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12th October 2005

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Bedford Core Strategy and Rural Issues Plan – Policy Options

Thank you for giving the Home Builders Federation an opportunity to comment on the above document.

Specific matters:

In relation to the specific content of the Draft Residential Development SPD document itself and its Sustainability Appraisal, the HBF would like to make the following brief points:

CP4 Housing Phasing

The Council must fully realise the potential long lead-up times involved in bringing sites forward for development. It must ensure that any phasing requirements take this matter on board.

Whilst it is appropriate to give preference to brownfield sites when making housing allocations, it will be necessary for both brownfield and greenfield sites to be released in good time if the Council’s overall housing requirement is to be met. This is particularly vital given the Authority’s position at the heart of a national Growth area.

CP6 Housing Mix and Type 

Any affordable housing requirement must seek to take on board the overall viability of schemes (including the likely availability or not of grant funding) and will need to consider the full range of other planning gain requirements likely to be sought. Any unrealistically high affordable housing requirements will be likely to severely threaten overall housing delivery rates.

The precise mix of tenures, types and sizes of affordable housing are matters that ought to be decided on a site-by-site basis (rather than on a borough-wide basis).

CP19 Green Infrastructure

Option 1 states that policies could concentrate on the provision of new facilities. However, if developers will be expected to fund these, this would not seemingly accord with Circular 5/05, which sets out appropriate planning contributions that can be sought. It would be clearly unreasonable to expect developers to fund new facilities when appropriate existing facilities exist and could be utilised or expanded.

CP21 Development Contributions

It would be useful if the draft document acknowledged that there is a limit to the planning gain that may be demanded in any scheme and that a comprehensive and joined-up approach required in order to set out a realistic prioritisation of requirements.  All too often each department in each local authority insists that its requirements are the most important with no regard to colleagues in other departments with the result that an exaggerated total requirement is demanded.  The advantage of a strategic approach is that it can say something sensible about prioritisation. Furthermore, it will have to assess the merits of any other planning requirements being sought (e.g. affordable housing, community facilities, public open space e.t.c.) before coming to a decision as regards to the content of any Section 106 Agreement. It will also need to assess any such requirements in relation to the overall financial viability of any development.

It should also be remembered that the advice from Government about what is appropriate to ask developers to contribute towards is contained in the tests set out in Circular 5/05. The developer should only pay for those elements of improvement that meet the tests set out in Circular 5/05. 

The HBF looks forward to being consulted on all future relevant LDF documents. It would appreciate being advised in writing either when any such document is being adopted, or when any DPD is being submitted to the Secretary of State.

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

Yours faithfully,

Paul Cronk

HBF Regional Planner 

(Eastern & East Midlands Regions)
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