Consultation on Proposed Changes to Current Planning System:
Response by St Helens Parish Council (draft)
Notes:
1. Proposed revisions to IWALC highlighted in blue.
2. NALC questions are reproduced in faint type.
Topic 1: Changes to method of calculating housing need
We strongly disagree with the proposed new method of calculating housing
numbers.
It would significantly increase housing targets on the Isle of Wight. The estimated
number for the Island is 1,045 a year, which is 55% higher than the number required
in the current local plan (668) and three times the average delivery over the last
three years (348). This level of expansion would mean more building on greenfield
sites, which would in turn further damage the Island’s environment and attraction as
a tourist destination and reduce agricultural land and thus self-sufficiency. It would
also increase the pressure on already stretched infrastructure and services, including
roads, schools and health and social services.
The proposed target mechanism based on a percentage of housing stock has no
relevance to the current requirements of the Isle of Wight, with special local
requirements influenced by the relatively low economic activity, combined with the
existing strain on public services and public infrastructure. The Island’s primary
housing requirement is for affordable homes which, adversely for the Island, it is
proposed to relax the requirement to build on developments up to 50 units!
Moreover, such targets are unrealistic. We cannot deliver our existing targets, due to
a number of factors, including viability for developers and insufficient skilled
construction workers on the Island, particularly in the short term.
We support our MP’s efforts to reduce the targets and his argument that the island
should be regarded as a special case. The Island has large areas of outstanding
natural beauty (AONB) and has recently been declared a Biosphere Reserve. The
basic and fundamental fact that we are a physical island surrounded by a fragile
coastline, with no fixed link to the mainland, gives rise to many issues which are
simply not recognised or addressed, nor have they ever been. A revision of the rules
gives an opportunity for this fact to be formally and properly taken account of. At a
basic level the fact we are an island increases vulnerability to overdevelopment and,
as such, the proposals would work in an almost entirely negative way for the Isle of
Wight.
The Isle of Wight is not the only local authority that would be adversely affected. The
changes would result in significant anomalies between local authorities, with
reductions in targets for many cities and increases in areas like the Isle of Wight,
where additional housing would have the most negative impact on the economy,
public services and the natural environment.

1. No

2. No - There needs to be more local stock. Attention needs to be given to
understanding local need and what is affordable for local people. More weight
should be added to the local homes policy and the planning for affordable
housing requirements.

3. No – Isle of Wight house prices should reflect earnings on the Isle of Wight. The

valuation of housing on the Island is materially impacted by the retirement sector
and also second home buyer market. The concept of affordability should relate to
what those needing to purchase property can afford in each local area.

4. No – Affordability has not improved. Wages have not kept up with house prices

– the gap has increased.

5. No – Consideration has not been given to the low earning areas, including the

Isle of Wight, where there is a high proportion of low paid seasonal workers, and
due to an ageing demographic, a large number of people working as carers in a low
paid care industry. In determining affordability regard needs to be had to specific
local considerations. As noted above the issues are exacerbated on an island.

6.Yes – Authorities need to be given time to properly assess the implications of the
proposed changes and have time to agree special factors that impact their area.
They also need to be given time to re-assess their respective housing and
development strategies in the light of the long term impact of the Covid pandemic,
such as High Street regeneration.

7.Yes - Authorities need to be given time to properly assess the implications of the
proposed changes and have time to agree special factors that impact their area.
They also need to be given time to re-assess their respective housing and
development strategies in the light of the long term impact of the Covid pandemic,
such as High Street regeneration.

Topic 2: Delivering first homes
Securing of First Homes, sold at a discount to market price for first time buyers,
including key workers, through developer contributions in the short term until the
transition to a new system: The council would support schemes designed to help
parishioners and young people moving into first homes.

8. We think that the mix of tenures provided in affordable housing should be

determined in accordance with local plan policy (option 1), rather than through
negotiation between the local authority and individual developers.
Local Authorities should be able to set targets for affordable housing requirements
(including first time buyers) and also social housing targets commensurate with
their local needs. Central Government need to support the provision of financial
arrangements to support Local Authorities in delivering on their respective targets,
such as the provision of Local Authority financial borrowing arrangements.
Local Authorities should proactively engage with local Town and Parish Councils
on planning strategies in their specific areas and enable Town and Parish Councils
to contribute to the Housing Needs List through the prioritisation of local people.
This includes remaining minded of Settlement Boundaries which are at risk of
being significantly diluted and the creation of urban sprawls.
Overall, a far greater role should be given to Town and Parish Councils. Again,
this relates to the need to have regard to specific local circumstances. This
consideration is particularly relevant to the Isle of Wight which is completely
emparished.

9. Yes

10. Yes

11. Yes – Every development should be considered on its own merits, and
exemptions applied if needed.

12. No – the waiving of affordable housing targets on developments below 40-50
units to encourage SME building is totally inappropriate in an area such as the Island
where the primary demand requirement is for affordable housing.

13. No – The quantity and market value / discounts applied for both affordable and
first time housing should be based on local needs as defined in the respective local
planning strategies. Caveats need to be in place to prevent short to mid term
material gain, potentially through some form of clawback arrangement.

14. Yes – provided this is not detrimental to meeting the affordable and first time
housing requirement targets and should only occur if and once these targets are
met.

15. No

16. No – we need rural homes, there should be no exceptions
Topic 3: Supporting small and medium sized developers

17. We disagree with the proposal that the threshold for delivering affordable
housing should be raised to exempt developments of up to 40 or 50 homes. Our
main need on the Island is for affordable homes and, in particular, social (rented)
housing. This proposal would result in an increase in homes that could have a
negative impact on the environment without the compensation of any affordable
housing. This will almost certainly result in a reduction in the much needed supply of
affordable/social housing. It will lead to a further influx of those retiring to the Island
or purchasing second homes, without the balance of housing for young people and
families who constitute the bulk of the workforce, especially with the historic lowwage economy. There is a material imbalance in the population age range without
exacerbating it further, with public infrastructure and services under significant strain.
The impact on rural areas, which make up the vast majority of the island, will be
particularly adverse.

18 This should refer to the Neighbourhood Plan, where such exists, which reflects
local need and has been consulted on with the public. In other areas on the Island no
threshold should be set until studies equivalent to those in such plans have been
undertaken and published.

19. No

20. No

21. No – Consideration needs to be given to the infrastructure and public services.

22. No

23. Yes – offer incentives, support local employment.

Enable Local Authorities to support funding of affordable housing through
proactive engagement in development schemes through increased borrowing
requirements and greater flexibility to partner the private sector in affordable and
social housing schemes.
Topic 4: Extending ‘permission in principle’ scheme

24. No – developments need proper scrutiny and consultation. Greater stipulation
should be made on the timeliness of development construction post approval. Too
many developments consume planning resources in the approvals process with no
subsequent build commitment post approval.

25. No – we need commercial development to support the community. Further
consideration required towards the development of ‘mobile’ home parks, particularly
the development of existing sites.

26. No – it needs to address the infrastructure and also requirements on public
services

27. Yes. Regard must be had to the environment, in particular where local
designations such as AONB and Biosphere are in part in place due to the quality of
views and the natural environment.

28 Yes – the larger the development the more it should be publicised, using social
media and other mechanisms to ensure that it gets out to a wide audience as
possible. There should be engagement with the respective local Town or Parish

Council which should be guided to support the awareness with the local
community. Publication in a local newspaper alone will often fail to provide
sufficient notice of developments so wider measures need to be employed.

29. No – a small development can’t charge a flat fee – different structures for
different developers.

30. We do not consider any is appropriate.

31. Yes

32 Consider public opinion, local plans, neighbourhood plan, local needs and
infrastructure and public services. Where Town and Parish Councils have not
created a formal Neighbourhood Plan, there should be regard to whatever
documents and plans they have created. Often there will be resource issues which
limit what such bodies can produce so they should not be prejudiced in such
circumstances.

33. There is a material risk of greater public mistrust in the planning system due to
the reduced level of awareness and scrutiny. Couple this with fewer people being
involved in the process will inevitably culminate in a greater risk of malfeasance and
corruption. Public perceptions of mistrust in the planning system already exist and
further changes, such as those proposed, will significantly increase the problem.
Accordingly, the system should aim to improve local engagement rather than
undermine it. Greater engagement will give greater chances of the actual local need
being met.
In summary, the changes proposed will be a social, economic and
environmental disaster for the Isle of Wight.

34 This needs to be directed at local small and medium sized businesses, and
developers to get their views

35 No – Everyone should have equal opportunity

