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Mr R Aspinall

Selby District Council

Civic Centre

Portholme Road

Selby

North Yorkshire

YO8 4SB

Emailed to raspinall@selby.gov.uk
28 February 2008

Dear Mr Aspinall

Selby District Council Consultation on Interim Housing Policies 

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

General Comment

This interim policy has not been produced in accordance with the statutory process of the development plan system, and therefore has not been subject to robust examination and testing.  There is no basis for these interim policies, which must therefore be accorded very little, if any, weight.
POLICY INT1 – Managed Housing Land Release

Do you agree with the proposed embargo on market housing in the smaller non-service villages in order to:

i)  Reduce house building in less sustainable locations?

ii) To protect the form and character of these settlements?

The Council should consider Greenfield sites as well as previously developed land, and should take the merits of each into consideration, as previously developed land is not always the most sustainable option.  PPS3 states that the national annual target for housing on PDL is 60% and when identifying previously developed land for housing development, local authorities will need to consider sustainability issues as some sites will not necessarily be suitable for housing.

Many non-service villages would benefit from appropriate levels of market housing development. Additional dwellings, whether for existing residents or new migrants, allow communities to thrive, through giving increased support to local facilities such as schools and shops.  The policy should identify the problems associated with this approach such as affordability as well as any benefits.

Do you agree with the principle of identifying Service Villages as locations for limited development, as specified in the policy?  If NO please explain

No.  The delivery of the overall housing requirement could be affected if the choice of locations was limited, or sites were not sufficiently attractive to the market, including the Council’s requirement for an increased supply of affordable housing.  The Council should provide robust evidence through their SHLAA that sites are developable and deliverable as required by PPS3.  

Do you have any comments on the choice of Service Villages included in the policy?

No comments.

POLICY INT2 – Housing in the Countryside

Policy INT2 is very similar to the existing Selby District Local Plan Policy H9.  Would you wish to see any amendment to this policy?

When considering potential sites for development Greenfield sites in rural areas should not be completely excluded, or restricted to certain areas.  The Council should take these potential sites into consideration as a Greenfield site could offer a sustainable development option for the reasons shown above.   

POLICY INT3 – Affordable Housing

Do you agree in principle that lowering thresholds and increasing the percentage of housing (when combined with Policy INT1) provide an appropriate policy approach to reduce market housing outside Selby while ensuring more affordable housing?  If NO please say why.

No.  Lowering thresholds and increasing the percentage requirements for affordable housing will not result in more affordable housing being built.  Imposing unreasonable demands in this area will impact on site viability, and will inevitably reduce the amount of development coming forward, thereby actually reducing the amount of affordable housing which is developed, and the whole policy will have been self-defeating.  The Council should provide evidence that this will be the case.  

Do you agree with the lower thresholds proposed in the policy?

The viability of development sites is a key theme of PPS3.  Setting a lower site size threshold is wholly counter productive if that target / threshold impacts on development viability and so prevents sites coming forward.  Therefore lowering the thresholds and increasing percentages does not equate to increased provision of affordable housing.  

Do you consider that the different thresholds apply to the right locations?  If NO please explain.

No comment

Is the higher percentage for affordable housing being sought about right?  If No, why and what should it be instead?

No.  The percentage requirement for a 50% affordable housing provision is inappropriate and unjustified.  Increasing percentages of affordable housing on development sites is not conducive with achieving sustainable mixed communities as PPS3 or the Governments Sustainable Communities Plan suggests.  There is a need to balance and mix communities and for that mix to include tenures that reflect the assessed needs of the market as identified by a Strategic Housing Market Assessment and viability of individual sites, rather than a blanket aspirational figure being imposed by the Council.

Should permissions for single dwellings be restricted to ‘affordable homes’ or would market housing be acceptable if a financial contribution were made to affordable provision elsewhere?

The HBF supports the provision of financial contributions towards off-site affordable housing, however requiring a single dwelling to make such a contribution would impact on site viability, and lead to fewer single dwellings undergoing construction.  

POLICY INT4 – 100% Affordable Housing Schemes

Do you agree with this approach in principle?  If NO please explain why.

No.  The HBF does not support the development of 100% affordable housing schemes.  National and regional policies are directed at building mixed communities in a range of geographical locations.  The Council’s proposal to allocate specific sites for 100% affordable housing is not in accordance with Government policy or guidance.

Do you agree with the different locations where 100% affordable housing schemes will be supported?  If NO please give your reasons.

No comments.

What are your views on the approach that local needs surveys are only required in some locations but not all, to support 100% schemes?

Local needs surveys should not be used to support 100% schemes, as these present an insufficient evidence base upon which to identify the need for affordable housing.  The Council’s affordable housing policies should be drafted in accordance with PPS3 and supported by robust evidence in the form of a Strategic Housing Market Assessment.   

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

Yours faithfully

Lucy Michalski

Lucy Michalski

Home Builders Federation
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