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8th April 2004

Dear Mr Kirby
BROADLAND LOCAL PLAN – REVISED DEPOSIT DRAFT 

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

Before I set out the HBF’s comments I would be grateful if you could amend our contact details on your database in order to re-direct all correspondence on planning policy and housing matters 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.

Please note that in relation to the attached representations, a paper copy will follow on in the post.

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

Yours sincerely

Paul Cronk

Regional Planner

Enc.

Para. 2.34(c)                                                                                            Object

The HBF objects to the addition at the end of this criterion relating to public transport provision of the wording ‘offering a fast, frequent and convenient service’. Developers have no direct control over the quality and frequency of public transport services.

The proposed addition is very subjective, ambiguous and not well related to planning. What is fast, frequent or convenient to one person may well be very different to another person depending upon their individual needs and circumstances. Nor is it clearly evident whether this requirement relates to existing provision, or to likely provision should a development go ahead.

The HBF considers that the additional wording is unhelpful, unnecessary and should be deleted.

Para. 2.38                                                                                                Object

The additional text refers to:

 ‘.Norfolk County Council published a bus strategy in 2003 including a definition of a preferred level of service for different categories of settlement. In the case of major developments, these will be expected to be located where the County Council level of service exists, proving (meant to read ‘providing’?) direct access to the site in such a way which will accommodate full size buses (12 x 2.5m). In this context, major means all development forecast to generate or attract more than 50 vehicle movements per day from a distance of 5km or more’. 

It is further stated that ‘the Council will seek enhancement of the transport provision to bring it up to the preferred level of service, through a legal agreement’. 

The HBF would again reiterate that developers have no direct control over the quality and frequency of public transport services. Therefore, it is not clear who would be party to any legal agreements, or for what periods that they would last.

In terms of providing direct access to development sites forecast to generate or attract more than 50 vehicle movements per day from a distance of 5km or more, this seems an unnecessary requirement. It may not be either practical or sensible for bus services to pass right through sites, particularly if they are already located immediately adjacent to main public transport corridors. 

Tables 1 & 2                                                                                            Object

The Plan refers to the period 2001 to mid 2011, in doing so it fails to adhere to the July 2003 Ministerial Statement made by Keith Hill which reiterated the need for Local Plans to identify at least 10 years housing supply from their likely adoption date. Consequently, assuming that this Plan is adopted sometime in 2006, sufficient housing provision should be made for the period up to at least 2016.

Policy HOU2B & Para. 4.10E                                                                 Object

– Major Housing Development Phasing                                                                 

The HBF is very concerned with regard to the actual implementation of this policy. The final paragraph in particular raises issues about its practical operation. It states that ‘proposals for major housing sites will be expected to demonstrate why sites in higher categories are unsuitable’. 

Paragraph 4.10E defines major development (housing sites?) as equating to estate scale development (i.e. six or more dwellings). it also refers to government policy on utilising brownfield land before greenfield sites. It is not apparent how developers will be able to demonstrate the unsuitability of other sites, particularly if this policy will be applied to developments as small as just 6 dwellings in size.

Nor is it clear how and when the Strategic Land Reserve might be released within the plan period if monitoring suggests completion rates are unlikely to yield the dwelling requirement. A specific mechanism should kick in to place if development rates fail to reach a specific level in completions.

The HBF considers that the Council has misunderstood government policy. It is indeed true that there is strong encouragement to build on previously developed sites. However, in an area like Broadland District where they are in a relatively short supply, it will be necessary to bring on stream many greenfield sites at the same time as well if the housing supply requirement is to be met. Therefore, a policy that further requires allocated development sites to compete against one another in order to first obtain planning permission, severely risks delivering an undersupply in the overall housing requirement.  

Policy HOU2C & Paras. 4.10G and 4.10H                                             Object

– Allocated Sites Phasing                                                                 

The HBF believes that the phasing policy now specified in policy HOU2C is arbitrary and unnecessary, particularly given that 1st January 2006 is now very close.

Policy HOU3 & paras. 4.14, 4.16 and 4.17                                            Object

– Affordable Housing within Larger Developments                                                                  
Circular 6/98

Circular 6/98 on affordable housing also seeks to achieve mixed and balanced developments. However, it recognises that this is only possible on developments on a “substantial scale”. Paragraph 2 of 6/98 states:

“..it may be desirable in planning terms for new housing development on a substantial scale to incorporate a reasonable mix and balance of house types and sizes to cater for a range of housing needs. Whilst this is intended to encourage the development of mixed and balanced communities, it is also intended to ensure that affordable housing is only required on sites which are large enough to accommodate a reasonable mix of types and sizes of housing.”

Later in the circular (paragraph 10 [i]) in considering further this matter of what constitutes a reasonable site size to achieve such a balance and mix, it sets a minimum site size threshold of 25 dwellings. Clearly, therefore the site size thresholds of 15 or more dwellings or sites of 0.4 hectares or larger, and on sites in parishes with up to 3000 population of 0.2 hectares or more, or containing 5 or more dwellings (policy HOU3) is far too low to achieve such a mix). 

Circular 6/98 makes it clear that affordable housing should only be sought (not required) through local plans by negotiation on suitable sites and where there is evidence of local need. It defines what constitutes suitable sites and specifies that definitions of affordable housing must be tenure neutral and must encompass both low-cost market and subsidised housing. 

The Need for Affordable Housing
The need for affordable housing should be based on a clear understanding of the area throughout the duration of the Plan. The need should be based on assessments used to derive the authorities housing strategy (Housing Needs Survey).

Assessments of affordable housing provision should be robust, making clear assumptions and definitions used. It is important that double counting of those in need does not occur and full account is taken of existing affordable housing provisions. Thorough assessments should consider the following issues;

· Local market house prices and rent,

· Local incomes,

· The supply and suitability of existing affordable houses,

· The size and type of local households; and

· The best types of housing suited to meeting these local needs.

The HBF does not believe that Broadland District is experiencing exceptional local need in comparison with other Authorities. 

Affordable Housing policies in Plans

In preparing plans authorities should involve housing and planning committees so as to ensure that policies conform to housing strategies and objectives for land-use planning and urban and economic development. However to ensure that these policies are lifted from there theoretical frameworks and given a sense of practicality, the involvement of parties who are directly involved with the development process is imperative. This ensures that bodies directly involved with the development process inject reality into such policies.  

If it is apparent that authorities can demonstrate a lack of affordable housing to meet local needs over the plan period, they should;

· Define what the authority regard as affordable. This should include low-cost market and subsidised housing. (See below)

· Set indicative targets for specific suitable sites and indicate in the plan the intention to negotiate with developers for the inclusion of an element of affordable housing 

Definition of Affordable Housing

Many local authorities in prescribing their need for affordable housing tend to overlook the issue of including market housing in their definition of affordable housing. Circular 6/98 clearly states that; 

“affordable homes or affordable housing are used to encompass both low-cost market housing and subsidised housing (irrespective of tenure, ownership – whether exclusive or shared – or financial arrangements) that will be available to people who cannot afford to rent or buy houses generally available on the open market”.    

The Council’s definition that suggests that in the case of rented property, the accommodation cost should be no more than 30% of net income, seems to be too low.

Site Size Threshold / Negotiation 

The pressure on Councils to provide an increase in affordable housing is clear, more and more often Councils are seeking to adopt lower thresholds and increase the proportion of which is to be sought for the provision of affordable housing. Circular 6/98 clearly states the criteria, which should be followed when applying thresholds.

a)     site size, suitability and the economics of provision:

b)   it will be inappropriate to seek any affordable housing on some sites. In practice the policy should only be applied to suitable sites, namely;

· housing developments of 25 or more dwellings or residential sites of 1 hectare or more, irrespective of the number of dwellings;

· in inner London, housing developments of 15 or more dwellings, or residential sites of 0.5 hectare or more, irrespective of the number of dwellings ; and

· in settlements in rural areas with a population of 3,000 or fewer, the local planning authority should adopt appropriate thresholds

The adoption of lower thresholds may only be granted when the Council can demonstrate exceptional local constraints, not as in many cases is argued the level of housing requirement. Where this can be demonstrated they should not advert thresholds below the level of (b) above. 

Considerations to take into account include;

· The number and types of households who are need of affordable housing and the different types of affordable housing best suited to meeting their needs,

· The size and amount of suitable sites that are likely to be available for affordable housing, and

· The supply and suitability of existing affordable housing; and the relationship between the objectives of the Housing Authority’s strategy and programmes, in respect of provision for those in need, and the objectives of affordable housing policies in the plan.

           PPG3 Housing – Influencing the Size, Type and Affordability of Housing 

(July 2003):

This recent government document containing draft changes to the PPG also makes a number of important points:

Assessing housing needs

4. As well as the affordability of housing, assessments should address the housing required by current and anticipated households, including those of specific groups such as key workers, disabled or elderly people, and for particular types and sizes of accommodation. They should consider not only requirements for new housing but ways in which the existing stock might be better utilised (my emphasis).

Planning for affordable housing

6.  Local planning authorities should include in local plans policies to deliver affordable housing and in doing so define what is affordable housing. Affordable housing should be defined in terms of the relationship between local income levels and house prices or rents for different types and sizes of housing, and in terms of housing for identified groups such as key workers, and be based on an up-to-date assessment of housing needs. Affordable housing should not normally be defined by reference to tenure, but only where this would address an identified housing need that otherwise would not be met by other types of affordable housing (my emphasis).
7. Local planning authorities should include in local plans an assessment of the full range of affordable housing needed in their communities. They should set targets for affordable housing that are achievable and consistent with the delivery of planned future levels of housing provision (my emphasis). In developing these targets, local planning authorities should pay proper attention to the planning for housing policies set out in RPG, including any sub-regional element.

8.  Local planning authorities should set out in their local plans the steps to be taken to meet their targets for affordable housing by:

· identifying sites on which affordable housing will be expected as part of residential or mixed-use development, taking account of rural as well as urban needs; and

· indicating the amount of affordable housing to be sought from residential or mixed-use developments as a proportion of the overall dwelling provision on a site.

9. The affordable housing provision sought should not make development unviable. Local planning authorities should work with developers to ensure planning objectives reflect the development potential of sites. This means:

· having regard to the costs of bringing sites to the market, including the implications of competing land uses;

· making realistic assumptions on levels of public subsidy available for affordable housing;

· taking into account the need for proposed development to be attractive to the lenders of private finance; and

· in line with paragraph 6, avoiding prescription of tenure (my emphasis). 
· Affordable housing should not normally be sought on sites of less than 0.5 hectares or developments of less than 15 dwellings (my emphasis). 
10.  Where affordable housing is to be sought on smaller sites this should be justified by local planning authorities in their local plan having regard to:

· the size and type of sites likely to come forward for development derived from an urban housing capacity study, or other assessment;

· the contribution to be made from smaller sites to meeting the target for affordable housing provision.

      11.In particular, plans should demonstrate that seeking affordable housing on smaller sites than set out in paragraph 10 would:

· result in increased supply of affordable housing;

· have no adverse effect on the overall supply and pace of housing development to meet a community's needs (my emphasis). 
SPG

The HBF is further concerned about the statement in paragraph 4.14 that the Council will seek a proportion of affordable housing in line with its most recent Supplementary Planning Guidance. This will be based upon the most up to date housing needs survey, and will give guidance on the level of affordable housing required.

HBF feels that the SPG is unnecessary, and that any such requirements should be clearly identified in the Local Plan and known at an early stage by developers. It is not the role of Housing Needs Surveys to dictate precise levels of affordable housing provision. These have to be determined in relation to site conditions and costs, and any other planning gain requirements. Furthermore, I will draw your attention to the findings of the Inspector’s Report (February 2004) into the Uttlesford Revised Deposit Draft, which considered the same issue. The Inspector concluded that:
6.12.1 “As national guidance is becoming more detailed on the subject, I am not sure how Supplementary Planning Guidance would help with the implementation of affordable housing policy locally.  Unless there is some particular aspect of affordable housing which needs to be covered and which I am not aware of from the evidence I consider it would be likely be a repetition of national guidance. (93.17)”.
Pepper-potting 

The Council refers in both policy HOU3 and paragraph 4.14 of the Revised Deposit Draft to ‘pepper-potting’. It states that the Council may place a maximum limit of 6 affordable housing units that can be grouped together on any part of the site’. Whilst it is true that some RSL’s seek to restrict groupings of affordable dwellings to a maximum number of units, it is also true that many also work to a minimum number of units. Consequently, the Council’s proposed limit could prove difficult for developers and RSL’s alike.
Social-rented Accommodation

The reasoned justification is considered by the HBF to place too much emphasis on the narrow role of social rented accommodation in affordable housing provision. By doing so, the Council is contravening both Circular 1/97 and the recent proposed changes to PPG3. Furthermore, the Government’s new Housing Act seeks to exclude smaller housing associations and give private housebuilders, as well as larger housing associations, hundreds of millions of pounds to build the affordable homes it wants. This major shift of channeling taxpayers’ money into private industry forms the centre of the Housing Bill in the November 2003 Queen’s Speech. Ministers have decided on the move after heeding complaints from private industry saying there is little incentive to build lower cost homes and because of delays in planning.
The Government itself acknowledges that private sector housing development will only play a limited role in addressing affordable housing needs and many other measures will also be necessary.  HNS’s have tended to fail to address the needs of the whole housing market; instead they usually concentrate unduly on rented accommodation contrary to the latest government guidance. Any major matters of importance must be clearly set out in the policy. It is completely unreasonable for these to be instead delegated to SPG.

Government guidance is clear that developers can now utilise many various avenues for delivering affordable housing.

 The suggested threshold of 40% affordable housing provision on the majority of allocated sites (as detailed in later policies in the Plan) is not considered to be either realistic or achievable in the context of the housing market in Broadland District. It is not evident whether the Council has given proper consideration to the viability of individual developments as required by Government guidance including whether or not developers will be able to provide the affordable housing with any recourse to public subsidy. If not, than this will obviously impact upon site viability.

Policy HOU5 – Housing Density in Estate Scale Development         Object

Government policy as set out in PPG3 is clear that local authorities should seek to increase residential densities in urban areas where this is possible without compromising the character or amenity of those areas. This is in order to make the best use of urban and previously developed land. Government states that it wishes to see increases over past residential densities of 20-25 dwellings per hectare and requires all new developments to avoid making inefficient use of land. It qualifies this by referring to developments of less than 30 dwellings per hectare.  It then states that housing developments should make more efficient use of land, which it defines as development of over 30 dwellings per hectare though it sets a range of 30 – 50.

The benchmark figure for the efficient development of land has been set at 30 dwellings per hectare, local authorities should ensure that 30dph should be the starting point in which development is carried out at, a developer proposing this figure is still in accordance with Government Policy. 

Developments in excess of the 30dph benchmark should only be sought, not necessarily required, and its applicability will be dependent on site-specific considerations and the nature of the surrounding area. Furthermore site size densities should be based on a clear assessment of the housing need.

The Case for Lower Densities (30- Dwellings) 

The HBF recognises that PPG3 encourages a minimum density development of 30 dwellings per hectare, however it is clear that this threshold is encouraged and therefore there is scope in certain circumstances to negotiate for a lower density threshold. 

Circular 6/98 emphasises that densities below this figure should be avoided not precluded. This principle, is generally ignored by Council’s which seek to propose a minimum of 30 dwellings per hectare in all cases as such it is clear that this will have detrimental effect on the existing character. In reality it is the quality of design and the ability to avoid detrimental impact to the existing character of an area that determines whether a lower density scheme ‘works’. To encourage such a policy would support the efficient use of land however this would be at the expense of the quality of the existing character. 

The HBF considers that given policy HOU5 will relate to any development of 6 dwellings or more, this fails to adequately address the fact that on such small scale sites which may well be irregularly shaped or be surrounded by sensitive low-density neighbouring development, densities of 30 dwellings per hectare will not always be desirable or achievable.

Net Housing Development 

When allocating land for residential development it is important that prescribed residential densities for specific sites are for developable land only, this ensures that a more refined estimate is achieved as such net densities should discount the following;

· access roads within the site,

· private garden space,

· car parking areas,

· incidental open space and landscaping, and

· children’s play areas where these are to be provided. 

Para. 4.39                                                                                                Object 

The exact meaning of this paragraph is highly confused.

At the beginning of the paragraph reference is made to ‘all major development will be expected to include…’. Elsewhere in the Plan ‘major development’ is defined as 6 or more dwellings (or indeed somewhat confusingly, other numbers of dwellings).

At the end of the paragraph it is stated that ‘all housing with the exception of schemes involving only one or two plots will be expected to include at least one element from the above list’.

It is, therefore, not apparent whether this requirement is applicable to developments of 3 or more, or 6 or more, dwellings in size.

The requirement seeks a higher proportion of 1 and 2 bedroom properties across all tenures, homes designed for older people, and lifetime homes.

Regardless of whether the requirement to include at least one of the above three elements applies to developments of 3+ or 6+ dwellings, it is likely to have a significantly adverse impact upon housing supply deliverability and result in a significant number of potential housing developments becoming unviable.

Lifetime Homes

With regard to the supporting text, I would draw your attention to a recent appeal decision concerning a reference to the provision of lifetime homes on land at former RAF Quedgeley, Gloucester. In paragraph 27 of the decision notice (see attached copy) the Secretary of State said that “it is not appropriate to include this matter, for the reason that the internal layout of buildings is not normally material to the consideration of planning permission. PPG3 gives advice about the assessment of need for housing for specific groups including the elderly and disabled”. 

Furthermore, dwelling access arrangements are a Building Regulations matter, paragraph 3.5 of PPG12 states that local plans should not duplicate the provisions of other legislative regimes. Therefore, the policy should be deleted.

The lifetime homes standard has no status as far as town and country planning legislation is concerned. Whilst PPG1 refers to authorities taking into account access issues, it also recognises that much of this is dealt with by way of Part M of the building regulations. Paragraph 3.5 of PPG12 specifically states that development plan policies should not seek to duplicate the provisions of other legislative regimes and it specifically mentions the Building Regulations as one such regime. Developers must, as a matter of law comply with the Building Regulations and they are subject to frequent change and update unlike local plans. The purpose of the reference in paragraph 3.5 of PPG12 is to avoid confusion and potentially conflicting advice being given by different regulating authorities. 

Transport Objective 2                                                                            Object

The objective is:

‘to locate major development where it is highly accessible for pedestrians and cyclists and has a good level of public transport service provision’.          

The revised wording of this objective introduces uncertainty. What is the definition of ‘highly accessible’? Such a definition could be used as a basis for opposing potential developments in a district with characteristics like Broadland. Nor is it clear whether the level of public transport service provision relates to the existing situation, or to potential provision should a development go ahead.

The HBF suggests that the objective is reworded as follows:

‘to seek to locate major development where it would be most accessible for pedestrians and cyclists and have a good level of public transport service provision’.                    

Policy TRA1A & paras. 7.5B & 7.5C – Transport Assessments
     Object

The policy states that ‘…developers will be expected to pay for all improvements that are primarily required directly as a consequence of their proposals..’. This definition implies that developers could be asked to pay for improvements which are not directly required as a consequence of their proposals. This would be contrary to the tests of reasonableness set out in Circular 1/97. 

Neither the policy nor its supporting text provides any guidance as to what the Council considers constitutes ‘where the transport network is under particular stress’. Does it relate only to major congestion and accident blackspots? 

Paragraph 7.5B defines ‘major development’ as including residential schemes of 10 dwellings or more. There is no specific requirement in PPG13 for TA’s to apply to residential development. It is not accepted that 10 dwellings is sufficient to comprise “major development”. The threshold should be 100 dwellings. 

Policy RL7 & para. 8.25     

                                                Object

– New Residential Development and the Provision of Outdoor   Recreational Space

The proposal that all developments of 5 dwellings or more should automatically result in an open space requirement is in conflict with Circular 1/97 as it assumes that new development will automatically necessitate additional recreational provision. However, such provision can only be justified if it can be demonstrated that the new development will result in a shortfall of local provision. This will obviously not always be the case. 

Whilst it is acknowledged that there may be a marginal cumulative impact on existing facilities through a number of small developments it is also the case that the individual impact on existing facilities from small-scale developments is negligible. 

Circular 1/97 states that development should only be required to make provision for those facilities that are necessary as a direct result of new development and which fairly and reasonably relate in scale and kind to the development proposed. Clearly in the case of very small developments the vast majority of the overall open space requirement, apart from perhaps amenity open space, would be expected to be provided off-site or via contributions in lieu of direct provision. In order for such contributions to comply with 1/97 there has to be some reasonable prospect of the money being spent within a reasonable period for the purpose for which the contribution was sought and within a reasonable proximity of the development from which it was sought. Again, for very small developments this is going to be very difficult to achieve. 1/97 makes it extremely clear that monies should not be sought to pay in to a general fund, yet this is likely to be the case with large numbers of small contributions from very small developments. 

It will also require a great deal of resources and effort to implement and administer such a scheme effectively and within the confines of the requirements of 1/97 i.e. each contribution should be directly accountable and traceable. All of these factors suggest that applying the requirement to very small developments is not a satisfactory way forward, regardless of the nature of existing open space provision in the District. Instead it should only be applied to developments over a certain threshold of 10 dwellings at the very least in order that these practical difficulties can be overcome. The policy should, therefore be amended so that it only applies to developments of 10 or more dwellings (net gain).

If the policy itself is not modified as suggested above, there will otherwise be large numbers of small contributions swimming around which are not able to be spent for the purposes for which they were secured. In these cases the contributions should be returned. With interest, if they have not been so spent within a reasonable period of no more than 5 years from the date they were paid. This should be referred to in the Plan.

Circular 1/97 (paragraph B14) states that maintenance payments should not be required in perpetuity. Instead maintenance should be sought for no more than 5 years from the date the obligation was entered into which equates to the “relevant period for the discharge of obligations” referred to at paragraph C4 of 1/97.

The HBF is also concerned regarding the statement in paragraph 8.25 that the District Council will produce SPG setting out in detail how developers will be expected to meet this requirement. It does not consider that this is a matter which it is appropriate to delegate to SPG. Instead the Council should clearly state any likely financial requirements for maintenance payments in the Plan in order that developers and other interested parties can be made aware of them at an early stage in the planning process. 

Policy CS13A & para. 9.33B – Pollution Prevention    

     Object

The HBF considers that the policy should be revised in order that it is read in a positive way in line with best practice, rather than the negative style currently used.

It is suggested therefore that the words ‘only be’ at the start of the policy should be deleted.

Policy CS14 – Notifiable Installations                        

     Object

The HBF considers that the policy should be revised in order that it is read in a positive way in line with best practice, rather than the negative style currently used.

It is suggested therefore that the words ‘only be’ in the policy should be deleted.

Policy ACL0 & para. 11.7B – Acle                              

     Object
The HBF refers back to the points already made in relation to its other relevant representations at the Revised Deposit Draft stage, in particular to:

· policy HOU3 – Affordable housing; and

· policy RL7 – New Residential Development and the Provision of Outdoor   Recreational Space

The HBF queries whether the reference in paragraph 11.7B to a planning application being granted for this site subject to the signing of a S.106 Agreement which was subsequently withdrawn, indicates that the Council’s planning gain demands make the site’s development unviable.

Para. 14.12                                                                                              Object

The changes include a deletion of text, and the addition of the following text:

‘the amount considered appropriate for this site is based on a housing needs survey undertaken in 2001’.

However, the above text was already shown in the Plan at the 1st Deposit stage, therefore, it is now shown twice.

Policy COL1 & paras. 28.8B to 28.8D – Coltishall          

     Object
The HBF refers back to the points already made in relation to its other relevant representations at the Revised Deposit Draft stage, in particular to:

· policy HOU3 – Affordable housing; and

· policy RL7 – New Residential Development and the Provision of Outdoor   Recreational Space

The HBF queries whether the Council’s planning gain demands might make the site’s development unviable. Particularly given that the Plan states that this site is an existing scrapyard and adjacent dwellings, and that there are steep slopes at the edges of the site and measures to ensure their stability and site decontamination are likely to be required.

Paragraph 28.8B directly conflicts with policy COL1 in that it states that ‘..the Council will seek for 40% on the site to be developed for affordable housing..’. Whereas, the policy specifies ‘affordable housing - up to 40% of the dwellings on the site’. The policy presumably recognising that there are likely to be significant site development costs, and viability issues. 

Policy DRA1 & para. 30.19 – Drayton                           

     Object
The HBF refers back to the points already made in relation to its other relevant representations at the Revised Deposit Draft stage, in particular to:

· policy HOU3 – Affordable housing; and

· policy RL7 – New Residential Development and the Provision of Outdoor   Recreational Space

The HBF queries whether the Council’s planning gain demands might make the site’s development unviable.

Policy HEV0 & paras. 43.9B to 43.9D – Hevingham          

     Object
The HBF refers back to the points already made in relation to its other relevant representations at the Revised Deposit Draft stage, in particular to:

· policy HOU3 – Affordable housing; and

· policy RL7 – New Residential Development and the Provision of Outdoor   Recreational Space

The HBF queries whether the Council’s planning gain demands might make the site’s development unviable.

Policy HOR1A & paras. 46.6B to 46.6D – Horsford          

     Object
The HBF refers back to the points already made in relation to its other relevant representations at the Revised Deposit Draft stage, in particular to:

· policy HOU3 – Affordable housing; and

· policy RL7 – New Residential Development and the Provision of Outdoor   Recreational Space

The HBF queries whether the Council’s planning gain demands might make the site’s development unviable.

Policy REP1 & para. 59.15 – Reepham                        

     Object
The HBF refers back to the points already made in relation to its other relevant representations at the Revised Deposit Draft stage, in particular to:

· policy HOU3 – Affordable housing.

The HBF queries whether the Council’s planning gain demands might make the site’s development unviable.

Policy SPR1 & para. 65.16 – Sprowston                       

     Object
The HBF refers back to the points already made in relation to its other relevant representations at the Revised Deposit Draft stage, in particular to:

· policy HOU3 – Affordable housing; and

· policy RL7 – New Residential Development and the Provision of Outdoor   Recreational Space

The HBF queries whether the Council’s planning gain demands might make the site’s development unviable.

Policy SPR8 & paras. 65.32 & 65.38 – Sprowston            

     Object
The HBF refers back to the points already made in relation to its other relevant representations at the Revised Deposit Draft stage, in particular to:

· policy HOU3 – Affordable housing; and

· policy RL7 – New Residential Development and the Provision of Outdoor   Recreational Space

The HBF queries whether the Council’s planning gain demands might make the site’s development unviable. It welcomes the Council’s commitment to take account of any assessment of the economics of site development in determining any level of affordable housing provision (and would like to see similar statements included in respect of other allocations in the Plan). 

However, the HBF is concerned about the additional text stating ‘or if any subsequent housing needs survey demonstrates a level of need materially different from the 2001 survey. Many housing needs surveys recently produced identify affordable housing needs incapable of being met if the entire Structure Plan housing requirement in a district was built as affordable housing. Whilst regard has to be had to the content of any Housing Needs Survey, it cannot be used to directly dictate levels of affordable housing provision. These have to be assesses in relation to site development costs, and other planning gain requirements in order that the district’s housing supply requirement will be capable of being delivered.

Policy SPR15 & paras. 65.45 & 65.47 – Sprowston        

     Object
The HBF refers back to the points already made in relation to its other relevant representations at the Revised Deposit Draft stage, in particular to:

· policy HOU3 – Affordable housing; and

· policy RL7 – New Residential Development and the Provision of Outdoor   Recreational Space

The HBF queries whether the Council’s planning gain demands might make the site’s development unviable.

Policy SPR21 & paras. 65.64A & 65.64B – Sprowston     

     Object
The HBF queries whether the Council’s planning gain demands might make the site’s development unviable. In particular, by requiring developers to provide the link road in the first phase of development despite the high infrastructure cost. The fact that the strategic land reserve is adjacent, is unlikely by itself to provide a sufficient guarantee to developers and lenders of private finance unless and until outline planning permission is granted for its development. 
Policy SPR22 & paras. 76.6B – Sprowston        

                Object
The HBF refers back to the points already made in relation to its other relevant representations at the Revised Deposit Draft stage, in particular to:

· policy HOU3 – Affordable housing; and

· policy RL7 – New Residential Development and the Provision of Outdoor   Recreational Space

The HBF queries whether the Council’s planning gain demands might make the site’s development unviable.

Policies WRO0, WRO0A & WRO0B – Wroxham                                  Object
& paras. 28.8B to 28.8D

     
The HBF refers back to the points already made in relation to its other relevant representations at the Revised Deposit Draft stage, in particular to:

· policy HOU3 – Affordable housing; and

· policy RL7 – New Residential Development and the Provision of Outdoor   Recreational Space

The HBF queries whether the Council’s planning gain demands might make the development of these sites unviable particularly given the inter-linkage required of all the various planning gain requirements.

