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Home Builders Federation response to Doncaster LDF Consultation:

Core Strategy Preferred Options

Housing Options Site Selection Methodology 
e-mailed to: ldf@doncaster.gov.uk  10th March 2006.
Andy Gutherson

Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council

Development and Planning

2nd Floor, Danum House

St Sepulchre Gate

Doncaster

DN1 1UB

10th March 2006

Dear Mr Gutherson,

Doncaster Local Development Framework Consultation:

· Core Strategy: Preferred Options

· Housing Options: Site Selection Methodology

Thank you for inviting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) to comment on the LDF Consultation documents. Having looked at the documents we would like to make the following comments.

Core Strategy: Preferred Options

The HBF broadly support the principle of focusing development in the Main Doncaster Urban Area and then the Principal Outlying Settlements, which is in accordance with the Draft RSS spatial approach. We do however have concerns with Policies CS-S4 and CS-S7, which refer in the first instance to supporting housing renewal and associated urban remodelling, but fail to mention the development of new housing to meet demand, need and to support economic growth. Doncaster is identified in the Draft RSS as a Sub Regional Centre, which, along with Regional Centres are identified as ‘the prime focus for housing, employment, shopping, leisure, education, health and cultural activities and facilities in the region’ (Draft RSS Policy YH5). It is important for Doncaster to plan for creating new, modern, attractive and safe areas to live to attract people to the area, as well as housing renewal/remodelling initiatives. We feel there is perhaps too much emphasis on housing renewal in these early policies.

Theme 2 – Population and Housing

We welcome the use of the most up to date population estimates (mid-year 2004 estimates of 289,000) and support the stated housing requirements, as they reflect the Draft RSS housing figures. 

We welcome the reference on page 24 that whilst much of Doncaster’s housing requirement will be generated by the existing population and the replacement of poor housing, it is also stressed that it should be able to accommodate ‘an anticipated modest increase in population growth over the plan period generated by the increase in the quantity and quality of jobs.’ We do not however feel this is reflected in the earlier policies, as mentioned above.         

Having looked at the Council’s Annual Monitoring report, the housing completion figures referred to on pages 24 and 25 of the preferred options document differ from those in the AMR. Furthermore, we would question the housing need information that is referred to, this is not referenced, and it is therefore unknown how up to date and indeed what information/evidence base was used to determine the net need for affordable housing across the Borough. It is important, for monitoring purposes that the information in the Core Strategy is consistent with other Council documents, particularly the Annual Monitoring Report.

Policy CS-11

3 – Search sequence for housing allocations:

Given the emerging Government guidance set out in Draft PPS3, and the removal of the sequential approach to meeting development needs, which is seen as a way of speeding up the delivery of and release of land for housing in the right locations, it appears that the Council’s search sequence follows this. We would however recommend that the search sequence incorporates and takes into account the needs and demands of individual housing markets or links evidence of economic growth locations to the location of new homes on top of the proposed, rather simplistic search sequence. We would also warn against the de-allocation of UDP Greenfield allocations to meet the brownfield target, when in fact the Greenfield allocations may be in more sustainable, suitable locations. This statement is not consistent with the later statement that ‘some Greenfield extensions are expected to be required in order to meet the housing requirement sustainably’, which we are supportive of.

4 – The HBF object to the target net density requirement. Density should not be a driver of housing, but more an outcome. The overriding concern should be ensuring that what is proposed is the right scheme for the site. Prescriptive density requirements are not helpful, and will not help deliver the right types of development.

With the above in mind, we welcome reference in the written justification to this policy that the Core Strategy may need to be amended to reflect new government guidance – PPS3.

Policy CS-H2 

We would like further clarification with regard to replacement dwellings. Whilst it is clear that replacement over and above the number of cleared units will form part of the supply to meet the net requirement, it is not clear what would happen should the replacement fall short of the number of cleared units, which is likely to be the case, should areas of higher densities be cleared, and replaced with less dense, family housing, which will assist in the regeneration of former low demand areas. Will the shortfall in houses be added to the overall district’s numbers or will it be replaced on a site within the same settlement and not count towards overall net requirement? We feel that further clarification is required.

With regards to Housing Renewal Master Plans referred to in page 30 of the document, we would encourage early private sector and developer involvement in the drawing up of master plans. Whilst the text refers to master plans currently being drawn up, there does appear to be a lot of detailed information regarding demolitions, refurbishments and new dwellings for a number of areas that would suggest that these master plans are in fact well underway. We would urge the Council to allow the private sector developers to be included from the earliest stage in the consultation process in the formation of master plans. 

Policy CS-H5

The extent of the housing needs in Doncaster should be assessed through the process of a housing market assessment carried out in the appropriate manner as set out in the Government companion guide to Draft PPS3, rather than undertaking a housing needs study. Crucially from HBF’s point of view this should be carried out with the full involvement of key local stakeholders, namely local house builders, developers, landowners and estate agents. Without such evidence any policy approach to housing supply or affordable housing will be unsound.

The Housing Market Assessment is particularly important since, to a large extent, the achievement of the delivery of affordable housing is very much dependent on the delivery of market housing, as a large proportion of the annual supply of new affordable housing comes on the back of market housing, and is funded and delivered by the house building industry.

With regards to housing mix, we acknowledge the need to provide a broad mix of housing suitable for different household types, as stated in Draft PPS3. What the HBF are concerned with however, is Local Authorities being overly prescriptive and prescribing size and type of open-market dwellings on all sites. It must not be forgotten that house builders do know their markets and they should be allowed to reflect that to a significant degree in the products they deliver. 

As a point of fundamental principle, household size does not equate to house type. In other words, the predominance of smaller households in the household projections does not mean that the focus must be on small units of accommodation in future supply. The policy objective should be to create mixed and balanced communities. That means providing a range of house types to meet the full range of housing need and demand, which to a certain extent, is what is suggested. However, the reference to ‘the need for more flats to meet the growing demand from single person households’ does not in reality ring true. The nature of that need and demand in the context of the nature of the existing housing stock will only become apparent through the undertaking of a comprehensive housing market assessment. 

Housing Options: Site Selection Methodology

The HBF have a number of queries with regards to this document. It is not clear, once sites have been scored using this methodology, what the scores will actually mean, indeed, what is a high score? Will sites be ranked against their score, i.e. will this mean that the score of a site reflects its release in terms of the 3 identified phases in the Core Strategy (2004-2011, 2011-2016, 2016-2021), the highest scored sites being placed in Phase 1, and if this is the case, what is the cut off point in terms of scores of individual sites, which may render them in Phase 1, 2 or 3? 

The HBF feel that the proposed methodology is overly complicated, and could potentially, if implemented, undermine the search sequence in the Core Strategy. The HBF are concerned that the methodology is overly prescriptive, and could be used to challenge the principle of the Core Strategy approach to allocating and releasing housing sites.

Furthermore, we would question how the methodology will be monitored and how often will it be reviewed, bearing in mind the circumstances within the proximity of a site may change, effecting the score of a site, for example the closure of a school or opening up of a new industrial/business park. It is important that any site scoring system, and indeed LDF document, are kept up to date, therefore information regarding a monitoring/review programme in terms of this proposed methodology is an essential requirement.

Thank you for inviting the HBF to comment on the LDF consultation documents. We trust you will take our comments on board in preparation of the final documents to be submitted to the Secretary of State.

Yours sincerely

Gen Berridge
Assistant Regional Planner – Northern Region

Home Builders Federation
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