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1. How and when are improvements to transport, flood defences and other necessary infrastructure going to happen within the District as a whole? 

2. Does the Core Strategy put an unjustified burden on developers to provide for these and for social infrastructure?

3. Does the Core Strategy reflect national policy on the role of and circumstances when Planning Obligations are necessary, reasonable e.t.c.?

The Home Builders Federation (HBF) is the voice of the house building industry in England and Wales. The industry is highly diverse and HBF’s members range from large multi-national companies to small, locally based businesses. Together they build approximately 85% of new homes in England and Wales every year. 

This statement is submitted on behalf of the Home Builders Federation by Paul Cronk, BA (Hons), Dip TP, MRTPI who is the HBF’s Regional Planner for the Eastern Region. It needs to be read in conjunction with the HBF’s earlier representations.
1. How and when are improvements to transport, flood defences and other necessary infrastructure going to happen within the District as a whole? 

It is a major concern that it is not evident what the timescale is for implementation of the proposed improvements to transport, flood defences and other necessary infrastructure going to happen. Nor is it apparent where funding will come from (which particular sources will be contributing). 

This is a particular concern given that the Council has stated in paragraph 4.7 of its topic paper (sbc/matter 4 – infrastructure) that in relation to policy KP1 no change is considered to be justified to the statement that ‘Improvements in infrastructure and accessibility will be a pre-condition for additional development’. The HBF fully recognises that new housing development will meet to provide necessary infrastructure improvements that will be necessitated if it goes ahead. However, the Federation is concerned that the Council is seeking to get developers to fund wider unspecified infrastructure improvements across the Borough. Furthermore, it is making it clear that the funding of these is a pre-requisite to planning permission being granted for residential development. The HBF is concerned that the policy wording has major implications for the delivery of the Authority’s housing supply requirement, in that the Council could use the policy as a justification for refusing planning permission for residential development schemes it considers are failing to provide particular levels of funding.  

The HBF does, however, welcome the fact that the Council sets out in paragraph 4.6 of its topic paper (sbc/matter 4 – infrastructure) a series of amendments to the Plan text to reflect concerns raised by it in its earlier representations.

2.
Does the Core Strategy put an unjustified burden on developers to provide for these and for social infrastructure?

PPS3 

The Council needs to ensure that policies are underpinned by sound and up to date evidence including such an Assessment. It also needs to: 

· take account of the need to deliver low-cost market housing as part of the housing mix;

· set separate targets for social-rented and intermediate housing;

It is crucial that any planning gain requirements are fully considered in relation to site viability. Whilst the public inevitably wants developers to fund all sorts of facilities and services in their areas, it must be remembered that developers can only be asked to fund these where need directly relates to new development. Furthermore, if planning gain requirements are unrealistic then landowners won’t sell their sites, and developers won’t find them profitable enough to develop. As a direct consequence, the Council will then be likely to struggle to meet its housing supply requirement. 

With regard to affordable housing provision, proper and full regard must be had to the overall viability of schemes in setting any requirements. It should be remembered that in order to make housing more affordable, there needs to be more housing built in total. There should also be a flexible approach to the delivery of any affordable housing requirement, taking on board whether or not public grant funding is available. If not, then an alternative approach/requirement has to be properly considered.

The Council’s proposed policy is very inflexible. It states that all residential proposals for development  (my emphasis) must make provision for minimum specified levels of affordable housing, not less than (my emphasis) defined percentages. However, the wording completely ignores the issues of financial viability (including other likely planning gain requirements), and the availability of grant funding.  

Furthermore, the Council states in some circumstances (unexplained) it will seek to exceed the aforementioned specified levels of affordable housing. Thus creating much uncertainty for landowners and the development industry.

With regard to smaller sites of 9 or less dwellings the Council will seek unspecified financial contributions towards off-site affordable housing provision from applicants. This is likely to act as a deterrent to landowners and developers from bringing sites forward for re-development (especially brownfield ones). 

It must be remembered that affordable housing requirements must not be so onerous that they threaten the delivery of the Councils’ overall housing requirements. The HBF considers that the words ‘all’ and ‘not less than’ should be deleted from the text, in order to better reflect the reality of development, and to make the Plan sound. 

Circular 5/05 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.

It is clearly the case that the imposition of planning gain requirements such as affordable housing, and transport and community infrastructure requirements will have a significant impact on development viability which could prevent development occurring so being counter-productive to the achievement of this key sustainability objective. Yet the financial implications of the requirements are not assessed. 

The HBF is concerned that the Plan fails to consider the totality of all the individual requirements in the Plan, or their collective impact and costs.

3. Does the Core Strategy reflect national policy on the role of and circumstances when Planning Obligations are necessary, reasonable e.t.c.?

Circular 5/05 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.

The HBF considers that the Plan text has not always given sufficient regard to the precise circumstances when Planning Obligations are necessary and reasonable. Furthermore, the Council can also use means other than Planning Obligations in order to control development, and that they might not always be the most appropriate measure in every circumstance. 
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