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Introduction

The Chartered Institute of Building (CIOB) represents for the public benefit the most diverse set of professionals in the construction industry.

Our Mission:

To contribute to the creation of a modern, progressive, and responsible construction industry; able to meet the economic, environmental and social challenges faced in the 21st century. 
Our 7 Guiding Principles:

· Creating extraordinary people through professional learning and continuous personal development.

· Promoting the built environment as central to the quality of life for everyone everywhere.

· Achieving a sustainable future, worldwide.

· Advocating exemplary ethical practice and behaviour, integrity and transparency.

· Pursuing excellence in management practice, and technological innovation rooted in evidence based science

· Being socially responsible and working responsibly

Enabling our members to find an emotional resonance with the Institute; their success is our success.

We have over 40,000 members around the world and are considered to be the international voice of the building professional, representing an unequalled body of knowledge concerning the management of the total building process.

Chartered Member status is recognised internationally as the mark of a true, skilled professional in the construction industry and CIOB members have a common commitment to achieving and maintaining the highest possible standards within the built environment.

The Chartered Building Company and Consultancy Schemes (CBCs) are a vital part of the CIOB, providing the Institute’s members with a further business perspective.

The CIOB is also a member of the Society for the Environment and is able to award the Chartered Environmentalist qualification. We currently have over 280 Chartered Environmentalist members and this number is growing daily.

Our submission has been developed for the public benefit and is also informed by feedback from our members. Feedback has been analysed and this submission represents the consensus viewpoint which has subsequently been reviewed by Ambassador members. 
General Comments

The CIOB welcomes community involvement in the planning process…

The CIOB welcomes the opportunity to participate in this consultation. 

We are in favour of a process that promotes the delivery of housing and associated community benefits. The Housing and Planning Delivery Grant (HPDG) generally appears to do this by incentivising Local Authorities to provide longer term allocation of land for housing and by including communities in their planning decision making. 

CIOB calls for an increased awareness of funding options and planning process for all those involved… 

We are concerned that there appears to be a lack of awareness about the HPDG, the funding available to Local Authorities and the planning process in general by some of those involved in the process. To this end, we feel that engaging the local community and all those who might contribute to a debate about the allocation of land is very important and could be further developed with increased promotion and education of all the processes involved in the planning system. 

CIOB calls for transparency and clarity in decision making… 

Equally, with inclusion and consultation of all those who may be involved in the development of a particular area of land, comes the need for a transparent decision making mechanism which is not biased by those who ‘shout the loudest’ or by those with influence. Each scheme should be judged on its own merits in line with a published set of local and national planning criteria in terms of the viability of the site, efficient use of land and local demand. We would like to see further transparency and information supplied about those planning permissions refused, including a formal debrief with quantified and clear decisions.   
CIOB favours identification of sites on a case by case basis…
When considering the allocation of land for development, we are in favour of identification of the most suitable locations which ease pressure on local infrastructure and services, maintaining the existing character of towns and avoiding areas of potential future risk such as floodplains. In addition to the continued redevelopment of brown field sites, the development of new towns with purpose built infrastructure could provide a good alternative to the housing shortage in some locations around the country.   
Specific Comments

Question 1

Do you agree with the Government’s decision not to make any changes to the scheme in year 2 (2009-2010) and to reduce the threshold from 0.75% to 0.65% of existing stock in year 3 (2010-2011), thereby aiming to maintain access to the grant for local authorities when less houses are being built?
We broadly agree with this decision. The recent decline in house building cannot be attributed to Local Authorities and is a national/global economics driven phenomenon. The threshold reduction is sensible as it aims to maintain Local Authority access to the grant during a time when nationally less housing is being built. We do not feel able to comment as to whether this reduction is of sufficient size to enable access to the grant.

Question 2  

Do you agree that the proposed changes to the land supply element will install a greater degree of transparency in the land supply position across the country? 

We commend attempts to make the system of land supply more transparent and recognise that increasing grants for Local Authorities who involve a Housing Market Partnership in completion of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) is one way to do this. 

We feel that Housing Market Partnerships need a balanced mix of representatives and to avoid commercial advantage for one organisation, we propose that a significant proportion of the representatives on Housing Market Partnerships be from developers active in the geographical area. 

Question 3

Do you agree that we should not make any changes to the allocation mechanism for delivery of priority development plan documents?
We agree.
Question 4

Do you agree with the proposals to change the proportions of the planning element available for demonstrating land for housing and delivering priority development plan documents in year 2?
We agree.

Question 5
Do you think we should introduce an affordable housing element in year 3 and if so, which of the two options outlined or a combination of the two would you favour? 
Whilst supporting the need for affordable housing developments, we are concerned that incentivising Local Authorities to increase the numbers of affordable housing units will lead directly to an increase in the percentage of affordable housing units required for all new developments above a certain size without the consideration of local conditions.  
Although there has been success at integrating affordable and social housing into mixed developments, we fear that this practice could alienate developers and discourage some from participating in housing schemes due to the difficulties of successfully integrating a proportion of affordable housing units into a speculative development without an “anti-social split”. Introduction of this element could be counter-productive at a time when house building is struggling to meet targets for new homes, not least due to the current economic climate. What needs to be considered here is a means to assure developers overheads and a reasonable profit margin on the social housing element of the development. At present, in order to compensate for the presence of social homes, developers are returning their ventures to profitability with high quantities at low prices or low quantities of high quality. Either instance reduces the range and supply of medium sized new housing for family ownership. 
It is the case that introducing an affordable housing element alters the viability of sites.
We like the idea outlined as option 2 and agree that smaller rural infill sites identified on a parish level could contribute towards the needs of starter, single or elderly person homes.

Question 6
Are you content with the criteria proposed for allocation of the additional empowerment funding? If not, could you propose an alternative approach?

We favour more involvement and inclusion of the local community in the planning process. We feel that a robust decision making system with formal and quantified methodology should be put in place to make the process fair to all involved whilst making timely decisions and action possible. There is a danger that local objection could be either voiced and ignored or could disrupt a potentially beneficial development. 
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