defined benefits that override the negative effects. Measures to compensate for the loss of natural habitats will be sought if development takes place.

New building development, both residential and commercial will be expected to reach the BREEAM standard classification of at least ‘very good’ in order to achieve the efficient and sustainable management of energy, water, waste and pollutants.

Larger new development, both residential and commercial, will be required to introduce measures to increase the energy used from on site renewable sources.

Residential development of over 10 units will be expected to use 10% of energy from renewable sources and commercial proposals will use 20% These percentages will be reviewed during the Core Strategy period to cater for advances in technology and improving developer knowledge.

Small scale development for wind and solar power will only be considered if they impose no negative effects on the landscape and environment”.

HBF Response

The HBF supports the need for development to be sustainable; however we consider the requirement of the policy for residential development to be built to BREEAM standards of ‘very good’, as inappropriate. The matter of detailed requirements for energy conservation is more properly a topic for consideration under the Building Regulations. PPS12 singles out building regs as one such regime. Building regs are constantly under review and builders are required to comply with whatever regulations are currently in force. It would be confusing to have different sets of requirements in the development plan to those required under building regulations. In any case many developers already build to BREEAM EcoHomes ‘very good’. 

We make a similar argument in relation to the requirement of the preferred option for 10% renewable energy use on sites over 10 units. Firstly the policy needs to consider renewable energy options as well as potentially considering the inclusion of on-site renewables on a site-by-site basis.  The HBF are concerned that the policy will view new housing sites in isolation from their surrounding communities and existing housing in terms of energy requirements. The use of community based renewable energy schemes may in cases be the most appropriate and economical way forward, for example a larger community wind turbine(s). If this policy is implemented, there should be the potential for developers where appropriate to make commuted payments towards community schemes, which have the potential to benefit existing housing as well as new build homes. We believe this is very important, as much of the existing housing stock in England is much less efficient than new housing. The HBF believe it is the responsibility of the planning authority to identify all potential opportunities available in a given location for the inclusion of community based renewable energy schemes.   

These arguments aside the HBF still strongly believes that the matter of improving the energy efficiency of new dwellings is the concern of building regulations, and for their progressive upgrading over time. It is the case that PPS12, paragraph 1.8 clearly states that planning policy should not  “replicate, cut across, or detrimentally affect matters within the scope of other legislative requirements”. PPS12 singles out building regs as one such regime, and the core strategy energy efficiency policies will duplicate and inappropriately circumvent building regs. Building regs are constantly under review and builders are required to comply with whatever regulations are currently in force. It remains that building regulations set the minimum standards for energy efficiency in new dwellings, and Draft South East Plan (SEP) paragraph 11.20 acknowledges this. Your DPD policy can aspire to the widely held principle of achieving energy efficiency in development, but fundamentally the HBF believe that the supply of renewable energy is an issue for the energy industry to grapple with, in preference to provision enforced through the planning process. 

Providing for the Community
Paragraph 8.12 

“The preferred option should make the most of the opportunities for higher densities in the most accessible locations. It should also recognise that high densities are not sustainable in all areas and will sometimes be inconsistent with the objectives for the quality of the environment. Securing higher density development, particularly in sustainable locations, will help to make more efficient use of PDL. This is in line with Government policy, however, this approach should take into account site location and design considerations”.

HBF Response

What is meant by a ‘sustainable location’? What is the definition of the above term? Does sustainable mean urban, urban and close to major transport connections, a location where dwellings per hectare are 40+ for example? The HBF would like further clarification on this point in the policy. No location is either perfectly sustainable or unsustainable. 

Preferred Option H5: Facilitate a Range of Sizes Within Developments

HBF Response
The HBF suggest that an up to date housing market assessment is also used as a strong tool to determine the necessity to have a policy on dwelling mix. The HBF approve of the fact that the policy is not prescriptive in terms of dwelling size and location. We would like to remind Worthing council that it is important to let house builders have most influence in determining dwelling mix on sites at any given time, as they understand market demands better than anyone else.   

Preferred Option H6: Affordable Housing

“The preferred approach is to require the provision of affordable housing on all but the smallest sites.

· on all sites of 6 to 10 dwellings net, 10% affordable housing will be required via a commuted sum

· on all sites of 11 to 14 dwellings net or more, 20% affordable housing will be required via a commuted sum

· on sites of 15 dwellings net or more, or 0.5 ha or more in size, 30% affordable housing will be required.

Fewer affordable homes may be provided on some previously developed sites if the Council is convinced that to provide the full requirement would make the scheme unviable, particularly as a result of unusually high site costs.

The appropriate mix in terms of housing tenures and house sizes of affordable housing and spread within a development will be determined in response to identified needs, funding priorities and housing strategy targets at the time of the development.

The preferred approach is to seek to secure on-site provision on sites of 15 dwellings or more.

Where on-site provision is not possible, the affordable homes requirement may be secured through off-site provision or commuted payments”.
HBF Response

The HBF consider that the requirement of the preferred option to seek contributions to affordable housing on all sites of six dwellings or more is currently unreasonable, as it does not demonstrate the evidence as to why affordable housing contributions are being sought on sites below the minimum threshold size as outlined in PPS3. If the core strategy were to carry forward the preferred option, it would need to provide evidence as to why the council have deviated against the national policy. As required by PPS3 paragraph 27. This should be determined by a robust housing market assessment, which has been carried out in a rigorous manner in consultation with the house building industry. In the circumstances the HBF consider that the policy, which is constructed for the core strategy, should be in conformity with both of the above strategies. Thus the policy should adopt PPS3 requirements until your alternative can be justified through the production of evidence. However the principle of a sliding scale for affordable housing contributions in principle, is something the HBF approve of. 

In any case, it is important that affordable provision is determined on a site-by-site basis. Determined along with other development contributions and in relation to available state subsidy, which is available at any given time for affordable housing. A rounded and inclusive approach needs to be taken when implementing the above policy, taking account of all relevant factors, which will affect the appropriateness of affordable housing provision in relation to individual applications. As well as taking account of the above factors, surrounding housing mix and location are also important determinants and should have weighting in the development control process. It is important that the viability of housing development in its entirety is given sufficient consideration when determining the outcome of this policy. 

Preferred Option COM5: New Development and Community Infrastructure

“Major residential development will be required to contribute to the provision of open recreation space typologies within the Borough. This should be achieved either through on-site provision, or where this is not viable, a financial contribution will be sought to contribute towards meeting identified open space requirements within the Borough.

Where large-scale residential development is proposed in areas where the development will place a strain upon existing community facilities, a financial contribution will be sought from developers in order to enhance these facilities. Where required, developers will provide additional facilities in order to address identified need within the community.

Where development is located in areas specifically identified as being at a high risk of crime and/or anti-social behaviour, a financial contribution will be sought towards measures which address safety issues in the area”.

HBF Response

The HBF would like to say that developer contributions in relation to the above should be considered as part of the whole package of requirements, which are made upon development, including affordable housing provision. Worthing council need to remain mindful of preserving the viability of development and securing housing delivery when determining a package of development contributions in any given case. It is vital that any planning obligation is subject to the five tests of soundness as outlined in Circular 05/2005.

Preferred Option ED 2: Education and New Development

“Where major new residential development is proposed which would place additional strain upon existing educational facilities, a financial contribution will be sought from the developer in order to meet the increased demand”.
HBF Response


Please see response to preferred option COM5

