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Dear Sir or Madam 

Revised Issues and Options

Thank you for giving the Home Builders Federation (HBF) the opportunity to comment on the above document. The HBF have considered the proposed document and have made the following observations:
10.2.9 Housing

General

The most critical output of the planning system for the house building industry is land that is available for development or redevelopment for housing. This requirement is acknowledged in PPS3 paragraph 54 that states ‘LPA’s should identify sufficient specific deliverable sites to deliver housing in the first 5 years. To be considered deliverable, sites should be available, suitable and achievable.

Paragraph 70 state ‘where have an up to date five year supply of deliverable sites and applications come forward for sites that are allocated in the overall land supply, but which are not yet in the up to date five year supply, LPA’s will need to consider whether granting planning permission would undermine achievement of their policy objectives’. 

CLG have recently published advice to their Government Offices in the regions and the Planning Inspectorate regarding how Local Authorities should demonstrate that they have a 5 year supply of deliverable sites for housing as required by paragraph 7 of PPS3. This has been a requirement since 1 April 2007. 
The Local Planning Authority must ensure that the planning system delivers a flexible and responsive supply of land. It is important that the District’s portfolio of developable land is available, suitable and achievable. The Local Planning Authority should not solely rely on one particular form of land (e.g. all previously developed land/ all urban extension) to deliver the housing provision as there may be barriers to such sites being developed which could constrain the development of housing for a particular period. This may have detrimental consequences in terms of an increase in demand for housing, which could lead to an increase in house prices and an increase in commuting. It is essential, therefore, that a deliverable mix of housing land supply be provided.

The HBF consider, in line with PPS3, that the correct approach is to ensure that there is a range of sites available in a range of locations.

The HBF would also like to stress the point raised by the Council that the evidence base of the document is not currently robust and up to date. It would advise against proceeding with the document without updating the Housing Needs Study and Strategic Housing Market Assessment.  

Q.8 Should existing employment areas be allocated for new housing?

Government policy requires the best use to be made of development land. PPS3 (paragraph 44) specifically advises local authorities to take a realistic view of the amount and type of land likely to be required to meet economic demands and, if land is identified or allocated for employment use over and above likely future demand, serious consideration should be given to allowing those sites to be developed for other uses.  On that basis, HBF suggests that the most appropriate approach would be one that sought to identify (with full justification) key employment sites and allocations that should be protected. 

Then, for all non-key employment sites there should be a criteria based policy which sets out what factors will be taken into consideration in determining whether or not a site should be released for an alternative form of development.  These factors should incorporate assessments of viability, demand, need, obsolescence, suitability for employment versus non-employment use and so on. It is not just rundown employment space which could be allowed to be lost to other uses but any non-key site where there is no longer a demand for continued employment use or where such a use is incompatible with its location. 

Q.10 Should densities be increased within existing residential areas and on new housing sites so that more new housing can be accommodated?

The HBF supports the need for flexibility when determining density targets so that more new housing can be accommodated as depending on site circumstances it is not always suitable to build at high densities. Additionally consumer preference is not always for high density living.   

Q.11 Should the Green Belt boundary around the edge of some settlements be amended to accommodate new housing? If so where?

The HBF supports the use of Greenfield land in the Green Belt, and this would be its preference for the allocation of housing. Although there is no actual acknowledgement that Greenfield development is both necessary and, in many circumstances, appropriate, PPS3 paragraph 65 suggests that, if performance of housing provision fails to meet trajectories or assumptions, planning authorities might have to update the quantity and mix of different categories of land within their housing land supply. 

Although PPS3 paragraph 67 suggests that LPA’s will be able to refuse the release of Greenfield sites in order to ensure that brownfield sites are brought forward for development this is only the case where they can show that they have taken steps to remove the obstacles to the brownfield land’s development. 
Q.15 Should small sites for 100% affordable housing be allocated within villages where there is a proven need for affordable housing? 

The issue of affordable housing cannot be divorced from consideration of the issue of overall supply. If housing requirements are set at rates lower than the need and demand for new housing then it should not be a surprise to anyone that the affordability of housing in relation to local incomes is worsening. 

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 or lower site size threshold is wholly counter productive if that target / threshold impacts on development viability and so prevents sites coming forward. In relation to affordable housing provision, 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.

Q.17 Should limited development, including affordable housing, be allowed in villages and small settlements in the interests of fostering sustainable rural communities?

The HBF agrees that housing development should be allowed in rural areas, as it can have a positive affect on communities through for example sustaining rural services. 

Q.s 20 and 21

See previous comments on questions 10 and 11. 

10.4 Affordable Housing

Q.23 Should the threshold at which the Council can negotiate for affordable housing be reduced below 15 dwellings?

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. Clearly any lower thresholds set will need to both comply with national guidance, and also be properly backed up by a sound evidence base.

Q.25 When affordable housing is provided on sites, what percentage of the dwellings should be affordable?

The HBF advocates a flexible approach to providing affordable housing due to issues of viability. Local circumstances will determine how much affordable housing can be realistically provided on site. Therefore, percentages should be determined on a site by site basis.  

Q.27 Should the Council ensure that affordable housing is provided on site rather than allowing developers to pay commuted sums to provide it off site?

Flexibility should be employed when determining whether affordable housing is provided on site or commuted sums to provide it off site. Therefore, it should be determined on a site by site basis. 

Recreation and Open Space

10.7.2

The HBF considers the threshold of 6 or more dwellings as too low to be required to provide open space. It should also be noted that under Circular 05/05 developers are not required to make up for an existing deficiency in the area; and should not be onerous on the developer.  

Thank you again for giving the HBF the opportunity to comment. We trust you will take our comments into account and look forward to receiving further information regarding the progress of the document.

Yours faithfully,

Laura Edwards

Laura Edwards (maternity cover for Gina Bourne)

Regional Planner – Northern Region
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