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TENP Response to SPGs re Developer Contributions in Pembrokeshire.

TENP supports the preparation of joint PCC and PCNPA SPGs on Planning Obligations which will allow consistency across the County.

The authors are also to be congratulated on the clarity of the SPGs and the research undertaken.   

It will be important for Members and officers to be trained in the application of the SPGs to ensure consistency in decision making which involves not only the traditional aspects of land use and design but the financial implications.  The importance of consistency, objectivity and transparency will be even more important under the proposed regime.

In this context, Planning Conditions attached to consents are in the public domain; will this be true of Section 106 requirements and any reasons for exceptions? 

It would seem important that there is some national perspective on the principles of the approach.  Perhaps the Foreword for Pembrokeshire should explain the national scene in more detail ie is Pembrokeshire seeking a severely onerous 'tax' or seeking the lowest as per the Council tax - would developers / purchasers see the proposed CIL as a fair reflection - given local circumstances affecting the delivery of services in the County eg rural nature of the settlement pattern and the implied higher costs per head? 

A clarification that the contributions per service area were cumulative would also be of assistance - individually they are worrying (but understandable); cumulatively they will be onerous.

It is noted that the Obligations would commence at three or more dwellings.  It is presumed that appropriate mechanisms will be in places to ensure that 

· development of obviously larger sites does not proceed on a 2 + 2 + 2 basis.

· all allocated land does not obtain the outline planning consent before the SPGs are approved and the opportunity lost to gather the contributions from S106 / CIL. 

(There will obviously be a rush to try and avoid the onerous implications of the Obligations - and at a time when it is difficult to obtain finance for development.) 

Whilst each Paper describes the likely S106 cost per development for that service, could the Foreword give some indication of a typical cost for a 10 home development (but not for the elderly)?

An alternative view would be to apply an across the board contribution to all new development (including single homes) based on a County standard which would avoid the complications of enforcing maintenance responsibilities and associated costs and ensure that the contribution was met equally by all new development. 

The scale of the contribution could reflect the retail value of the property - akin to Council tax banding.

Is there any relief or mitigation if the development is for affordable housing eg as provided by a RSL which builds to a higher space standard etc than the private sector and already has difficulties in making sites 'work' in a financial sense - given the constraints of the capital grants / rent regime?

TENP would support the concept of introducing the obligation for non-housing activities but accepting that some variations may be applied for example, that whilst a new supermarket serving residents would fall within the scheme there may be the opportunity for mitigating the theoretical cost for a 'footloose' manufacturing concern should the Obligation prove a serious disincentive to its establishment in the County.  Difficulties may also be generated if a wind turbine proposal was subject to a Section 106 contribution thus raising the cost of power production. 

It is one of TENP's objectives to support the concept of sustainable communities - a concept which will become ever more pressing with escalating costs of fuel, food etc.  Whilst not wishing to add to the complexity of the proposals, TENP would like to see some mitigation of costs where the proposed developments make best use of existing facilities with some capacity (eg schools, playing fields rail links etc) rather than require new facilities or the extension of outreach services.  Such an approach may also assist in reducing the financial gap between the cost of new houses under the proposed regime and those associated with the current position. 

If the Planning Authorities are preparing SPGs for the topics already circulated than it would be appropriate to prepare SPGS on activities described in para 34 but noting that the cumulative cost has to remain reasonable.

Mr Marc Mordey, Co-ordinator TENP would like to attend a proposed Workshop should one be held.. 

MJB / 29th Oct 2008

Additional comments – Charlie Mason, Chair TENP.

From a TENP perspective, we would want the terms “infrastructure, services and facilities” to incorporate practical Sustainable Development/Biodiversity/Environment enhancing investments, e.g. micro generation (which would reduce demand on utilities, cost to occupiers and so on) allotments, community gardens, open space, reed beds for water purification and recycling, rain water harvesting (services are at capacity and the risk of flooding is a strategic issue.) The interpretation of what constitutes “infrastructure, services and facilities” is too narrow and requires widening to comply with UKSDC principles.
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