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The Options

8.3 Infill Development 

The HBF supports the statement in paragraph 6.76 that ‘although national and regional guidance means that local authorities should maximize the use of previously developed land, some Greenfield development can sometimes be justified on sustainability grounds’. If there is not enough brownfield land to accommodate the district’s housing requirements then there is no reason why Greenfield developments should not be allowed. Therefore, the HBF supports option 16a. 

9.3 Lifetime Homes

It is good to see the government’s acknowledgement of the challenges facing the housing industry in meeting the needs of an ageing population. The private sector is responding to these demographic changes in a positive way, providing many new and innovative products. It will continue to do so. However, intervention and regulation from central government in this market is both unnecessary and unwarranted. With regard to the requirement that a proportion of housing development should be “lifetime homes” there are a number of means of providing access and flexibility without specifically requiring lifetime homes.  The option should require the provision of flexibility, without detailing the need for “lifetime homes”.

9.4 Residential Needs

The HBF supports option 23b. It is not for the Council to try to restrict the market. 

9.5 Public Open Space

All new development should contribute towards open space, not just housing. Therefore, the HBF supports option 25a. 

9.8 Speculative Development

In terms of windfalls the HBF believes that the Council should not try to restrict their use to purely conversions. New build may be more appropriate and better meet people’s needs. 

9.9 Housing Density 

The HBF believes that the reference to Planning Policy Guidance 3 in this document should be removed as this has now been superseded by Planning Policy Statement 3. 

It is considered that the density of a development should be assessed on a site-by-site basis.  The Core Strategy should recognise that in some cases it is appropriate for densities below the minimum of 30 dwellings per hectare where justified. This view is supported by paragraph 47 of PPS3. There should not be either a minimum or maximum amount of housing per square hectare. The housing mix should determine density based on topography, net developable area, space about dwelling standards/ stand off distances, buffer zones, landscaping tress, etc. Therefore, we would support option 33b.  

9.11 Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems

On the use of sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS) these should be encouraged or sought where appropriate rather than be required in all circumstances as there remain unresolved difficulties in implementing them in certain circumstances. There are also outstanding problems and uncertainties regarding long term management which must be resolved before SUDS can reasonably be a pre-requisite for all development. 

9.13 Renewable Energy Size Threshold 

This policy fails to take into account the fact that many sustainable design matters will very soon be covered by the Code for Sustainable Homes, and that in order to reduce CO2 emissions, 10% renewables provision on site might not be the most appropriate means of achieving this overall reduction, either technically or financially. 

The HBF believes that any requirement for renewable energy provision upon new development should be delivered through 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. 

 Housebuilders are working to improve the energy efficiency of new housing and finding ways of incorporating energy efficient technologies (where relevant) in the design process. However, the industry believes that the best way to improve the energy efficiency of new housing stock and to promote renewable energy is through innovations in materials and technology development and the economies of scale available to house builders to incorporate the best of these new technologies in the construction process, not by setting arbitrary targets that are impossible to measurable. We feel that the prescription of minimum percentages for the incorporation of certain types of micro-renewable energy is neither constructive nor beneficial in helping to tackle the long-term challenges of climate change. Such an approach could fragment efforts to achieve economies of scale and prevent a concerted focus from the supply chain in developing the most promising new products efficiently. 
The generation of energy via micro-renewables will do little to help reduce carbon emissions (for many reasons, but not least because of the energy consumed by domestic appliances inside the home). The reduction of CO2 is best tackled through the design and construction of homes, improvements to the existing stock, changes in consumer preferences and individual behaviour and, at the macro-scale, through investment in cleaner power generation by Central Government. A plethora of micro-renewables spread across the UK’s 26 million existing homes, needing regular cleaning, routine servicing (by people in vans) and eventual replacement after a couple of decades, strikes us as an inefficient use of resources. 

Moreover, many of these renewable technologies are in their infancy and are relatively untested. Only solar collectors are anything like a viable on-site option at the moment – all the other options currently available are expensive, inefficient and offer no security of supply in the longer term. This may adversely affect the saleability of housing schemes if people are wary of these untested technologies and the implication of break-down in the form of rising service charges or maintenance costs.  These technologies will also add to the medium and long-term management costs of the socially rented sector.  

