S W King

Planning Policy Manager

Planning Services

Newark & Sherwood District Council

Kelham Hall

Newark 

Nottinghamshire NG23 5QS

26th February 2004 

Dear Sir or Madam

Newark & Sherwood LDF – Issues Report  

Thank you for giving the HBF opportunity to comment on the above mentioned document. 

I would be grateful if you could amend your database in order to direct all HBF correspondence to myself at my home address: Mr P Cronk, House Builders Federation, White Gables, 34 Church Road, Brightlingsea, Colchester CO7 0JF and note my phone number: 07802 857099. I can be contacted by e-mail at Paul.Cronk@hbf.co.uk.

The HBF wishes to make the following comments:

Table 5.1: Housing Land Requirements

The HBF would point out that the draft Structure Plan housing figures have yet to be tested at an Examination-In-Public, or confirmed. Until the latter, the existing Structure Plan figures will still prevail.  

Q21  

Whilst PPG3 does indeed promote the reuse of brownfield sites, it does also accept that development will still take place on greenfield sites. Therefore, whilst it is likely to be concentrated on urban sites, it will still occur elsewhere in order to serve particular local needs (especially in localities in which there is a lack of readily available land for housing development). It must also be recognised that not everyone wanting a new home will want it provided in an urban area.

Q23

It would seem both sensible and appropriate to make housing allocations in villages in order to support local services and/or meet local needs. Whilst housing development will primarily be accommodated in urban areas, there will be other housing needs, which will need to be addressed outside of these areas.

Q24

See comments for Q21 above.

Q25

The Council has referred to the government’s proposed changes to PPG3 providing lower thresholds when seeking affordable housing provision. The HBF would reiterate that these are at this moment in time still just ‘draft’ changes, and have yet to be confirmed. It would also point to the greater emphasis being placed by the government in relation to site viability and increasing housing supply figures. However, it does support negotiation, rather than blanket requirement figures, which take no account of site characteristics or development costs.

Q26

There is a danger that if there is a total embargo on housing in specific villages (apart from affordable housing) it will completely stifle their future evolution. It will also prevent intermediate housing being provided for those local people that just fall outside the qualification criteria for affordable housing and who would be forced to move away from their local communities. There is also the issue of whether such a policy would seek to prevent replacement dwellings being built.

Q28 & Q29

The Council will no doubt be aware of the government’s draft proposals supporting the re-use of surplus employment land for housing purposes and will be taking them on board.

Q47 – Q51

Any financial contributions sought must entirely relate to the size, scale and nature of the planning proposals in question. They should not be sought for matters completely unrelated to the proposed developments. They must also take full account of Circular 1/97 and the overall viability of sites, including all other planning gains being sought.

The Authority would be likely to find it difficult to demonstrate that individual dwellings would necessitate impact payments. Furthermore, if such a scheme were to be implemented, it would result in S.106 Agreements being required for all residential development planning applications. It would then be snowed under by the volume of such a workload.

I look forward to the acknowledgment of these comments in due course.

Yours faithfully

Paul Cronk

Regional Planner

Eastern and East Midlands Regions
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