
 

Appendix E Pre-Submission Consultation 
 
 
PLEASE NOTE:  
Regarding the newspaper articles listed for this appendix in the Core Strategy 
Submission Statement, under copyright law we are unable to publish copies on this 
webpage.  Please contact planning.policy@christchurchandeastdorset.gov.uk for 
further details if you wish to see a copy. 
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Christchurch and East Dorset Core Strategy Pre-Submission 
Housing Focus Group 
Wednesday June 20th 

 
Summary of issues and questions raised  
 

 It’s important not to concentrate on what we have not delivered over the past 
years and look at how much we can achieve and be positive. 
 

 Concern over grant cuts for affordable housing and problems in delivering 
rural exception sites. 
 

 Consequences of regulating the market- Bournemouth and New Forest 
affordable housing policies. 
 

 Change of use applications and affordable housing polices do not work. 
 

 Is there sufficient grant to support the percentage of social rented houses?  
Other forms of tenure are becoming more common. 
 

 Affordable housing provision is difficult when there is a lack of grant and value 
of affordable housing is particularly low.  

 

 Problems of delivering affordable housing in Christchurch because we rely on 
urban recycling which is expensive. Redevelopment of sites involving 
demolition are not viable. 

 

 Problems of availability of land at the right price. Land value has to be correct. 
 

 There needs to be a land supply incentive or will not get land supply. 
 

 There is a need to accept negative land values for affordable housing.  How 
can this be achieved? 
 

 How do we provide for young people and the elderly?  We have an ageing 
population and also need to provide for a younger workforce. 

 

 How can the housing stock be increased for younger people?  We have few 
HMOs and a low private rented stock. 
 



 Why apply a higher percentage of affordable for high value areas?  Is it better 
to ask for a high off site contribution?  This could maximise funding. 
 

 Should we be taking more land out of the Green Belt to allow for affordable 
housing sites?  These would be funded by off-site contributions.  Should we 
be less precious about the Green Belt? 
 

 Should the Core Strategy say more about sheltered housing and other 
housing for older people?  Provision would free up family housing. Should be 
more emphasis on affordable housing for older people.  Take a contribution 
and use off site. 
 

 SHMA is silent on elderly person’s issues.  Retirement housing/tenure/extra 
care needs addressing.  This would free up market housing.  
 

 Should we think on a more conurbation wide basis?  Should we work on a 
South-East Dorset basis using evidence from SHMA for his to be a balanced 
housing market? 
 

 Need to recognise the environmental/transport constraints of each area but to 
also try to meet identified local needs where possible ie look to safeguard land 
out of the Green Belt to allow for possible local initiatives.  
 

 Inspector may suggest a review of the Local Plan to consider if delivery rates 
are lower than expected and this may allow an opportunity to strategically 
review Green Belt boundaries.  (May be what Bournemouth’s Inspector 
proposes.) 
 

 Green Belt review- sites need to be considered beyond the plan period. Inn 
Christchurch, land north of the railway line should be considered. 
 

 Hampshire should provide housing to support Christchurch’s requirement. 
 

 Concern over CIL viability model looking at a future more buoyant economy. 
Consider it should be based on current state of economy. 
 

 Viability- need to ensure a consistent approach on valuations. DV route is 
appropriate. A panel approach is another alternative to assessing viability. 
There is a need for consistency in approach in the method for undertaking 
viability appraisals and early discussions with the applicant to agree an 
approach.   
 



 Different interpretations of viability- importance of early negotiation and 
flexibility. 
 

 Poole CIL shows lower densities are less viable. 
 

 Hampshire- cannot achieve levels of 20% on greenfield sites.  
 

 Feedback on viability needed at pre-app stage. 
 

 Three Dragons work is not standing up to scrutiny. 
 

 Zoning approach for affordable housing in Bournemouth is not appropriate. 
 

 London.  Higher values have lower affordable housing provision-17%. 
 

 Concern over CIL costs. These will determine whether a site comes forward.  
 

 CIL- costs to developers has increased 
 

 Question whether if evidence submitted, there would be a change to the CIL 
policy prior to submission. 
 

 Real concern that the supply of affordable housing will be affected by the 
introduction of CIL- will affordable housing lose out when CIL is applied? 
 

 Affordable housing is an abnormal cost on development and has no value. 
 

 CIL in Poole has been halted due to the need for more evidence on 
supermarkets. 
 

 Concern that local authorities have insufficient evidence to support CIL. 
 

 Need to ask the EA to look at areas of flood risk again, especially in 
Christchurch. 
 



 Is the mix of housing helpful to meet the needs of local employers?  They are 
looking for low cost market housing not necessarily affordable/rented. 
 

 Question on where New Homes Bonus spent. Answer – As we do not have 
large sites being developed, the money will be “pepper potted”. A debate 
needs to take place on NHB spending after large sites are developed. 
 

 Comment that developers building under current threshold of 15. 
 

 Concerns over Bournemouth experience where development stopped. 
Answer:- we need to learn from this experience and set the right level of 
contributions. 
 

 Experience of work in Milton Keynes. Developers are going back to 
negotiating Section 106’s. They have an officer dedicated to this. It could 
happen here too. 
 

 Is it possible to have time limited Section 106’s, so that if economy improves 
can re-negotiate? 
 

 Comment that in a negative economy we are in competition with our 
neighbours and our policies may result in development being diverted 
elsewhere. Policies may prioritise where developers put their money. 
 

 Comment / fear that this economy could be the new norm so we could be in 
this situation for years to come. 
 

 The big risk is affordable housing rent – will the Government’s policy change 
when Housing Benefit changes kick in? 
 

 Response to all concerns over viability: Councils hear the viability message 
but want it to be proved. 
 

 Development business is more complex these days. 
 

 Omission - no policy for renewable energy production / developments / facility. 
 

 Omission - no overarching sustainability policy  - this is included in all other 
Core Strategies. 



 

 Building control standards play a useful role, in particular for thermal 
efficiency. 
 

 How can the Code for Sustainable Homes be incentivised?  Could Council 
Tax be reduced?   
 

 Renewable provision is not always understood by those living in the houses.  
Is there a need for a choice of heating systems?  Or a need for education of 
those living there?   
 

 Is there a tendency for developers to produce a “sustainable” scheme to meet 
the points rather than meeting the needs of those living there? 
 

 Is BREAM better than Code for Sustainable Homes for sheltered schemes 
and other developments with communal facilities? (BREA Multi-Residential) 
 

 Has the viability side of space standards been considered? 
 

 Compliment on production of core strategy document. Clear and easy to 
follow. Makes a difference when you read it. Good to have maps with policies 
rather than at the end. 
 

 Efforts of consultation are appreciated. Feel more engaged with this Core 
Strategy. 
 

  
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Delivery 
 

 Problems of availability of land at the right price. Land value has to be correct.  
There needs to be a land supply incentive or will not get land supply. 
 

 

 There needs to be a land supply incentive or will not get land supply. 
 

 Hampshire should provide housing to support Christchurch’s requirement. 
 

 Green Belt review- sites need to be considered beyond the plan period. Inn 
Christchurch, land north of the railway line should be considered. 

 
 Need to recognise the environmental/transport constraints of each area but to 

also try to meet identified local needs where possible ie look to safeguard land 
out of the Green Belt to allow for possible local initiatives. 
 

 Need to ask the EA to look at areas of flood risk again, especially in 
Christchurch. 
 

 A debate needs to take place on New Homes Bonus spending after large 
sites are developed 

 
Questions 
 

 Should we think on a more conurbation wide basis?  Should we work on a 
South-East Dorset basis using evidence from SHMA for his to be a balanced 
housing market? 

 
 We have an ageing population and also need to provide for a younger 

workforce.  Should the Core Strategy say more about sheltered and 
affordable housing and other housing for older people which would free up 
family housing?  How do we provide for young people and the elderly?   

 
Affordable Housing 
 

 Consequences of regulating the market- Bournemouth and New Forest 
affordable housing policies. 

 
 Affordable housing provision is difficult when there is a lack of grant and value 

of affordable housing is particularly low 
 



 Problems of delivering affordable housing in Christchurch because we rely on 
urban recycling which is expensive. Redevelopment of sites involving 
demolition are not viable 
 

 Change of use applications and affordable housing polices do not work. 
 

 Concern over grant cuts for affordable housing and problems in delivering 
rural exception sites. 
 

 Hampshire- cannot achieve levels of 20% on greenfield sites.  
 

 Affordable housing is an abnormal cost on development and has no value. 
 
Questions 

 Is there sufficient grant to support the percentage of social rented houses?  
Other forms of tenure are becoming more common. 

 
 There is a need to accept negative land values for affordable housing.  How 

can this be achieved? 
 

 Why apply a higher percentage of affordable for high value areas?  Is it better 
to ask for a high off site contribution?  This could maximise funding. 
 

 Should we be taking more land out of the Green Belt to allow for affordable 
housing sites?  These would be funded by off-site contributions.  Should we 
be less precious about the Green Belt? 
 

 Is the mix of housing helpful to meet the needs of local employers?  They are 
looking for low cost market housing not necessarily rented. 
 

 Will the Bournemouth situation on affordable housing where development 
stopped, happen here? Answer: We need to learn from this experience and 
set the right level for CIL and affordable housing. 
 

 What effect will the Government’s change on Housing Benefit have? 
 

 
 
 
 
 



Renewable Energy and Sustainable Construction 
 

 There is no policy for renewable energy production / developments / facility. 
 

 There is no overarching sustainability policy - this is included in all other Core 
Strategies. 
 

 Building control standards play a useful role, in particular for thermal 
efficiency. 
 

Questions 

 How can the Code for Sustainable Homes be incentivised?  Could Council 
Tax be reduced?   
 

 Renewable provision is not always understood by those living in the houses.  
Is there a need for a choice of heating systems?  Or a need for education of 
those living there?   

 
 Is there a tendency for developers to produce a “sustainable” scheme to meet 

the points rather than meeting the needs of those living there? 
 

 Is BREAM better than Code for Sustainable Homes for sheltered schemes 
and other developments with communal facilities? (BREA Multi-Residential) 

 

CIL 

Concern if the CIL viability model is looking at a future more buoyant 
economy. It should be based on current state of economy which may consider 
for some time 

 There is a need to ensure a consistent approach on valuations. DV route is 
appropriate. A panel approach is another alternative to assessing viability. 
There is a need for consistency in approach in the method for undertaking 
viability appraisals and early discussions with the applicant to agree an 
approach.   
 

 Poole CIL shows lower densities are less viable. 
 

 Feedback on viability needed at pre-app stage. 
 

 Three Dragons work is not standing up to scrutiny. 



 

 Zoning approach for affordable housing in Bournemouth is not appropriate. 
 

 London.  Higher values have lower affordable housing provision-17%. 
 

 Concern over CIL costs. These will determine whether a site comes forward.  
 

 CIL needs to consider that costs to developers has increased 
 

 Real concern that the supply of affordable housing will be affected by the 
introduction of CIL- will affordable housing lose out when CIL is applied? 

 

 CIL in Poole has been halted due to the need for more evidence on 
supermarkets. 
 

 Concern that local authorities have insufficient evidence to support CIL. 
 

 In a negative economy we are in competition with our neighbours and our 
policies may result in development being diverted elsewhere. Policies may 
prioritise where developers put their money. 
 

 Experience of work in Milton Keynes. Developers are going back to 
negotiating Section 106’s. They have an officer dedicated to this. It could 
happen here too. 
 

Questions 

 Is it possible to have time limited Section 106’s, so that if economy improves 
can re-negotiate? 
 

 If evidence is submitted, would there be a change to the CIL policy prior to 
submission? 

 

 Has the viability side of space standards been considered? 
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