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Dear Sirs,

Consultation on draft Options for Managing Development Delivery Development Plan Document

I should like to comment on the draft options as follows:

General questions

Q2 - Are there any types of development (refer to paragraph 1.4) that are not adequately covered by the draft Options for the MDD DPD ?

Yes.

If yes, please provide further information:
(a) Allocating sites for 1,000 new dwellings outside the SDLs is inconsistent with the Council's strategy of concentrating new development in the 4 SDLs.The policy is unnecessary as small developments of (say) 1-4 dwellings are more than capable of meeting the Council's target by 2026. Between 2008-2011 planning permissions for 552 new dwellings outside the SDLs were granted.

(b) It is inappropriate for Arborfield Garrison to be categorised as a 'modest' development location when it is also a SDL. No housing developments should be permitted adjacent to the SDL per Map 3.1. 
Issue 1 - Approach to allocating dwelling numbers required

Q8 - Which option do you agree with, the Suggested Option or the Alternative Option ?

Agree with the Suggested Option, whereby WBC will take account of planning permissions since April 2008.

Q10 - Do you agree WBC should take account of permissions approved between April 2008 and the date of Submission to ensure the authority achieves the 1,000 dwellings requirement of Core Strategy Policy CP17 ? 

Yes.

Q11 - Please provide any comments that you may have:

The remainder of the 1,000 new dwellings should be provided by small developments of 1-4 houses within development limits.

Issue 2 - Dwelling distribution between major, modest and limited development locations

Q12 - Which option do you agree with, the Suggested Option or the Alternative Option ?

Agree with the Alternative Option - residual housing targets should be re-distributed per Table 2.2.

Q13 - If you do not agree with either of the options, please provide an alternative and explain how it is consistent with the Core Strategy
As Arborfield Garrison is a SDL it should not also be a 'modest' development location.
Issue 3 - Size of dwelling sites to be allocated 

Q14 - Which option do you agree with, the Suggested Option or the Alternative Option ?

Neither.

Q15 - If you do not agree with either of the options, please provide an alternative and explain how it is consistent with the Core Strategy
There should be no minimum figure in limited development locations to allow flexibility.
If sites between 1 and 4 dwellings are treated as non-allocated sites, this will result in the target for new dwellings on non-SDL sites being exceeded. This development creep could have a significant impact on the 8 villages concerned.
A maximum of 25 dwellings in limited development locations is too large for the following reasons:

- the larger sites required will only encourage proposals to build outside development limits (i.e. in countryside);
- it would only take 2 developments of 25 dwellings each to exhaust the quota for the 8 villages up to 2016.
Issue 4 - Criteria for selecting dwelling sites

Q16 - Which option do you agree with, the Suggested Option or the Alternative Option ?

Agree with the Suggested Option.

Q17 - If you do not agree with either of the options, please provide an alternative and explain how it is consistent with the Core Strategy.

Agree with the Suggested Option so long as development only takes place within development limits.

Q18 - Should any criterion be added or deleted ?

Yes.

 If yes, please provide further information.
(a) The following criteria should be added with a high ranking:

- Is the site 'brownfield' (preferred) rather than 'greenfield' ?

- Is the site within or outside development limits (i.e. not in countryside) ?

- Is the site within or outside a settlement gap around a SDL ? 

- Impact on the capacity of roads in the vicinity.

(b) As regards the proximity of a site to local facilities, the list needs to be prioritised to provide a better idea of the sustainability of the location (e.g. accessibility of primary school, employment, surgery, supermarket, public transport etc.).

Maximum distances for sustainability should be quantified (e.g. 800m/½ mile/10 minutes walk).
What constitutes a 'good' transport service for a bus route ? 
Q19 - Should the authority select the sites best reflecting the criteria, even if this results in all or several new allocations being within or adjoining the same settlements and none in several of the others ? 
Yes, so long as development only takes place within development limits.

Q20 - The suggested approach to identifying reserve housing sites is to select the most sustainable sites (not already selected) as reserve locations. Are you aware of any other approach ?

Yes. 

If yes, please provide further information:
There are various sites within the SDLs already identified for development post 2026. For instance, there are two identified sites in Arborfield Garrison SDL for 1,500 extra houses.

Issue 6 - Approach to determining non-allocated dwelling sites

Q23 - Which option do you agree with, the Suggested Option or the Alternative Option ?

Agree with the Suggested Option.

Q24 - If you do not agree with either of the options, please provide an alternative and explain how it is consistent with the Core Strategy ?
Agree with the Suggested Option, so long as development only takes place within development limits.
Any development on a non-allocated site in a limited development location should count against housing targets, otherwise this will result in the target for new dwellings on non-SDL sites being exceeded. This development creep could have a significant impact on the 8 villages concerned.
Q25 - Do you have any comments on specific criteria for assessing whether a residential proposal on a non-allocated site should be allowed ?
There should be no relaxation of the main criterion that development should not be allowed outside development limits.

Q26 - Should the approach to residential schemes on non-allocated sites vary depending upon the type of accommodation proposed ?
No.
Issue 11 - Boundaries for Development Limits

Q40 - Which option do you agree with, the Suggested Option or the Alternative Option ?  

Neither.

Q41 - If you do not agree with either of the options, please provide an alternative and explain how it is consistent with the Core Strategy ?
It is not appropriate to include sites allocated under the MDD DPD within development limits, when many sites put forward are outside development limits, generally in unsustainable locations, and therefore should not be built on. 

The Suggested Option gives too much latitude to extend settlement limits into the countryside, contrary to the objective of the MDD DPD.

Q42 - Do you have any comments on the draft development limit boundaries shown in the maps 2.1 - 2.24 ?
Yes.
If yes, please provide further information:
In the case of Barkham Hill (Map 2.3), it should be confirmed that all existing development within the proposed extensions of the settlement boundary is in conformity with planning approvals. 
Issue 12 - Need to define Development Limits (Settlement Boundaries) within SDLs

Q43 - Which option do you agree with, the Suggested Option or the Alternative Option ?  
Agree with the Suggested Option.
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