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Home Builders Federation

Matter 2, 4, 5

Matter 2: Plan Period and Levels of Growth to Plan For

Issue 1: Plan Period

2.1 The IPS contains identifiable strategic policies. NPPF paragraph 22 expects strategic policies to look ahead over a minimum 15-year period from plan adoption. The submitted plan covers the period 2022 to 2037. Would it be necessary for soundness (consistency with national planning policy) to extend the plan period so that relevant strategic policies look ahead to 2040?

Yes. The Plan period being proposed is just 12 years from the adoption of the local plan, assuming that is achieved within the 2025/26 monitoring year. This is substantially shorter than what is required by national policy. 

2.2 If the Plan period was extended, would it be reasonable to extrapolate identified needs / requirements (from the available evidence base) in the submitted Plan or would it be necessary to commission additional evidence?

This is for the Council to answer.

2.3 What would be the mitigating circumstances that could justify a 12-year post adoption plan period for strategic policies for the Isle of Wight as submitted? Would an early review mechanism be either a justified or effective approach in an Isle of Wight context?

With regard to the mitigating circumstances this is for the Council to answer. If the inspectors consider there to be mitigating circumstances an early review mechanism would be necessary in order for the plan to be found sound. However, any review policy would need to have consequences should the review not occur if it is to be effective. If the policy is not an effective one, then it cannot be the basis for making the plan sound. 

2.4 Whilst the housing requirement is proposed to be lower (453 dwellings per annum (dpa)), the Plan does not identify a local housing need for the Island at variance to the standard method output, which in March 2024, was 703dpa. The standard method for housing need is forward looking. Accordingly, would it be necessary for soundness to adjust the start of the plan period to 1st April 2024?

If the standard method is considered by the Council to be the appropriate method for assessing housing needs, then it would be consistent with national policy to adjust the start date of the local plan to 1st of April 2024. 

Issue 2: Whether the approach to establishing the housing need is soundly based.

2.5 Does the Local Housing Need Assessment 2022 [Document HO13] and the Housing Evidence Exceptional Circumstances Paper [Document HO15] justify why the standard method outputs are appropriate for establishing the housing need for the Island and as such should be considered a valid advisory starting point when establishing a housing requirement for the Island?

Whilst the standard method is the advisory starting point for establishing housing need it must be recognised that the outcome of that calculation represents the level of housing need that national policy considers should be planned for through this local plan. This is reinforced in Planning Practice Guidance which states in paragraph 2a-003-20190220 of stating that, “There is an expectation that the standard method will be used …”. It is therefore HBF’s position that it is not strictly necessary for the Council to justify the use of the standard method as the starting point given that there is an expectation that it will be used. The Council should only be required to justify its position should it choose not to use the standard method. As such, HBF consider the standard method to be a valid starting point for establishing the housing needs of the area.

2.6 Having regard to NPPF paragraph 61, are there the exceptional circumstances for the Isle of Wight, including the demographic characteristics of the Island, which would justify an alternative approach to the standard method, to determine the housing need over the plan period?

No.

2.7 Is it reasonable, as set out in Housing Exceptional Circumstances Paper [Document HO15], that alternative methodologies using exceptional circumstances could result in a standard method comparable or higher housing need figure for the Island, for example because of the scale of past under-delivery of housing?

PPG recognises at paragraph 2a-015-20190220 that alternative approaches to housing need can be used in exceptional circumstances and that these could result in either a lower or a higher assessment of local housing needs. However, PPG does outline that the burden of proof to justify a lower housing need figure will be higher than those Councils proposing a higher level of need than the minimum arrived at using standard method. This may be the result of the need to take account of significant levels so f past under delivery or indeed where household growth is expected to be higher than that used in the standard method. For example, the most recent 2018-based household projections indicate that annual household growth over the base period 2024 to 2034 is 553 households per annum, compared to 517 in the 2014-based projections. 

2.8 The primary evidence before us advocating for exceptional circumstances, includes a September 2020 analysis paper, provided as part of the representations from Mr Bob Seely [IPSR52]. Would that evidence provide a reasonable basis for concluding that the submitted IPS would not be an appropriate strategy and that a lower level of housing need would be necessary for soundness?

No. There is nothing within the representations form Mr Seeley to conclude that a lower level of housing need should be used as the starting point for considering the housing requirement in this local plan. 

2.9 Has plan preparation appropriately considered all reasonable options for establishing the housing need and appraised them accordingly as part of the Integrated Sustainability Appraisal?

No comment.

Issue 3: Whether the proposed housing requirement is soundly based.

2.10 Is it demonstrated through the Integrated Sustainability Appraisal, and other evidence (for example Housing Evidence Paper C [Document HO18], that the proposed housing requirement of 453dpa (6,795 net additional dwellings over the plan period) would contribute to achievement of sustainable development on the Island? Would accepting the housing requirement of 453dpa as a realistically deliverable housing figure require accepting that there would be some associated negative impacts?

Accepting a housing requirement of 453 dpa will inevitably mean accepting the negative impacts that arise from that decision. The likely negative impacts arising from the decision not to deliver what is required have been set out by the council and HBF would broadly agree with the conclusions. What HBF do not agree with is that the numbers should be restricted to reflect what has been delivered in recent years. Taking such an approach will bake in the negative impacts arising from the Council’s failure to meet needs in full and potentially see these worsen over time. 

2.11 Having regard to the Employment Land Study 2022 [Document EC1] would the proposed housing requirement provide sufficient homes required to accommodate economically active households necessary to support the Plan’s economic growth? Is there a risk that the proposed housing requirement could constrain or harm economic growth, including the potential from the Solent Freeport status, over the plan period?

There is a risk that a constrained housing figure could constrain economic investment.in the Island given that the evidence in EC1 shows that as minimum the Island needs 504 dpa to ensure jobs growth over the plan period of 2,282 jobs. It is also notable that a housing growth figure of 408 dpa is required to, in effect maintain the status quo. Given the aging population and the attractiveness of the Isle of Wight to retirees there is a significant risk that the proposed housing requirement will not ensure that there is a sufficient working age population to meet the future jobs growth expectations for the Island.

2.12 The proposed housing requirement is based on an assessment of the capacity of the market to deliver on the Island based on recent and past trends. As a methodology for establishing a housing requirement is that a reasonable and justified approach, consistent with national planning policy, including NPPF paragraph 67?

HBF accept that there can be constraints present in any housing market that may limit the number of homes that can be delivered. Usually, these constraints are physical – for example in tightly constrained cities such as Oxford where there are insufficient development opportunities in an area to meet needs in full – or policy constraints, such as those in footnote 7 to paragraph 11 of the NPPF, that mean housing needs cannot be met in full. The Council’s approach is different in that it is proposed not meet housing needs as it is suggested that there is insufficient capacity within the development industry on the Island to deliver more than 453 dwellings per annum. This is not a constraint on land avail bity but on the market to deliver those homes and apparently dismisses the potential for that market to grow should sufficient sites be allocated to meet needs in full. Therefore, HBF do not consider the approach proposed by the Council to be consistent with paragraph 67 of the NPPF. 

2.13 Are there any other factors that indicate the proposed lower housing requirement would be justified, for example the extent of available, suitable or achievable land supply on the Island or any environmental and/or infrastructure capacity constraints?

For council.

2.14 Given the current development plan on the Isle of Wight predates the NPPF and the objective of significantly boosting the supply of housing, does looking back at past trends generate a housing requirement that would be compatible with being prepared positively, in terms of the balance of being aspirational but deliverable as per NPPF paragraph 16b)?

Basing delivery in the future on past trends is an unsound approach to setting a housing requirement. Such an approach will inevitably fail to boost housing supply and just accepts that delivery beyond a certain level is not possible. 

2.15 Would it be reasonable to conclude that because the 2012 Core Strategy for the Island did not allocate specific sites for the development and that Area Action Plans intended to perform that role did not materialise, rates of housing delivery on the Island have been suppressed over the last 10-12 years? Does this explain why in Table 2 of the Housing Evidence Paper A [Document HO16] average delivery rates have come down year-on-year in the last five years (is previous plan-led land supply drying up?)? Is this also borne out in Table 3 of the same Paper A which shows delivery averages preceding the Core Strategy being materially higher than for the period since 2012?

Yes. Without specific sites being allocated for development essentially the Council were relying on existing permissions and windfall development to deliver its housing requirement in the 2012. Had the Council worked more proactively to identify and allocate sites for development over this period the number of homes delivered may well have been higher. While the nature of the development industry on the Island may have some impact on the rate of delivery, the lack of allocations and the certainty this would bring to house builders operating on the Island cannot be dismissed.  

2.16 Is the period of assessment informing the 453dpa housing requirement figure robust and justified? Are there reasonable alternatives to inform the housing requirement if a different period of past delivery were selected?

HBF does not consider the whole approach taken by the Council of basing the requirement on past delivery rates to be sound. Delivery has in the past consistently exceeded 453 dpa in the past and could do so in future.

2.17 Part of the assessment of market capacity or demand to deliver on the Island includes an analysis of ‘conversion’ rates (the rate at which planning applications are implemented (or converted) into delivery on the ground (completions)). Is the assessment of conversion rates robust and is there a risk it could be skewed by any specific larger sites lapsing (for example, representations from the Home Builders Federation refer to the Pennyfeathers Site, Ryde (HA119))? Would it be reasonable to conclude that increasing supply, and subsequently granting planning permission, would not translate into boosting housing delivery on the Island?

The Council’s state in paragraph 5.6 of HO16 that as the number of permission has increased the conversion rate has fallen. The Council therefore concludes that just granting planning permission has not led to an increase in build out rates and that in fact the opposite is true. However, our understanding, which was confirmed by the Council, is that the permissions in Table 1 of HO16 includes the Pennyfeathers site for 904 homes, which was granted outline planning permission in 2017. Removing this one site from total permissions shows a far higher conversion rate and does not support the Council’s conclusion that an increase in permissions would not deliver an increase in new homes. What the evidence does indicate this that larger allocations will not translate to short term increases in housing delivery. However, in terms of conversion rate the number of homes delivered from planning permission granted has remained relatively stable and that increasing the number of available sites on the Island could lead to an increase in housing delivery. 

2.18 If it was concluded that the housing requirement should be the standard method figure of 703dpa or an alternative capacity/market-led figure higher than the proposed 453dpa, what harm(s) would arise? Would the principal harm be the potential loss of plan-led decision making? Have any other adverse consequences of a higher housing requirement been demonstrated through the Integrated Sustainability Appraisal?

For council.

2.19 In addition to the island-based housebuilders, have national housebuilders been active on the island during the assessment period from which the Council has based its 453dpa figure? Is there robust evidence to demonstrate that allocating sites on the Island to implement a higher housing requirement would not be an appropriate strategy because they would not be delivered? (for the various factors listed at paragraph 5.2 of Housing Evidence Paper A – linking through to the 2019 University of Portsmouth study in Documents HO2 and HO3).

The fact that not all national housebuilders are operating on the Island does not necessarily mean that higher levels of housing delivery cannot be achieved should not be used an excuse for not meeting housing needs in full. It may require an alternative strategy to ensure those needs are met, one which perhaps steps the housing requirement to allow house building industry on the island to scale up delivery alongside focussing on a wider range of sites that reflects and supports the housebuilders operating on the Isle of Wight, allowing them to grow and deliver the homes that are needed. 

2.20 Primary barriers to housing delivery are principally set out and summarised in Housing Evidence Paper D [Document HO19]. Is there a realistic prospect that these barriers could be overcome or decreased during the plan period? Would setting a higher housing requirement incentivise action or investment to help address barriers (for example from the Council, Homes England or the development sector)?

Unless sufficient land is allocated to meet housing needs it is not possible to state whether or not the barriers listed by the Council can be overcome. HBF agree that it is more difficult to increase the delivery of housing quickly on the Island given that it does not have the same range of house builders operating in its housing market but if the Council is unwilling to identify sites to deliver beyond 453 dpa requirement it is inevitable that delivery will not greatly exceed this number.

2.21 Under the Council’s approach to the housing requirement, how can the market shape or affect housing delivery going forward to demonstrate higher levels of growth could be sustainably delivered, including, potentially, through future plan reviews? Would higher housing growth be dependent on external factors, for example, greater levels of public investment to support affordable housing delivery?

For Council.

2.22 The submitted housing trajectory (at Appendix 4 of the IPS) includes two early years where annual housing delivery would significantly exceed 453dpa and then a mid-period (c.2027-2031) averaging at circa 570dpa. What accounts for the higher delivery in those years? Could it be sustained over the remainder plan period, particularly the latter periods, if suitable land was made available through a plan-led approach?

This is for the Council to answer. However, as we suggest in our representations, it would have been helpful for the Council to provide a detailed trajectory setting out the delivery expectations for all the sites that are expected to come forward over the plan period and contribute to meeting housing needs. This would have enabled all interested parties to scrutinise the council proposed housing supply and allow for a more effective debate at the hearings as to what is achievable across the plan period. It is also notable that the latest five-year housing land supply statement published by the Council (ED3A) that delivery is expected exceed the proposed housing requirement by over 1,100 homes between 2024/25 and 2027/28. This would suggest that if suitable land was made available then delivery and higher rates could be sustained over the plan period.

2.23 If the proposed housing requirement were to be found sound as a minimum figure, is the policy framework in the IPS sufficiently flexible to support further housing delivery on the Island beyond the windfall allowance already accounted for?

No. Appendix 4 of the IPS indicates that 6,803 homes are expected to come forward I total over the plan period – 8 homes more than the housing requirement of 6,795. No consideration appears to have been given to allocating additional sites to test whether a higher level of delivery could be achieved that would better meet the Island’s housing needs. The 453 dpa requirement proposed by the Council has seemingly been used as a cap on what can be delivered. Given the Council acknowledge that the standard method is the starting point for establishing the housing requirement it is been logical, even if the requirement was set at 453 dpa, for sites allocations to support delivery beyond this figure. Such an approach would not have compromised the Council’s decision making, should the council’s assertions be accurate, but would have provided scope for delivery capacity to grow over the plan period.

2.24 Should the housing requirement at Policy H1 be expressed as a minimum figure (“at least”), consistent with paragraph 7.6 of the Plan?

Yes.

Matter 4: Policies for the Environment

Issue 2: Whether the approach to flooding and managing the coast is justified,
effective and consistent with national policy.

4.21 Whether the requirement in Policy EV13 to restrict predicted internal potable water consumption to 100 litres per person per day, below the optional requirement at Approved Document G of the Building Regulations, is justified (see Planning Practice Guidance at Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 56-014-20150327)?

HBF recognises that in some areas that new homes shod be designed to reduce the level of water consumption where homes are being built in water stressed areas. This is set out in PPG and allows LPAs to adopt through their local plans a lower standard than building regulations of 110 litres per person per day (lpd). On the basis that the Isle of Wight is in a water stress area there is evidence to support the 110 lpd standard allowed for in PPG but to go lower than this figure is not consistent with national policy and unjustified.  

4.23 Policy EV14 requires all development proposals to undergo the sequential test but §4.109 states that this does not apply to allocated sites. Is this consistent and, therefore, effective?

To avoid confusion, the Council must ensure internal consistency within the IPS and with national policy by stating that sites allocated in the local plan, and other exempted development, will not be required to undertake a sequential test. 

Matter 5: Policies for creating sustainable, strong and healthy Communities

Issue 1: Whether the approach to policies for the community is justified, effective and consistent with national policy.

5.2 Whether the requirement in Policy C3 for a Health Impact Assessment is justified for all major developments?

The approach to development established by the plan should ensure the plan itself supports development the secures positive health outcomes rather than for this to be considered on an application-by-application basis. The HBF would suggest that an HIA is only required on larger developments of over 100 units that have not been allocated through the local plan and as such will not have had their health impacts properly assessed as part of the preparation of the local plan. 

5.6 Are the requirements in Policy C11 justified, effective and consistent with national policy, including in regard to the requirement for all homes to be net zero carbon? Having regard to the Written Ministerial Statement of 23 December 2023 are the requirements presented in an appropriate format? Is the viability appraisal realistic in regard to the requirement for new homes to meet this policy?

As set out in our representation HBF does not consider the approach set out in C11 to be justified or consistent with national policy.

5.7 Has the impact of Policy C11 on housing supply (the rate at which new homes come forward) been appropriately considered, particularly given the Council’s position that issues of supply chains, access to a skilled workforce and market volatility, amongst other things, have influenced who builds on the Island and recent delivery rates?

For Council.

5.8 Is the principal evidence for Policy C11 contained in the Mission Zero Climate and Environment Strategy 2021-2040 [Document GS13] and IoW Zero Carbon Homes Analysis [Document CO15]?

For Council.


Matter 7: The Delivery of a Sufficient Supply and Mix of Homes

Issue 1: The robustness of the Housing Trajectory and whether there would be a deliverable supply on plan adoption and developable supply thereafter to meet the housing requirement.

7.1 Will the housing requirement in the Plan at 6,795 dwellings be delivered through the proposed sources of supply listed in Policy H1 over the plan period?

The Council must provide a detailed trajectory for this to be properly considered. The only indication as to delivery timescale provided the SHLAA is whether they are considered to be deliverable or developable. No detail is provided as to when sites are expected to commence and the annual rates of delivery across the lifetime of the development. Without the necessary detail it is not possible to state whether the level of supply proposed in the local plan is deliverable or developable. 

7.2 Is the proposed housing trajectory at Appendix 4 soundly based and consistent with Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment evidence and latest annual monitoring on housing land supply? Are any factual updates required to the trajectory?

As outlined above the trajectory included at appendix 4 lacks the necessary detail for the effective scrutiny of housing supply on the island over the plan period and whether it is consistent with the SHLAA. The latest Housing Land Supply Position Statement (ED3a) does provide more detail on land supply between 2024/25 and 2027/28 setting out the sites that contribute to supply over this period. HBF recommend that a similarly detailed housing trajectory is required which provides details of the trajectories for all the sites that contribute to the delivery of development over the plan period. However, from the evidence provided in ED3a the council expect delivery to be higher in years 1 to 5 than what is proposed in Appendix 4 and is an indication that the whole trajectory will need to be updated to take account of any new information. 

7.3 The trajectory at Appendix 4 is a relatively high-level table, with years 6- 10 and 11-15 amalgamated so there is no individual year profile. Would it be necessary for soundness to present the trajectory as a either a graph or a Gantt chart showing what the annual housing requirement is (whether that is a consistent average or, if required, a stepped requirement), and in a format that will show when the various sources of supply will come forward each year over the plan period? Would it be possible in the trajectory to specifically show when any particularly large or critical sites to overall delivery would contribute to the meeting the housing requirement? (for example: Medina Yard (535 homes), Key Priority Sites 1 and 2; Land at Horsebridge Hill (200 homes); Westridge Farm, Ryde (475 homes); Pennyfeathers, Ryde (800 homes)).

As a minimum the trajectory included in Appendix 4 should set out expected delivery for each year across the plan period. However, as is suggested in paragraph 74 of the NPPF, HBF would recommend that detail is also provide setting out expected delivery rates on each of the allocated sites.

7.4 Would at least 10% of the housing requirement be met on sites no larger than one hectare (NPPF paragraph 70)?

This is for the Council to answer. 

7.5 Is there compelling evidence to make an allowance for windfall housing in the plan period as per NPPF paragraph 72? Is the windfall figure of 100 dwellings per annum soundly based? Is the 100 figure an amalgam of existing small sites with planning permission and additional unanticipated delivery on small sites of less than 10 dwellings?


7.6 Overall, would the submitted plan provide for a robust five-year supply of deliverable housing land on plan adoption (in 2025)?

Without a more detailed trajectory covering the 5 years post adoption, assumed to be 2025/26 to 2029/30 it is not possible to say whether there will be a five year housing land supply on adoption. At present the most recent data provided by the Council (ED3a) only includes information on supply for the first three years post adoption. 

7.7 The Plan advocates that part of the Island’s housing delivery issues arise from the rate at which planning permissions are implemented. Is this a serious issue for the Island and would Policy G5 provide a justified and effective approach to incentivising delivery that would be consistent with national planning policy?

G5 is based on the provisions in the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act (LURA) 2023 that provide powers to local planning authorities to require annual progress reports and to refuse permission where the Council considers the applicant to have a past history of non-implementation or slow delivery. Whilst HBF understands the importance of delivering new homes we are concerned with some of the provisions in G5 do not provide sufficient flexibility and will lead to delays in application being submitted where there is uncertainty as to when a development will commence and the rate at which the scheme will be built out. In particular HBF do not consider it necessary for all major residential development to have a detailed timetable as part of the planning application or for there to be a condition imposed requiring an annual progress report in line with S114 of the LURA. Such reporting may be appropriate on key large scale developments but to require these from all residential schemes of 10 or more units is an unnecessary administrative burden for both the developer and council. 

7.8 In the advent that a five-year supply of deliverable housing land could not be demonstrated, would the final part of Policy H1 provide a justified and effective approach? Is criterion 1 consistent with national planning policy in terms of otherwise seeking to significantly boost the supply of housing?

HBF welcomes the intent of the final section of H1 to bring forward additional sites where the Council fails to demonstrate there is a five year land supply. However, given that the Council recognise that they are not meeting housing needs in full HBF would suggest that should a site that meets criteria 2 to 5 in H1 should be permitted regardless of their being a five year land supply. If the policy is retained then part 1 of this final paragraph is considered to be overly restrictive, especially given that that Council recognise that they are not meet needs and that the proposed requirement is a minimum. 



Mark Behrendt MRTPI
Planning Manager – Local Plans SE and E
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