FORM

South Ribble Borough Council

Draft Affordable Housing Planning Policy

Issue 1: Affordable Housing Requirement

Issue 1A: 20% affordable requirement for new developments

Home Builders Federation disagree with setting prescriptive targets, and promote a more flexible approach to providing affordable housing. In seeking to determine what is an appropriate policy approach to securing affordable housing provision, consideration has to be given to the effects on overall housing supply. Particularly the viability of development sites which is a key theme of PPS3. Setting a higher percentage target is wholly counter productive if that target impacts on development viability and so prevents sites coming forward. Or, if achieving that target means compromising so heavily on other policy objectives and planning obligation requirements that the overall quality of development is adversely affected. 

A Housing Needs and Demand Study published in 2004 is an out of date evidence base for the policies. No mention is made of a Housing Market Assessment, which is essential to complete the policy evidence base. This should be undertaken with the full involvement of the property industry in order to help underpin the evidence base for any policies and requirements. PPS3 (Annex C) gives the requirements of the outputs from Housing Market Assessments and states assessments should be prepared collaboratively with stakeholders, suggesting that the involvement of the industry is a key part of the methodology. The Housing Market Assessment will be crucial in ascertaining what needs and requirements exist in connection to household provision. The Government is to place increased emphasis on Housing Market Assessments. The HBF considers it to be important that policy is founded on the most up to date robust and credible evidence base. 

Issue 1B: 88%: 12% split between social rented and shared ownership tenure

PPS3 advice could be interpreted to allow LPAs to dictate the mix of dwellings on all sites, which the HBF objects to. In reference to this issue, PPS3 paragraph 24 should also be taken into account. This states ‘LPAs should ensure that the proposed mix of housing on large strategic sites reflects the proportions of households that require market or affordable housing and achieves a mix of households as well as a mix of tenure and price. For smaller sites, the mix of housing should contribute to the creation of mixed communities having regard to the proportions of households that require market or affordable housing and the existing mix of housing in the locality.’

HBF disagrees with the LPA dictating the provision of a mix of dwelling and tenures in new developments in all cases. It will not be appropriate for the council to dictate this in all circumstances. Achieving mixed communities does not mean that all areas have to have the same mix of dwelling types. All areas are different, all housing markets are different and this needs to be considered on a sub regional scale. Different areas perform different functions and this is often largely as a result of the housing mix in an area..  

Issue 1C: Price at which developers will be permitted to sell affordable housing: for social rented (price to a housing association) average of £46,700 for shared ownership (cost to the occupier) maximum of £84,000.

HBF believe these prices to be too prescriptive.

Issue 2: On what size of development should affordable housing contributions be sought?

HBF object to such an onerous target of the threshold of 1 dwelling for affordable housing contributions; and advocates more flexible approach to deciding thresholds. Proper and full regard must be had to the overall viability of schemes in setting any requirements. It should be remembered that in order to make housing more affordable, there needs to be more housing built in total. There should also be a flexible approach to the delivery of any affordable housing requirement, taking on board whether or not public grant funding is available. If not, then an alternative approach/requirement has to be properly considered.

It must be recognised that affordable housing requirements must not be so onerous that they threaten the delivery of the Council’s overall housing requirement. The Council has to consider a vital matter that, the very fact that thresholds are lowered is likely to reduce the supply of smaller sites coming to the market.

Issue 3: Should contributions differ between sites?
HBF believe that it is crucial that any planning gain requirements are fully considered in relation to site viability, and therefore, believe that contributions should be determined on a site by site basis. If planning gain requirements are unrealistic then landowners won’t sell their sites, and developers won’t find them profitable enough to develop. As a direct consequence, the Council would then be likely to struggle to meet it’s housing supply requirement. It would also fail to meet its responsibility to meet the housing requirements of the whole community. Indeed, such a situation would result in worsening affordability problems.  
Issue 4: Is it acceptable for affordable houses to be provided off site?

HBF agree that it should be acceptable for affordable housing to be provided off site, as it gives added flexibility for developer contributions.

Issue 5: Should affordable houses meet higher standards than that required by market houses, as proposed in the consultation draft, section 2.7?

HBF emphasise that the council should have realistic standards when developing affordable housing, and advise against imposing standards which will be too onerous for the developer to implement. With regard to the requirement for new build affordable homes to meet the BRE “Eco Homes” rating level of “Pass,” HBF believe that the Code for Sustainable Homes should be used a single national standard; and emphasise that these requirements will make new houses even more expensive where affordability should be a greater concern. The home building industry broadly welcomes the Government’s environmental targets. However, home builders cannot achieve them alone. The industry is committed to achieving the Government’s higher environmental standard, however, on a timescale that is realistic and achievable for them. 

This policy approach should be worded flexible in recognition of these concerns. There should not be hard and fast requirements for achieving non statutory and unenforceable criteria. 
Issue 6: Do you agree with the council’s approach to financial viability, set out in appendix E of the consultation paper?

HBF emphasise that full and proper regard must be had to the overall viability of schemes in setting any requirements. Delivery issues must be taken into account. HBF members are more likely to make detailed individual comments to Appendix E. 

