Consultation on the Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)
HCLT response 

Q1 Are you satisfied that the approach of the SPD with consideration to both national and local planning policy is the correct one? 
If no, please explain (please state paragraph reference when referring to the SPD): 

The SPD does appear to broadly follow national and local planning policy, but could be improved by the following. 
· Commitment to be proactive in the planning process. The experience of HCLT has been that HCC has been proactive and helpful but it would good to include wording from  NPPF paragraph 41 on commitment to be proactive throughout the planning process.
· As evidence of this commitment, it would be helpful if there was a statement that supported affordable housing developments by providing free pre-planning guidance to RPs and CLTs for all developments, even where houses for market sale are included in the mix.
· The NPPF paragraph 68  states that councils should identify sites of less than a hectare for 10% of the housing needs. Mention of this should be included in the SPD with information as to where that information can be accessed. 
· 3.13 While it is understood that HCC has limited scope for exceeding national standards, we are strongly in favour of higher standards in build quality, carbon reduction, environmental protection and presumption towards lower car usage at all developments across the County.

Q2 Do you agree with the approach to understanding affordable housing need in Herefordshire, and are they accurately represented in the SPD? 
If no, please explain (please state paragraph reference when referring to the SPD): 

· SPD paragraph 2.1 mentions the HMANA 2020/21. It would be helpful to know the target date for publication and, if this is still 12 months away, it would also be helpful to publicise figures of housing demand as shown by Home Point bids, for both geographical area of demand and property size (nos of bedrooms and bedspaces), at regular intervals as this would provide information based on actual demand. 

· SPD paragraph 2.9 refers to the Homes England Capital Funding Guide for calculating social rents, which uses as its base line earnings in Herefordshire and Worcestershire. This is inconsistent with Appendix 2.2 which uses Herefordshire earnings.

· In SPD Appendix 3.1 reference is made to social rent calculation. To encourage building to high levels of energy efficiency, for example PassivHaus standards, allowance for reduced energy bills to tenants should be made in the rent calculation. 

Q3 Do you agree with the overall approach as to how the policies are applied to ensure acceptable and appropriately planned affordable housing? 
If no, please explain (please state paragraph reference when referring to the SPD): 

There are a few differences between the NPPF and the SPD: 
· In Paragraph 63 of the NPPF there is mention of reducing the 10 home threshold for affordable housing in rural areas to 5 homes, but no mention of this in the SPD. Perhaps this could be included provided there is a demonstrated local need for affordable homes.
· In 3.24 of the SPD there is the option that the Council can commission its own Viability Assessment, which it seems goes beyond what the NPPF outlines. This is viewed positively and if the Viability Assessment, whether commissioned by the Developer or the Council, is then made available on the planning applications’ part of the council’s website, it would be an aid to transparency. 

Q4 Finally, are there any further comments you would like to make that haven’t been covered answering the previous questions? (Please state paragraph reference when referring to the SPD) 
· In section 3 of the SPD, consideration should be made for a threshold of 10 houses or where houses are less than 100m2 floor area, consistent with Policy H1 
· SPD paragraph 3.2 Include incremental developments together with phased ones, i.e. those submitted under separate applications for adjacent or near adjacent sites where no overall or outline plan has been disclosed to the Council at the outset.
· SPD paragraph 3.3. There is nothing about encouraging affordable housing as part of city centre conversions/adaptations. The NPPF paragraph 85 f is encouraging of residential development in city centres but the SPD seems to exclude conversions for affordable housing. It is recommended that this is revisited to encourage mixed tenure in commercial centres, just as it is encouraged County wide.  
· SPD 3.4 Agree to the relief in respect of VBC where schemes are for retention, not for demolition. Schemes involving demolition and new build are already incentivised through VAT relief which does not apply to schemes involving retention and conversion.
· SPD 3.8 The commitment to percentages delivered as affordable in the scheme areas should be strengthened by replacing the words 'indicative target' with 'minimum target'.
· SPD 3.15 Include  reference to the Transport for New Homes model on layout and external space which designs out the dominance of the private car in all residential developments. It is particularly important for affordable housing to be provided with sustainable transport provision instead (active and public transport facilities) in view of the inherent unaffordability of running cars (as compared to walking and cycling). The recent Government announcement promoting cycling and walking could be incorporated in this section.
· SPD paragraph 3.17 states that where schemes are 100% affordable there should be a range of different types of buildings targeted at different householders. This could reduce the ability to develop small, difficult sites for affordable housing. 
· SPD paragraph 3.34 includes self-build and custom-build in both the affordable and market     sectors but this is not followed through in 3.35. It would be helpful to clarify that any self-build development can contain a mix of affordable and other homes.
· The only mention of Community Land Trusts is in SPD clause 3.35 in relation to self or custom build. CLTs should also be mentioned as partners in the delivery of affordable homes generally, and named CLTs perhaps included in the list of such partners in an Appendix 5b (recognising that no CLT has a current development programme). 
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