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From: Rasie Matthews = o e
Sent: 10 September 2018 18:00
To: Flanning Policy
L Windebank, Jane; Linda Bonnin
Subject; Comments on the Issues and Options document for next TVBC Local Plan
Attachments: Issues and Options Consultation far the next TVBC Local Plan.docx
Hello,

Flease find attached VIVID's comments in response to your Lacal Plan consultation.

Thank you,

-l B e BW N W N mowm -

Land and New Business Manager

Mhr i e R e

VIVID
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S5--important Notice—5%5%

This message is intended solely for the addressee and may contain private and confidential information. If
you're not the intended recipient, please let us know immediately and delete this message and any
attachments. Where this is the case, please do not use, share, distribute or copy this message and its
attachments. Please click here to view our privacy stgtement}jetailing how we process your information

VIVID Housing Limited is registered in England and Wales as a registered society under the Co-operative
and Community Benefit Societies Act 2014 undei number 7544 with exempt charitable status and as a
registered provider of social housing with the Homes and Communities Agency under number: 4350. Our
registerad office is at Peninsular House, Wharf Road, Portsmouth, Hampshire, PO2 8HB.

The following organisations are part of VIVID Housing Limited: VIVID Build Limited, Company Number:
7930319, Vestal Developments Limited, Company Number: 05508078, The Paddon Memorial Charities,
Charity Number: 229547 and Hilda Ruth Daley Trust, Charity Number: 1052875; all reglstered at Peninsular
House, Wharf Road, Portsmouth, PO2 BHB, Administration services are provided to: Mitre Court (Fareham)
Management Limited, Company Number: 01350375; also registered at Peninsular House, Wharf Road,
Portsmouth, PO2 BHE.

-—End of Notice--—
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Issues and Options Consultation for the next Local Plan — TVRBC

Q10: Do you think we should continue with seeking up to 40% of new hemes to be affordable, or should
we change the percentage?

40% has been an established mechanism and as a pelicy minimum is [argely accepted by

developers. Where this causes a challenge to the schemes viability there is already an established
mechanism to review the level of provision. Therefore, we do not see a reason to change the quantum.
Q11: What should the trigger be for seeking affordable housing?

We would not propose any changes to the current trigger of 15 homes.

Q12: Should we allow market hausing on rural affordable exception sites?

Yas, this should be permitted where it can be demonstrated that the inclusion of market housing is able
to bring forward a sustainable development that otherwise would not be developed.

Q13: How should we meet the requirement for self build plots? Should it be as part of sltes over a
certain threshold or separate sites?

This should be on separate sites, as it would be onerous to include it on every site and might result in
fewer sites being brought forward in your LA area. [t might be beneficial to allow 5B plots as part of
Rural Exception sites, which can he more community driven, and the SB plot/s can help to make the
schemes viable.

Q15: Should the Council change Its approach and set out a requirement that certaln sites should
provide for the needs of such groups as the elderly?

Site reguirements should match housing need in order to facilitate sustainable communities and help
local ecanomies.

Q16: Should we include a policy that requires a mix and type of housing, or should the housing market
inform what mix and type of housing to build?

This should be informed by a mixture of housing market demands plus what the community actually
needs.

18: Should the Council establish density standards in the Local Plan?

Yes, but with the ability to be flexible dependent on heusing needs and market conditions.

Q19: Do you think we should establish internal space standards for future homes?

It waould be ideal. for Local Authorities to fall in line with Mational raguirements, so that they are on a
level playing field. However, many LAs have not adopted ND5S, By doing so, it might prejudice your area

over othars. If your standards are smaller, you are more likely to get mere delivery (NDSS could make
your area less attractive).



NDSS provides unit sizes are much larger than RPs have historically built to (such as under HQJs, Housing
Corporation Scheme Development 5tandards etc). The downside to providing larger units is that they
are so much expensive to build, yet the rental yield will rarely increase in line with the increased build
cost (due to rents belng capped at LHA). This wilt impact on offers made to developers for s106 plots
and may impact on their scheme viability. The kneck on effect of this could see more viability
assessments having to be carried out and AH reduced. Or worst case scenario, landowners could hold
back on selling their sites, as the increased build costs will reduce the site values.

20: Do you think we should establish standards for accessible, adaptable and wheelchair user
dwellings?

Yes, but Lifetime Homes {or the equivalent under Building Regs) may be more appropriate for some
areas than full wheelchair accessible units.

Q35: Should the next Local Plan continue to promote water efficiency from new developments?
Yes
(38: Should the Local Plan encourage energy efficiency when constructing new development?

Yes, subject to not making it so onerous that people don’t want to build. If schemes become unviable,
develcpments wilf not come farward.

Q45: How do you think the Council should be making provision for parking within new development?

The target market should be considered e.g. flats for shared ownership are likely to be targeting young
professionals and they might have 2 cars. Some households in affordable rented homes might not all
have cars. A market rented block near a train station might work with little or no parking.

Other:

Regarding affordable rented housing and the standard s106 wording in relation to this. It is understood
that the Council might suggest that RPs cap rents at LHA in perpetuity for affordable rented properties
{rather than just at first let).

Qur initial financial appraisal modelling assumes a small annual rent increase, generally in line with CPI
plus 0.5% {current assurption). It would be difficult to build a business model around a set of
assumptions that we don’t know — for example — what if the LHA should decrease?

It we were to make a change to our financial modelling, perhaps to include a slightly lower % rent
increase on an annual basis, to factor in any possible LHA capping in perpetuity, this would have an
effect an the affordable offer for the homes. This may result in a viability challenge if offers become
lower.

Whilst it is appreciated that affordability is an issue in Test Valley, would an alternative option be to
require a small proportion of the rented homes to be for social rent, to give a broader range of

affordable options? Or even, have ARP rents at 75% OMY, capped at LHA but only at first let?

Here's an example fram another Local Authority's 5108 agreement which warks well:



"Affnrdahla Rarited Units” Maans rented htiT.-lBlhg with tenancles granted for.at least & years
ang 11 months duration {pmv]ded that this shall nat prévent a Reglstered Frm.’flder froim
granﬁng a starter-tenancy ordn assured paﬂt}dlc tenanny} that are nwner:l and managad by
Hamsterad Provider's let oft fahancies at réiits agreed wl th thd Golncll belween targa’t repts
as ﬂﬁtermlnaci through the natignal fent reigiiha atid 0% of the lacal mirkét rant {Inciuding
=envice charges: where apprlnahfej and which rents' would not ekceed e ana! Housing
.Allﬁwance rates nless nthamfisé agreetl I -wiiting with the Cauncil PRDVIDED THAT ine
rghts miay be: Inefemsed annua[[y durihg thé tenandy to take ascount §fthe éffoots of inflatian -
aiid/or In aagardands witt arfangamanta thade for sm:h tent Incregsés establisiied by the
HCA;

it would also be useful to have a nationally agreed Mortgagee in Possessicn clause that suits everyone —
this is something that regularly comes up as a sticking point.

Response from VIVID
Sept 2018







