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Ms Colette Blackett

Planning Policy Manager

Adur District Council

Civic Centre

Ham Road

Shoreham-by-Sea

West Sussex BN43 6PR

        




                                                    14/03/2007
Dear Ms Blackett

Submission of the Adur Development Plan - Core Strategy 
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the above document. We firstly wish to apologise for not involving ourselves in previous rounds of consultation in relation to this core strategy. 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. It is understandable that subsequent to the adoption of PPS3 and the timing of production of this submission document, the document will need to be revised accordingly. In the circumstances some of the representations that we make are sure to surmount to obvious revisions to the core strategy as a result. We note as a consequence the omission of any reference to PPS3 in the section titled National Planning Guidance.

We anticipate that it is unlikely that we will wish to attend any of the hearing sessions of the examination in public that will be held in due course.

Yours sincerely


Bartholomew Wren
Regional Planner (Southern Region)

11.0 Delivering New Homes

Paragraph 11.4

Reason for Objection 

In relation to the above the HBF consider that the council should be looking to undertake a Housing Land Availability Assessment as a component part of the evidence base for this LDF, as this is a requirement of PPS3. 

Tests of soundness that apply: vii

Change Sought

The HBF wish for a commitment to undertake this study as a mechanism to identify all potential development sites both large and small, this should be referenced in the above paragraph. The HLAA should in any case be a prerequisite to the Site Allocations DPD. The HBF are unclear as to the logic behind just identifying large sites.  
Paragraph 11.6

Reason for Objection

The HBF agree with the requirement to identify more sites as this offers a contingency should the rate of housing delivery fall below the expected targets. It is a requirement of PPS3 to identify a 5 year deliverable housing land supply.

“Drawing on information from the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment and or other relevant evidence, Local Planning Authorities should identify sufficient specific deliverable sites to deliver housing in the first five years. To be considered deliverable, sites should, at the point of adoption of the relevant Local Development Document:

– Be Available – the site is available now.

– Be Suitable – the site offers a suitable location for development now and would contribute to the creation of sustainable, mixed communities.

· Be Achievable – there is a reasonable prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years” (PPS3 paragraph 54).

However we question the use of an urban fringe study to achieve this, and consider that further work on this should be abandoned in favor of a HLAA.  

Tests of soundness that apply: vii
Change Sought

Please see response to 11.4 above
Paragraph 11.7

Reason for objection
In relation to the included housing trajectory in the supporting evidence base documentation, the HBF note that this is now out of date and inadequate. In the circumstances the HBF do not see any sense in including the trajectory in the context of this core strategy. We have a concern about the inclusion of housing, which is to be delivered on unidentified sites until 2016 in any case. We note that the existing structure plan trajectory only shows completions on allocated sites for years up to 2012. In any case these are in some years much smaller in comparison to the level of delivery on non-allocated sites over the same time period. This is obviously contradictory to the intentions of the core strategy document, and the HBF would urge the council to revise the housing trajectory in response to the intent of the council to deliver large strategic housing sites. The trajectory obviously needs to identify a minimum of 130 units on identified sites until at least 2012 at the very least. The HBF would urge the council to progress their site allocations DPD and revised trajectory as soon as possible in the circumstances. Development of windfall sites are acceptable as and when they come forward, but they are no longer allowed to be included in the identified supply of housing land. As such they should be controlled by an effective plan, monitor and manage policy approach.   

We note that PPS 3 states that:

“Allowances for windfalls should not be included in the first 10 years of land supply unless Local Planning Authorities can provide robust evidence of genuine local circumstances that prevent specific sites being identified. In these circumstances, an allowance should be included but should be realistic having regard to the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends” (PPS3 paragraph 59).

We do not believe that the council is in the above position and is unable to identify suitable housing sites. A comprehensive approach as we have suggested needs to be pursued to identify and allocate sites for housing. It should be possible for this to be achievable for a 15 year period as is desired by PPS3 paragraph 55. 

Tests of soundness that apply: vii, viii
Change sought
The paragraph should not refer to an existing trajectory but comment upon the production of a new trajectory in line with the housing delivery requirement of the South East Plan and PPS3. 

Policy H1

Reason for Objection

The HBF object to the following highlighted criteria in the policy: 

“2,600 new homes will be built in the district between 2006 and 2026 at an annual average rate of 130 dwellings per year, subject to the provision of necessary infrastructure. This target will be achieved by:

• Existing commitments”
Tests of soundness that apply: iv

Change Sought

The above text should be deleted from the policy due to recognition of the following;

“In determining how much land is required, Local Planning Authorities should not include sites for which they have granted planning permission unless they can demonstrate, based upon robust evidence, that the sites are developable and are likely to contribute to housing delivery at the point envisaged” (PPS3 paragraph 58).

Policy H2

Reason for Objection

Firstly the HBF object to the use of a 10 unit threshold and consider that no supporting evidence has been stated to substantiate this requirement. Secondly we also object to the requirement for a financial contribution towards affordable housing to be required on a pro-rata basis on developments of fewer than 10 dwellings. This is obviously not in accordance with the national indicative threshold and is not clearly supported again by an up to date local evidence base to support the deviation from national policy guidance, which demonstrates that due consideration has been given to the viability consequences of this policy.  

Tests of soundness that apply: iv, vi 
Change sought

In relation to the first point the HBF suggest that the dwelling threshold should remain at 15 units until the local planning authority can robustly justify the proposed alternative measures in relation to the following: 
“In Local Development Documents, Local Planning Authorities should:

– Set an overall (i.e. plan-wide) target for the amount of affordable housing to be provided. The target should reflect the new definition of affordable housing in this PPS. It should also reflect an assessment of the likely economic viability of land for housing within the area, taking account of risks to delivery and drawing on informed assessments of the likely levels of finance available for affordable housing, including public subsidy and the level of developer contribution that can reasonably be secured. Local Planning Authorities should aim to ensure that provision of affordable housing meets the needs of both current and future occupiers, taking into account information from the Strategic Housing Market Assessment” (PPS3 paragraph 29).
Policy H3

Reason for Objection

The HBF object to the requirement for all homes to be built to lifetime homes standards 

Tests of soundness that apply: iv, vi 
Change sought

This requirement should be deleted from the policy. The HBF consider that the matter of enforcing residential building standards through local planning policy should not be allowed. As this is contrary to the following;

“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” (PPS1 paragraph 30).

The HBF consider that in any case as the population continues to age and the requirements of the elderly become more prevalent, that appropriate central government action should be taken on this issue through the building regulations in consultation with the house building industry. The HBF believe that this is not an issue for LPA’s to influence, it is in any case an optional requirement of the Code for Sustainable Homes. The HBF understands that building to Lifetime Homes standards will increase build costs, and this will potentially have an impact on development viability and delivery if enforced only at the local level. Implementation of improvements to residential building design etc on an industry wide scale would in any case allow standardisation of building practices and economies of scale to be gained in the future. 

13.0 Improving Travel and Access in Adur
Policy T3 

Reason for objection

In relation to the policy wording, the HBF consider that the highlighted statement below is inappropriate in the context of the policy. 

“In order to minimise the transport impact of new developments:

• New developments will be required to contribute towards sustainable transport measures - such as public transport facilities, road improvements, walking/cycle paths and facilities and provision of travel plans;

• New developments will be expected to make efficient use of land, secure a mix of uses, particularly in town centers and to locate new development close to public transport.

The intent to make efficient use of land and secure a mix of uses appears poorly explained in the context of the intention to locate development close to public transport. It is however the case that efficient use of land such as higher densities in settlement centers both urban and rural, as well as the provision of mixed-use development where appropriate can help facilitate the grater viability of public transport alternatives, due to higher threshold populations.   

Tests of soundness that apply: vii

Change sought

The HBF consider that the sentence should be reworded to remove the ambiguity, and link the statement more clearly to the policy subject. May we suggest the following wording;

“New development will be expected to be located in close proximity to public transport to provide an alternative mode(s) of travel to the car, either through the use of existing infrastructure or (improvements to). Alternatively commitment from the developer to deliver provision or their agreement to financial contributions towards new provision where it does not exist. The determination of an appropriate option should be sought on a site-by-site basis in negotiation with the council in accordance with circular 05/2005” 

14.0 Improving Adur’s Environment
Policy ENV2

Reason for objection

The HBF object to the requirement for all residential developments (new build, conversion or renovation) of 10 or more units, to be expected to provide a minimum of 10% of their energy requirements from on-site renewable energy generation. 

Tests of soundness that apply: iv
Change sought:

We recommend that the requirement for 10% renewables be deleted, as it is in any case not yet an adopted policy within the RSS (reference to draft policy EN1 – South East Plan). In principle the HBF believe that the focus should be reducing carbon emissions from mew buildings and not pursuing the inclusion of a % of renewables. This is not a common sense approach because most renewable technologies have a limited lifespan in any case, especially as many are still developing technologies and are subject to continued innovation. The far more sensible approach is to aim for a % reduction in carbon emissions as this can be achieved in a number of ways including the upgrading of the buildings thermal efficiency which remains for the life of the building and not until the wind turbine breaks because it is either old or poorly maintained for example. The government have set their national timescale for the delivery of zero carbon housing by 2016 and this should be the mile post to which local government is also working. This timescale had been developed in consultation with the house building industry and renewable energy suppliers and gives sufficient time for relevant industries to ‘gear up’ to deliver the efficient housing which we all wish to see built. The implementation of the code is outlined in the consultation draft “Building a Greener Future: Towards Zero Carbon Development” (CLG). The HBF note in any case that ‘PPS: Planning and Climate Change’ states that;

Planning authorities should not need, however, to devise their own standards for the environmental performance of individual buildings as these are set out nationally through the building regulations. Higher standards for new homes are set out in the Code for Sustainable Homes” (‘PPS: Planning and Climate Change’ paragraph 31).
Policy ENV4

The HBF object to the requirement of local planning policy to stipulate building performance standards. In any case the BREAM EcoHomes standard is now obsolete in light of the publication of the Code for Sustainable Homes. The HBF believe fundamentally that there should be no potential within the remit of local planning authorities to influence the performance standards of residential development. This issue falls within the remit of building regulations, the code for sustainable homes and the draft timescale for its implementation. Any local policy aspiration should conform to government policy objectives.  
Tests of soundness that apply: iv
Change sought:

A locally based policy that enforces building performance measures should not be necessary and as such should be deleted from the core strategy. This is in line with out response to ENV2 above. 

THE HOME BUILDERS FEDERATION








