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1. Matter 7 – Housing Policies, including Gypsy & Traveller Provision 

Issue 1 – Policies H1 & H2 Housing Mix & Affordable Housing 

Q7.1) Is Policy H1 justified, effective and consistent with national policy? 

(NPPF paragraph 50). 

1.1 It is important, in order for the plan to be justified and effective, for there to be 

sufficient flexibility in Policy H1 with regard to the housing mix of market housing. 

This is acknowledged in paragraph 7.6 of the supporting text, which states that 

development proposals should have regard to the most up to date version of the 

SHMA. We consider the Policy itself would benefit in the first sentence of the 

Policy if the wording ‘having regard to’ is used instead of ‘based on’. 

Q7.2) What is the evidence in relation to the need for affordable 

housing? What does this show and will the thresholds/proportions in 

Policy H2 meet that need? Have alternative thresholds been considered 

and assessed?  

1.2 We have previously commented on the fact that the affordable housing need 

identified in the SHMA will not be fully met based on the requirements of Policy 

H2. Since these observations were previously made the Council has now agreed 

to a higher housing requirement in the plan. This will assist in affordable housing 

delivery. Higher affordable housing proportions have been shown by the viability 

assessment work undertaken to be unviable. 

Q7.4) Is Policy H2 sufficiently flexible, particularly in terms of the tenure 

split and the effect on viability and the potential for off-site 

contributions?   

1.3 Policy H2 is in the main sufficiently flexible in acknowledging a negotiated 

approach to affordable housing, and recognising viability will on occasion need to 

be considered on a site by site basis. As with Policy H1, there is recognition in the 

supporting text at paragraphs 7.27 and 7.29 of an ongoing need for flexibility 

given likely changes to identified need and uncertainty over current assumptions. 

We therefore believe the Policy should replace the words in the second paragraph 

‘be based upon’ with ‘have regard to’. 
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2. Matter 8 - Climate Change, the Environment & Design 

Issue 4 - Design / Built & Historic Environment 

 Q8.14) Is Policy BE3 (Sustainable Design and Construction) justified, 

effective and consistent with national policy?....... 

2.1 We acknowledge the PPG indicates that Councils can set policy requirements for 

optional Building Regulations with regard to access and water efficiency. 

However, policies must be supported by evidence, as clearly set out in the PPG. 

We contend that the information contained in the supporting text is insufficient 

and does not constitute the proportionate evidence for a policy requirement with 

significant implications in terms of the cost of providing housing. The PPG points 

to data which is available to justify requiring more demanding standards, but the 

single data source used to support optional Building Regulation M4(2) is 

inadequate for this purpose. Furthermore, with regard to water efficiency the 

supporting text at paragraph 12.41 itself states that the 2016 Water Cycle Study 

concludes there will be sufficient supply to meet planned growth. As such, the 

policy in relation to the more demanding optional Building Regulations for access 

and water efficiency is not justified. 

2.2 In our view, there is also a lack of evidence that the cumulative impacts of all 

policies in the submitted plan, including the requirements in Policy BE3, have 

been subject to a viability assessment. 

2.3 Building for Life (BfL) standards are a welcome addition to the tools available for 

designers and decision makers in considering the quality of the design of a 

housing scheme. We would support a policy indicating that assessment against 

the BfL  standards is encouraged, but to enshrine in policy a link to the scoring 

process is not justified. The BfL assessment should not be used in a simplistic 

way and forms a part of an overall assessment of design quality. As the Design 

Council web site itself notes: “Whilst we encourage local authorities to adopt BfL 

12 we recommend they avoid explicitly setting a requirement for all promised 

developments to achieve 12 greens. Instead we recommend that local policies to 

use BfL 12 as a design tool throughout the planning process with schemes 

performing positively against it.” There is no justification for the rigid application 

of the BfL process in the way envisaged in Policy BE3. 

 


