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                  18 December 2006

Dear Ms Hindle

Bracknell Forest Borough Local Development Framework Core Strategy Development Plan Document (Submission) (Regulation 28) Consultation 10 November – 22 December 2006

Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the above core strategy. The HBF has a number of comments to make in response; these are set out below in the order in which they arise in the document. I hope you find these comments helpful and I look forward to being kept informed of future stages in the preparation of the LDF. We note that if possible, the HBF would like to be included at the Core Strategy examination. I would also welcome receipt of a copy of the Council’s response to these comments in due course.

Yours sincerely
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Bartholomew Wren
Regional Planner (Southern Region)

Quality Of Life

Paragraph 97

“The majority of new development will have an impact upon the provision of open space, sporting, recreational, leisure and cultural facilities. Existing facilities should be maintained and enhanced. The Council will seek to remedy deficiencies, and satisfy demand created by occupants of development, by the provision of additional facilities. The Council will be adopting a quality standard principle which involves the achievable, realistic and progressive quality improvement of existing facilities”. 

HBF Response

It is right that the council would wish to remedy existing deficiencies in service provision as outlined in the above paragraph. However we wish to remind the Council that it is not the responsibility of new residential development to solely make up existing deficiencies in service provision. This is a requirement of Circular 05/2005 paragraph B9. To seek to impose planning obligations to achieve this aim would be unreasonable and place unnecessary burdens upon the development process. The HBF would like the paragraph reworded to take account of these comments. 

Environment

Paragraph 115 

The Council will expect developers to have regard to best practice standards over and above Building Regulations. BREEAM is currently the industry standard for sustainable buildings, therefore schemes will be required to demonstrate how they meet BREEAM “Very Good” or “Excellent” standards. These standards will change and be replaced over time; so the most up-to-date should be addressed as part of the sustainability statement required by the Council. 

HBF Response

The matter of best practice in building standards should be left to the upgrading of building regulations and the implementation of the Code for Sustainable Homes. It is not within the remit of the planning system to determine the functional qualities of individual buildings. 
We note the BREEAM requirements are not in the policy wording itself, but in any case, consider that the paragraph should make reference to building regulations and the Code. We note that PPS1 states; “planning policies should not replicate, cut across, or detrimentally affect matters within the scope of other legislative requirements, such as those set out in building regulations for energy efficiency” (PPS1, paragraph 30). 

Policy CS12: Renewable Energy

“Development proposals for five or more net additional dwellings, or for 500 square meters (GEA) or more of floorspace for other development, will be accompanied by an energy demand assessment demonstrating how (potential) carbon dioxide emissions will be reduced by at least 10% and will provide at least 20 per cent of their energy requirements from on-site renewable energy generation.

Development proposals for less than five net additional dwellings, or for less than 500 square meters (GEA) of floor area for other development, will provide at least 10 per cent of their energy requirements from on-site renewable energy generation”.

HBF Response

The HBF object to the above policy on the grounds that it goes beyond policy EN1 in the Draft South East Plan, which requires that developments of 10 dwellings or more should produce 10% of their energy through on-site renewables. In any case this policy has yet to be adopted so it is presumptuous to be seeking to supersede this requirement in this core strategy at present. 
We acknowledge that it is the aspiration of the Council, as stated in paragraph 127 of the core strategy, to implement targets to reduce carbon dioxide emissions that go beyond government requirements and targets in the pursuit of the aims of the Bracknell Forest Partnership. This is a concern to the HBF. 
The HBF considers that the Council does not have a robust evidence base to substantiate the onerous requirement of the policy,. A robust evidence base is a requirement of PPS12, which states; 

“A comprehensive and credible evidence base should underpin the policies in local development documents” (PPS12, paragraph 2.2). 

As such the HBF consider that this policy fails the test of soundness vii that requires policies to be appropriate in all the circumstances. 
This policy is inappropriate for the reasons outlined above as well as the fact that the HBF fundamentally believe that the matter of thermal efficiency and the use of renewable energy is not a land use issue. As such it should be included within the progressive upgrading of building regulations which DCLG have committed to do, and which the HBF support to achieve the 10 year target for zero carbon homes which was announced recently by the Chancellor in his Pre Budget Report.  

The HBF also consider that this policy is not consistent with those of neighboring Councils. For example, the Windsor and Maidenhead Core Strategy makes no requirement for renewable energy or carbon reduction upon new residential development. The strategy just contains an equivalently named policy CS11, that states development for renewable energy will be permitted unless the proposal would have a detrimental affect on the landscape, amenity or local characteristics which is not outweighed by other considerations. As such the HBF consider that this policy fails the test of soundness vi in PPS12 which requires;

“the strategies/policies/allocations in the plan to be coherent and consistent within and between development plan documents prepared by the authority and neighboring authorities, where cross boundary issues are relevant” (PS12, paragraph 4.24). 

The HBF consider the matter of renewable energy is a cross boundary issue, and call for the Council to take a more objective and realistic view on this important matter. A joined up approach is required which takes account of recently announced national timescales and targets on this issue. Sub regional policy difference on this scale will influence the delivery of new housing between Council areas due to the effect on local market conditions, which will arise if policies like this are adopted. We believe that a consistent policy framework is absolutely necessary across all counties, boroughs and districts in England if our common aim to deliver more sustainable new homes can be achieved. It is clearly not sensible for Councils to run ahead of the overarching policy framework and the current position of the industry in relation to delivery on this issue. Policies such as that proposed actually risk hindering the delivery of innovation in new housing by limiting the ability of the industry to gain economies of scale through delivering innovation progressively across the whole of the country.    

The HBF are certainly not against the principle of upgrading new housing, however it still remains that the home building industry currently builds the most sustainable homes that we have in this county on a commercial scale at present. The industry will do more to step up to the table to deliver the homes of tomorrow, in line with changing consumer demands, as well as developing renewable technologies and building practices that become proven, reliable and cost effective. However, this must be done in a coordinated way, not through each authority setting its own unilateral targets.
The HBF also consider that this core strategy should contain a policy for existing homes since it is widely acknowledged that greater savings in carbon dioxide can be achieved through the upgrading of existing stock through improved insulation and technologies with low energy consumption, as well as the application of renewables where appropriate.   

Policy CS14: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area

“The Council will carry out an assessment of the effects of a development proposal on the conservation objectives of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA) where there is a risk of the proposal having a significant impact on the integrity of the site, either alone or in combination with other proposals. Proposals leading to a net increase in residential dwellings, within a straight-line distance of 5 kilometres from the SPA boundary, are likely to have a significant effect. The Council will not permit development which, either alone or in-combination with other development, has an adverse effect upon the integrity of the SPA.

Development outside the 400 metre zone will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that it can remove any adverse effect by contributing towards avoidance and mitigation measures in line with the SPA Technical Background Document.

The effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any identified adverse effects must be demonstrated and secured prior to approval of the development”.

HBF Response

The HBF fundamentally object to the above policy and would like it to be deleted from the core strategy. In line with the representations that the HBF have made both to Natural England and the South East Plan EIP panel, we believe that this policy is a consequence of the misinterpretation of the Habitats Directive (regulation 48). In light of new evidence that consultants EDP commissioned on behalf of the HBF, we believe that the issue of mitigation strategies upon the SPA itself has been severely underplayed by Natural England in their Draft Delivery Plan. The HBF consider the Draft Delivery Plan is flawed, as such we believe that development should be allowed to proceed on the basis of a renewed strategy, which includes the option for mitigation measures upon the TBH, not just the provision of SANGS. 
Somewhere To Live

Policy CS16: Housing Needs of the Community 

“Development will be permitted which contributes to meeting the identified housing needs of all sectors of the community through the provision on suitable development sites of one or more of the following; 

i. a range of housing types, sizes and tenure; and 

ii. some dwellings for those with special needs; and 

iii. some dwellings designed to meet mobility needs and accessibility principles in line with best practice; and 

iv. affordable housing”. 

HBF Response

The HBF support the approach, which is outlined in the above policy, subject to the clarification of this policy in a site allocations DPD. The HBF consider that this policy allows for the development of a range of housing options to be brought forward. 

Policy CS17: Affordable Housing 
Affordable housing in the Borough comprises affordable rented and intermediate housing. The Council will; 

i. require residential developments on suitable sites to provide affordable housing which is accessible to local people in priority housing need; 

ii. state the threshold above which affordable housing will be sought; 

iii. state the amount of affordable housing to be provided on suitable sites above the threshold. 

HBF Response

The HBF consider that this policy lacks certainty of how the Council intend to establish a site threshold or a range of thresholds so that developers know what the potential planning obligations will be when they are arranging options with landowners. This is essential, so that these requirements can be robustly tested in this policy process and not relegated to SPD. They in any case need to be viable and supported by a robust evidence base. This policy currently does not conform to the requirement of PPS12, which states;

 “the core strategy should contain clear and concise policies for delivering the strategy” (paragraph 2.12). 
If further detail is intended to be left to a subsequent DPD, then the policy should state this. As well a the intention to produce an evidence base for the policy. 

