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12 October 2006

Dear Sir / Madam

Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council Local Development Framework Development Plan Documents Consultation.
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation on the above documents. HBF has a number of comments to make as set out on the attached sheets.

I trust the matters outlined below can be taken on board and the documents amended as suggested prior to their submission for examination to the Secretary of State. I would be most grateful if you could keep me informed of policy progression, in particular the Core Strategy. 
Yours faithfully,

Bartholomew Wren

Home Builders Federation

Regional Planner (Southern Region)

Policy CP16  

The HBF are concerned that the above named policy will not be sufficiently flexible to deliver Tonbridge and Malling’s housing allocation as outlined in the Draft South East Plan. The plan end-date of 2021 is inadequate in view of the requirement in draft PPS3 that core strategies should have time horizons of at least 15 years. An end-date of 2021 does not comply with this requirement. It is HBF’s view that the policy is short termist, considering that the Core Strategy will not in any case be adopted until the end of 2007.

Whilst I appreciate that there is a lesser degree of certainty in terms of longer-term policy and decision-making, working to a universal time frame would allow the development industry greater security in their decision-making and so ensure that housing targets are met. 

In addition, in order to satisfy the tests of soundness set out at paragraph 4.24 of PPS12, plans should be sufficiently flexible to enable them to respond to changing future circumstances (test ix refers). The strategy must be able to deal robustly with any additional housing provision that may be required as a result of potential revision to the allocation as set out in the South East Plan. This adds weight to our calls for the plan running to 2026 in order to ensure an adequate and continuous supply of housing land.

Policy  CP18

In response to points 1. and 2. of this policy the HBF consider that the arbitrary application of 40% of affordable housing on all sites above threshold levels is an inappropriate figure which is unrealistically high. As well as beyond the requirement which is set out in the Draft South East Plan, which considers that; “25% of all new housing provision in the South East should be social rented”, and secondly “that an additional 10% of housing should be provided as shared-ownership, low-cost home ownership and sub-market rent” (Paragraph 1.6.2). This implies that the top limit for affordable housing provision is 35% according to the Draft South East Plan, and as such the requirements of the policy should be revised to conform to the South East Plan.    

In response to point 3. of the above policy, the HBF object again to the arbitrary application of 70% of affordable dwellings to be provided on each site. The requirement for this proportion of social rented housing again exceeds that which is outlined in the South East Plan, and we call for the figure to be revised downwards. We suggest that threshold levels of affordable housing provision are not pursued at all costs in the development process at the detriment to the viability of development schemes in their entirety. Application of the policy should be on a site-by-site basis taking into account all financial factors which will influence development, particularly the level of state subsidy available at a given time when planning applications are submitted. The policy should incorporate some text, which says that the policy will be applied flexibly taking into account site specific and financial considerations and other planning objectives for the site.
It is the view of the HBF that control of tenure type and quantity is not something that should be dictated by the planning system, and limits the potential of provision to be market reflexive. Affordable housing provision as I have stressed should be considered on a site-by-site basis, based upon the nature of the site, the nature and extent of local housing need within localities and the availability of public subsidy. The HBF suggests that the exact type and mix of tenures imposed upon schemes is responsive to the scheme as a whole and would request that the policy wording also reflects this. The HBF call for the viability of housing delivery to be placed centre stage, and for local government to understand that house builders can only go so far in making concessions towards affordable provision, against other planning obligations. We acknowledge that the publication of the companion guide to PPS3 will help to bring clarity to the delivery of affordable housing provision. 

