Doncaster Core Strategy Further Options 

Consultation Response Form
How to respond to Doncaster Core Strategy Further Options 

Please use this response form to answer the questions which are numbered for example HQ1, HQ2 etc. for housing, EQ1, EG2 etc. for employment and so on. 

The question numbers are shown on the form, along with a brief description of the topic area which they cover. For the full question wording and background please see the main document Doncaster Core Strategy Further Options, Parts 1 and 2. 

Do you have to answer all the questions? 

No. You can choose which ones you want to answer whether some or all of them, depending on those which you are interested in.

Note: Y/N = Yes or No

Please return the response form to:

LDF Team,

Doncaster Council

Directorate of Development

FREEPOST NEA 196

Doncaster DN1 1BR

Or by email, as an attached document to LDF@Doncaster.gov.uk
If you have any queries regarding this form or the LDF ring (01302) 734419
For more information or to download copies of the document see the Local Development Framework web pages under Planning on the Doncaster Council website www.doncaster.gov.uk
Doncaster Core Strategy Further Options 

Consultation Response Form
	Please provide your contact details
Your name Gina Bourne

	The organisation you represent (if applicable) Home Builders Federation 

	Address Brooklands Court, Tunstall Road, Leeds

	Email address gina.bourne@hbf.co.uk

	Telephone 0113 272 7573 


Themes 1 and 2: Settlements and Housing

	HQ1 Settlement hierarchy 

	Agree or Disagree? 
	Comments:

No Comment

	HQ2 Housing growth  

	HQ2a Doncaster Main Urban Area: 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

No Comment

	HQ2b Principal Towns: 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

No Comment

	HQ2c Potential Growth Towns: 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

No Comment

	HQ2d Renewal Towns: 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

No Comment

	HQ2e Conservation Towns: 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

No Comment

	HQ2f The Larger (No expansion) Villages: 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

No Comment

	HQ2g The Smaller (No development) Villages: 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

No Comment

	HQ3 Sustainable settlement strategy and future housing growth 

	
	Comments:

The HBF objects to the inclusion of the “strategic search sequence” in this document. This alludes to the sequential approach which is no longer part of current planning policy. Given the Government guidance set out in PPS3, the HBF considers it ill-advised to proceed with the principle of a sequential approach in relation to development principles when that approach no longer forms part of emerging Government thinking. The sequential approach has been deliberately omitted from PPS3 as a way of speeding up the delivery of and release of land for housing. Government acknowledges that the sequential approach has been mis-applied by many local authorities and has been used as a tool to avoid releasing sufficient land for housing rather than its intended purpose, which was to ensure that sufficient land was released but that those releases should be the most sustainable.

PPS3 still prioritises the use of previously developed land over greenfield, however this aspiration should be expressed in terms of the priority being given to previously developed sites, and should not be expressed using the terminology “sequential approach”, as that approach has a very precise and specific meaning, which is no longer appropriate.

Whilst there needs to be a consideration of a number of different factors in determining the Council’s settlement strategy, the HBF believes that it should by informed by a Strategic Housing Market Assessment and a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment in order that policies are based on a robust and credible evidence base.  

Key stakeholders should be involved at the outset of the Assessments so that they can help shape the approach to be taken. In particular house builders and local property agents should provide expertise and knowledge to help the partnership to take a view on the deliverability and developability of sites, and how market conditions may affect economic viability. Key stakeholders should also be involved in updating the Assessments from time to time.

Specifically the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment is significantly different from an Urban Capacity Study, previously required by PPG13. Therefore, even where there is a recent Urban Capacity Study that has identified sites, it will be necessary to carry out further work, in particular to (paragraph 13):

· determine whether identified sites are still available and to review assumptions on housing potential

· identify additional sites with potential for housing which were not required to be investigated by Urban Capacity Studies, such as sites in rural settlements, brownfield sites outside settlement boundaries and suitable Greenfield sites, as well as broad locations (where necessary);

· carry out further survey work within settlements to identify additional brownfield sites that have come forward since the Urban Capacity Study was carried out; and

· Assess the deliverability/ developability of all sites.  

	HQ4 Rank factors of importance for distribution of housing growth (1= most important; 13=least important) No Comment

	Factor
	Rank?

	Settlement Strategy 
	

	Avoid Flood Zones
	

	Avoid Green Belt
	

	Maximize the use of Brownfield land
	

	Maximize use of sites within towns (urban potential) rather than urban expansion into surrounding countryside
	

	Accessibility to jobs and services using means other than the car
	

	Attractiveness to the market
	

	Avoid harm to bio-diversity
	

	Avoid high grade agricultural land
	

	Avoid sensitive landscape & townscape situations
	

	Maximize use of spare physical and social infrastructure capacity (e.g. schools, health facilities)
	

	Avoid building on top of important minerals preventing their future extraction
	

	Other?

(Please specify) No Comment
	

	HQ5 Broad housing allocation for each group of towns 

	Option 1
	Option  2
	Option  3
	Option  4
	Option 5

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3, 4 or 5) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment



	HQ6 Division of housing allocation for a group of towns 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

The HBF believes that the Council should not set arbitrary targets and that housing allocations be informed by a Strategic Housing Market Assessment and a Strategic Land Availability Assessment, see comment HQ3 for further details.  

	HQ7 Do you agree or disagree with the following?

	HQ7a Development in the green belt or in flood zones 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:
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. Equal consideration should be given to both Greenfield and brownfield and the merits of each should be taken into consideration i.e. certainty of delivery, sustainability. 



	HQ7b Position in hierarchy overrides environmental considerations?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

No Comment

	HQ7c Individual town allocations could vary for environmental reasons. 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

No Comment

	HQ7d Green belt and flooding carry more weight at the lower end of the settlement hierarchy than at the upper end? 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

No Comment

	HQ8 Any comments on the housing requirement in the Regional Spatial Strategy Panel Report 

	Comments:
No Comment 

	HQ9 Doncaster LDF Brownfield Housing Target 

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3 (
	Option 4
	Another

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?

The focus must be on meeting housing requirements rather than arbitrarily prioritising brownfield land at the expense of greenfield. Allowing for a flexible brownfield target should mean that housing can be delivered realistically. The number one sustainability issue should be to ensure that everyone has the opportunity of a decent and affordable home, which meets their needs. 



	HQ10 Affordable Housing to meet Doncaster’s Needs

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Another(

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?

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. 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. 

One sensible way forward is to adopt a cascade approach to both target percentages and site size thresholds but even that must be viewed in the context described above. As well as a cascade of thresholds / percentage targets, the council should also give consideration to a cascade of tenure. The funding of affordable housing will be a key issue in the future. The old distinction between market and social rented housing is no longer appropriate and there are a number of forms of intermediate housing which meet the affordable housing policy objectives as well as being required in order to create sustainable, mixed and balanced communities. So, just as important as thresholds and targets are the tenure and delivery issues (even in terms of what partners the council will be willing to work with) which must be addressed in the research which will underpin whatever policy approach is finally agreed. 

We strongly suggest that the Council should undertake detailed monitoring activities in order to determine the basis upon which the policy is being implemented and the effect the policy is having on development volumes. These will inform the Council whether affordable housing targets are appropriate or too ambitious and allow the Council to decipher whether the policy is robust or in need revision.


	HQ11 Minimum Site-Size Threshold for Affordable Housing?

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Another(

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?

In line with the above comment, the HBF would recommend that the Council employs the Cascade approach to determining thresholds. Site characteristics vary greatly and therefore, a blanket threshold target is not always appropriate. We regard an increase in housing supply as by far the most long term solution to housing under- supply and poor affordability thereby meeting the needs of all sectors of the community. 

The HBF is opposed to any option which would lower the site threshold below 15 dwellings. Developments under 15 dwellings will be badly affected as there will be less plots to spread this increased cost over. If under 15 plots is adopted as the threshold it will definitely result in fewer smaller sites being developed. This is at the limits of an acceptable land value decrease, especially for the smaller sites, and in a lot of cases would prevent the landowner from selling the land. This would in turn generate less affordable housing.


	HQ12 Special LDF Policy(s) to address Rural Affordable Housing Need? 

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Option 4(
	Another

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?

The HBF does not think it would be appropriate to have 100% affordable housing sites, as this would not be viable for any developer to deliver. The Council must be realistic when setting requirements.  



	HQ13 Commuted Sums in place of Affordable Housing in certain circumstances? 

	Option 1(
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Another

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?

National policy is that housing developments should be provided on site in most cases, but where it can be robustly justified, a financial contribution for off-site provision may be accepted as long as it contributes to the creation of mixed communities (PPS3 paragraph 29). Therefore, there is no reason why option 1 cannot be implemented. 


	HQ14 Mix of Housing to meet Doncaster’s Requirements

	Option 1(
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Option 4
	Another

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?

The HBF considers Option 1 the most appropriate as it does not set prescriptive requirements and it means It is appreciated that the planning system’s involvement in the housing mix is becoming of increasing importance. However, HBF members believe that the public sector should not dictate housing sizes, mix or specification on private sector sites. Private individuals buying a home make choices about price, location, dwelling type and size; plot size etc. according to their income and personal requirements. The state has no place restricting the availability of certain types of housing (e.g. small affordable units), which in practice amounts to telling certain households what they should or should not buy. Also, by imposing size standards or housing mix on private housing sites, local authorities reduce the supply of housing, exclude some households from decent housing and worsen the affordability crisis. What history has demonstrated is that the more flexible housing is the more likely it is to last. Over- designing houses today must not limit the flexibility of houses to meet tomorrow’s needs. 

However, if the local authority planning departments are to become involved in this, which seems inevitable, it would seem sensible to adopt a flexible approach which could be applied by all developers. 



	HQ15 Needs of Gypsies & Travelers

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Option 4
	Another

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?

No Comment.

	HQ16 Type of location of new accommodation for Gypsies & Travelers

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Option 4
	Another

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?

No Comment.

	HQ17 Release of Housing Land for constant supply of Deliverable Sites

	Option 1
	Option 2 (
	Option 3 
	Another

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?



	HQ18 Release of Housing Land to support Housing Renewal 

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Option 4
	Another

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?

No Comment. 

	HQ19 Mixed Use Sites and if so where?

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3 (
	Another

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?



	HQ20 Any other comments or suggestions about settlement or housing policies for the amended Core Strategy Preferred Options? 

	Comments:

No Comment 

	HQ21 Any other detailed housing issues for the LDF Allocations DPD?

	Specify: No Comment



Theme 3: Employment: No Comments on this theme. 

	EQ1 Justification for allocating employment on different types of land 

	
	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Another (please specify)

	A.
	
	
	
	

	B. 
	
	
	
	

	C.
	
	
	
	

	D.
	
	
	
	

	E.
	
	
	
	

	F.
	
	
	
	

	EQ2a Level of economic growth 

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Option 4
	Another

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?



	EQ 2b Future commuting pattern 

	1. Reduce out-commuting?

	Agree or Disagree? 
	Comments:



	2. Other views?

	Agree or Disagree? 
	Comments:



	EQ3 Where should new jobs be distributed 

	EQ3a Office Jobs

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Another

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?



	EQ3b Industrial Jobs

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Another

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?



	EQ3c Warehouse/Logistics Jobs

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Another

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?



	EQ4 Support the Economic Strategy Themes and spatial implications?

	Theme 1
	(Y/N)
	Any other comments/implications



	Theme 2
	(Y/N)
	Any other comments/implications



	Theme 3
	(Y/N)
	Any other comments/implications



	Theme 4
	(Y/N)
	Any other comments/implications



	Theme 5
	(Y/N)
	Any other comments/implications



	Theme 6
	(Y/N)
	Any other comments/implications



	Theme 7
	(Y/N)
	Any other comments/implications



	Theme 8
	(Y/N)
	Any other comments/implications



	Theme 9
	(Y/N)
	Any other comments/implications



	Theme 10
	(Y/N)
	Any other comments/implications



	EQ5 Linking new jobs to communities

	EQ5a Are new jobs mainly in the East and Centre of the borough with good transport links sustainable?  

	Y/N
	If no, what would be a more sustainable pattern and what would need to happen to make an alternative approach deliverable? (specify)



	EQ5b Access strategies to connect communities to new strategic employment 

	Specify:



	EQ6 Do you support logistics growth subject to:

	1.Strong accessibility measures put in place to ensure affordable access from communities around the borough.
	Y/N

	2. Locations adjacent to existing settlements
	Y/N

	3. Sites can be screened or high levels of landscape mitigation achieved
	Y/N

	4. Multi-modal access can be achieved e.g. from rail, air or canal
	Y/N

	5. A strategy to ensure that skilled jobs and training is provided
	Y/N 

	6. Any other? (specify)



	7. A limit on the amount of land or jobs to be provided - if so, what?

	Y/N and specify 

	8. Any Further Comment on this issue?


	EQ7 Do you support the concept of a Strategic Rail Freight ‘Inland Port’ at Rossington?

	EQ7a Should land to the west of Rossington be developed for an Inland Port and related warehousing?
	Y/N

	EQ7b If yes to EQ7a, should the associated warehousing be limited to rail related freight?


	Y/N + comments



	EQ7c Any further comments?



	EQ8 What type of place should office jobs be located at?

	EQ8a Could Doncaster attract office development and if so what type?

	Agree or Disagree? 
	Comments:



	EQ8b What type of offices could be located in Principal Towns?

	Specify:



	EQ8c Should offices only be located in town centres?

	Agree or Disagree? 
	Comments:



	EQ8d What other strategies are needed to support a successful office sector?

	Specify:



	EQ8e What other locations and criteria should be considered for office development?

	Specify:



	EQ9 Should Mexborough and Conisbrough rely on the following :

	1. Existing UDP employment allocations?
	Y/N

	2. Additional or replacement allocations in them?
	Specify, with reason(s):



	3. Accessible employment locations outside these towns in green belt?
	Y/N

	4. Other opportunities to sustain them?
	Y/N

	EQ10 Spatial strategies to ensure that Robin Hood Airport provides a range of new job opportunities for Doncaster and the sub-region?

	EQ10a How can the airport grow sustainably as an economic driver for Doncaster and the sub-region?

	Specify:



	EQ10b If FARRRS fails to receive funding, how can the airport act as an economic driver?

	Specify:

 

	EQ10c How can the airport benefit from its connectivity to the railway system and how should this connectivity be developed?

	Specify:



	EQ10d What type of business development should be encouraged in and around Robin Hood Airport? (tick the type(s) you agree with)

	a)
	b)
	c)
	d)
	e)
	f)

	EQ11 Given the cost of a link road what should the approach be to the Carcroft Common?

	Option 1 
	Option 2 
	Option 3
	Option 4
	Option 5

	Any comments on the Options?



	EQ12 Should the LDF specify a location for a hotel/spa/leisure complex?

	EQ12a 
	Y/N

	EQ12b If Yes, should it be within the vicinity of Robin Hood Airport?
	

	EQ12c Are there any suitable locations for hotels linked to specific activities? Please specify.
	


Theme 4: Transport and Accessibility. No Comments on this theme. 

	TQ1 Approach to Long Stay parking in Doncaster Town Centre?

	Option 1 
	Option 2
	Option 3
	Other

	Please indicate which (if any) of the above Options you prefer and why (1, 2, 3 or Other) Do you have any other comments?



	TQ2 Level of on-street parking should there be in Doncaster Town Centre?

	Option 1
	Option 2 
	Option 3
	Option 4
	Other

	Please indicate which (if any) of the above Options you prefer and why (1, 2, 3, 4 or Other) Do you have any other comments?



	TQ3 Approach to protecting rail stations from development?

	Option 1 
	Option 2
	Option 3
	Other

	Please indicate which (if any) of the above Options you prefer and why (1, 2, 3 or Other) Do you have any other comments?



	T Q4 New rail station at Robin Hood Airport

	Option 1
	Other

	Please indicate which (if any) of the above Options you prefer and why (1 or Other) Do you have any other comments?



	T Q5 Inland waterways

	Option 1
	Other

	Please indicate which (if any) of the above Options you prefer and why (1 or Other) Do you have any other comments?




Theme 5: Town and District Centres. No Comments on this theme. 

	TCQ1 More pedestrian-friendly Trafford Way/Church Way?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ2 Improve Minster and Station townscape?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ3 Create public open space on town centre developments? 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ4 Produce guidance on development in historic areas?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ5 Improve access to Waterfront and Waterdale?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ6 Town centre ‘gateways’ need radical improvement?. 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ7 Maximise the potential of waterways?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ8 Improve St Sepulchre Gate West and the Waterdale ?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ9 A wider mix of uses e.g. for upper floors of town center buildings?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ10 Area Action Plan to suggest locations for new offices?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

	TCQ11 Promote independent retail sector in Doncaster town centre?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ12 Improve the Market?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ13 Urban design guidance for town centre?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ14 Tall buildings 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ15 The town centre’s emerging regional shopping role.

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ16 Nether Hall/Copley Road 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ17 A more diverse town centre as well as the night time economy?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ18 Town centre design guidance to reflect the existing pattern?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ19 Car parking balance with sustainable public transport system?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ20 Flood ‘mitigation’ measures for town centre development

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ21 Marshgate urban village?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ22 Pedestrian-friendly streets in areas like Hallgate?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ23 Primary and Secondary Shopping Frontages policy 

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ24 ‘Landmark’ tall buildings for the town centre?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	TCQ25 Will any other issues help deliver a better town centre?

	Comments:


	TCQ26 Approach to non retail and service developments 

	Specify:



	TCQ27 Shopping/services provision

	Specify:



	TCQ27a New local shopping provision? 

	Specify:



	TCQ27b New local shopping and service centres? 

	Specify:



	TCQ28 Approach to new local shopping for new housing 

	Specify:



	TCQ29 Policy for town and district centres with flexible mixes of uses 

	Specify: 



	TC Q30 Criteria to assess changes of use to shops?

	Specify: 



	TCQ30a If yes which are the essential criteria? 

	Specify: 



	TC Q31 Cultural and entertainment activities in the town centre?

	Specify: 



	TC Q32 Adequate larger shops and retail warehouses in town centre?

	Y/N

	Comments



	TC Q32a If you feel that further provision is necessary, where? d

	Specify:




Theme 6: Natural Environment

	NEQ1 Policy approach for conservation features? 

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4 (
	Option 5

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3, 4 or 5) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

There is no reason that development should be constrained if appropriate mitigation and compensation is in place. 

	NEQ2 Policy approach for when Mitigation Banking should be required? 

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4(
	Option

5 (Other)

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3, 4 or 5) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

There needs to be a flexible approach to mitigation banking, depending on the species affected and the nature of the development. Ideally this should be determined on a site by site basis. 

	NEQ3 Use Biodiversity Action Plan for identifying vulnerable sites? 

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4



	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment. 



	NEQ4 Habitat creation approach for Land Reclamation Schemes?

	Option 1 

	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4



	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment.

	NEQ5 Approach to Nightjar foraging

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4



	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment 

	NEQ6 Impact on Nightjar foraging

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3 (
	Option 4



	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

Mitigation is only appropriate in the immediate surrounding areas, otherwise it would not be directly impacted by any development. 



	NEQ7 Additional policy for non-minerals habitat creation

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3 (
	Option 4



	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

Determining this on a site by site basis should ensure flexibility and that requirements are tailored to site specifics. 



	NEQ8 Policy approach to Areas of Special Landscape Value?

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4



	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment

	NEQ9 Policy approach to Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs)?

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4



	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment

	NEQ10 Impact of AQMAs

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4



	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment

	NEQ11 Impact of AQMAs

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4



	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment. 

	NEQ12 Pollution policy

	Option 1


	Option 2

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1 or 2) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment 

	NEQ13 Proportion of on-site renewable energy

	Option 1(

	Option 2
	Option 3

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1, 2 or 3) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

The HBF considers that the reference to on site renewable energy in this document should be removed. Any requirements for the inclusion of renewable energy will be covered by the higher stages of the Code for Sustainable Homes as this is a framework and timescale to which the industry is committed to delivering. The HBF consider that the application of locally based energy performance standards would be unhelpful in facilitating the broader delivery of higher energy performance and consumption standards from new housing. 


	NEQ14 Proportion of on-site renewable energy

	Option 1(

	Option 2
	Option 3

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1, 2 or 3) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

See above comment. Increases in the amount of renewable energy generated will be covered in the gradual staging of the Code for Sustainable homes, as this enables the supply chains to be put in place. The fundamental point is that we do not currently know how to achieve zero-carbon standards in any kind of meaningful volume. A proliferation of targets will harm our ability to innovate, test, prove and deliver in the numbers that we need to. It risks product and housing design failure, raising serious issues around warranties and insurance. In turn, it risks harming consumer confidence in both the process and the homes we deliver. Failure risks harming consumer confidence. We need local authorities to keep the code timetable. We share the aims of higher output and high performance standards. We must ensure that in achieving one of these, the other is not undermined.

. 

	NEQ15 Definition of on-site renewable energy

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1, 2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option: 

Option 4: 

Through the Code for Sustainable Homes. 



	NEQ16 Scope of green infrastructure

	Option 1


	Option 2

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1or 2) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment

	NEQ17 Green infrastructure policies

	Option 1


	Option 2

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1or 2) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment 

	NEQ18 Green infrastructure policy issues

	Option 1


	Option 2

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1or 2) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment

	NEQ19 Green infrastructure 

	Option 1


	Option 2

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1or 2) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment

	NEQ20 Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDs)

	Option 1


	Option 2

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1or 2) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

No Comment

	NEQ21 Green roofs on new development

	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4 (


	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

This ensures flexibility, and enables site specific solutions to be developed. 


Theme 7: Built Environment

	BEQ1 Design issues: rank from 1= most important to 11=least important 

	Key Design Issues
	Rank?

	Development that does not respect it's context or could be anywhere
	

	Urban intensification and over development in sensitive areas
	

	Climate change and the implications for new and existing buildings
	

	Roads, cars, parking and signage dominating the urban landscape above pedestrians / cyclists
	

	Uninspiring 'Big box' architecture / warehouses in employment, retail developments and at motorway/road junction
	

	Loss of traditional urban grain, shop fronts, etc in town / local centers
	

	Taller buildings and apartments particularly in residential areas
	

	Poor quality materials, lack of detail, interest, craftmanship, etc
	

	Lack of open space / landscape in new developments
	

	Safety and security issues caused by poor design, lighting, etc
	

	Other? (specify)

No Comment
	

	BEQ2 Local design policy

	Option 1


	Option 2 (
	Option 3

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1, 2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

This ensures that there is flexibility when determining what constitutes good design, and that this is in accordance with national guidance. 

	BEQ3 : Other key issues?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

No Comment



	BE Q4: Do you agree with the above, and are there other key design criteria that you feel new developments should be assessed against?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:

The HBF would like to draw the Council’s attention to CABE’s Building for Life Criteria as a means of assessing good design. 

	BE Q5: Housing design policy in the Core Strategy?

	Option 1

(
	Option 2

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1 or 2) and why you have selected your chosen Option:

It is not considered appropriate to set out anything this detailed in the Core Strategy. 



	BE Q6 : Residential design issues: rank from 1= most important to 11=least important)

	Key Residential Design Issues
	Rank?

	1. Developments that have little sense of place and could be anywhere in the country
	

	2. Layouts which have an unclear street network and are difficult to find your way around
	

	3. Obtrusive areas of car parking and kerb parking causing problems for pedestrians and having a negative impact on public areas
	

	4. Lack of focal points or distinctive areas within the layout to help provide identity to the development
	

	5. Too much tarmac – a lack of variety in materials and treatments to the public realm
	

	6. Properties which have poor space standards, small rooms and gardens, and lack storage space 
	

	7. A lack of open space, trees and landscape in new housing areas
	

	8. A lack of activity along streets caused by houses that turn their backs onto main streets and parking / garages at ground floor
	

	9. New developments that do not link well with existing residential areas and their services and facilities
	

	10.  Safety and security issues caused by poor overlooking of public areas
	

	Other? (specify)

No Comment 
	


Theme 8 Minerals. No Comments on this theme. 

	MQ1 Soft Sand and Sharp Sand & Gravel apportionment

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4



	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option:



	MQ2 Approach to identifying the Potential Areas of Search

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	MQ3a Approach to Industrial Mineral Site Extensions

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	MQ3b Industrial Mineral Site Extensions?

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	MQ4a Soft Sand and Sharp Sand & Gravel apportionment

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4
	Option 5

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3, 4 or 5) and why you have selected your chosen Option:



	MQ4b Minerals Safeguarding Areas

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2 or 3) and why you have selected your chosen Option:



	MQ4c Minerals Safeguarding Areas – types of mineral

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2, 3 or 4) and why you have selected your chosen Option:



	MQ4d Minerals Safeguarding Areas – basis

	Option 1


	Option 2
	Option 3

	Please explain which Option you have chosen (1,2 or 3) and why you have selected your chosen Option:



	MQ4e Minerals – sustainable transport

	Comments:



	MQ5a Incidental extraction

	Agree or Disagree?
	Comments:



	MQ5b Incidental extraction criteria

	Comments:




Theme 9: Waste. No Comments on this theme. 

	WQ1 Local MCI facilities not automatically a Bad Neighbour Use?

	Y/N

	Reason(s) for answer:



	WQ2 Should a criteria-based approach be used for non_MCI waste sites?

	Y/N

	Reason(s) for answer:



	WQ3a Criteria for Non-MCI Waste Facilities: rank 1 as most important, 9 as least important.

	Criteria
	Rank/comments

	Nuisance (litter, vermin, noise, smell, emissions)
	

	Protection of water resources
	

	Land stability or soil impacts
	

	Visual intrusion/impact 
	

	Nature conservation/wildlife
	

	Historic environment and built heritage
	

	Traffic and access
	

	Potential land use conflict (e.g. location of waste facilities near to housing)
	

	Potential suitable co-location with similar/complementary uses
	

	WQ3b Any additional to assess proposals for Non-MCI Waste Facilities?

	Specify:



	WQ4 How should the issue of bringing waste into Doncaster be dealt with?

	Option1 
	Option 2
	Option 3 
	Another   

	Would you like to see another Option considered and if so what? Do you have any other comments?




Any Other Comments? 
	Question number:



	Comments
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