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Issue 9 Environment Policies CP11-CP14
i) 
Are the policies consistent with the NPPF and/or justified by clear and robust local evidence and if not, what needs to be changed and why?
ii) 
Are the targets for renewable energy in policy CP11 appropriate, reasonable and realistic, in the light of national policy?
iii)  
Does policy CP12 strike the right balance between protecting the district’s environment, landscape, biodiversity and nature conservation resources and facilitating other strategic development, such as the provision of renewable and decentralised energy?
iv) 
Is Policy CP13 reasonable, realistic and appropriate for a JCS?
v) 
Is Policy CP14 reasonable, realistic and appropriate for a JCS?
Relevant Background Papers 
BP3:Sustainable Built Development and Renewable Energy Policies
EB201: Sustainable Buildings Guidance for Planning Applications)

EB203:Low Carbon Planning Policy Viability Study

EB208: Renewable Energy Study for Winchester District 

EB101: Viability Report (Update)

OD37: Winchester District Renewable and Low Carbon Energy, Assessment of Opportunities 

i) Are the policies consistent with the NPPF and/or justified by clear and robust local evidence and if not, what needs to be changed and why?

1. Much of the Council’s justification for CP11 and CP12 is contained within Background Paper BP3 – ‘Sustainable Built Development and Renewable Energy Policies’.  This was submitted with the JCS in June 2012.  This issue has been further considered since then and the Council is suggesting a further change to policy CP11, as described below.

2. The rest of this statement explains the reason for this change, answers the questions raised under Issue 9 and considers matters not already dealt with in Background Papers, or as a result of new information received.

CP11 

3. Section 10 of the NPPF deals with climate change, and paragraphs 93 – 95 are particularly relevant for CP11.  Paragraphs 11.43 – 11.56 of the Background Paper detail how CP11 and CP12 are considered to comply with the NPPF.  CP11 does not go beyond what is permitted in the NPPF.  Paragraph 93 refers to planning’s ‘key role’ in securing ‘radical reductions’ in greenhouse gas emissions.  Paragraph 94 states that authorities should ‘adopt proactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate change’.  The requirements of CP11 are in accordance with this approach.

4. NPPF paragraph 95 states that any local requirements should be ‘consistent with the Government’s zero carbon buildings policy and adopt nationally described standards’.  While CP11 seeks to secure a standard of energy and CO2 emissions performance that is in advance of the national regulations, it includes a provision for performance in line with the Zero Carbon Homes policy to be achieved on those sites where the advanced standard is not viable.  The government’s recent consultation on changes to the Building Regulations stated that the findings of the Zero Carbon Hub in relation to carbon compliance and energy use will form the basis of the Zero Carbon Homes policy in 2016.  It is therefore considered that the approach of the JCS is in line with the government’s approach.

5. It is recognised that the Carbon Compliance levels have now been set in a way that does not fully accord with the approach to Allowable Solutions described in CP11, as submitted.  It is therefore suggested that the following change be madeto bullet points 1 and 2 of CP11, to bring the JCS in line with current government thinking on carbon compliance:

· new residential developments to achieve Level 5 for the Energy aspect of the Code for Sustainable Homes (CSH) and Level 4 for the water aspect of the CSH from adoption of this Plan. It will allow for up to 30% If this is shown not to be feasible or viable, the Council will accept an on-site carbon reduction of not less than the relevant Carbon Compliance levels stipulated by Zero Carbon Homes policy, with the remaining reduction of regulated emissions53 to be provided by means of ‘Allowable Solutions’;
· in addition to the above, from 2016 onwards, all new housing must meet any higher national standard for zero carbon homes; and

The rest of CP11 to remain as submitted.
6. CP11 refers to the standards expressed by parts of the Code for Sustainable Homes (CfSH).  These are ‘nationally described standards’ as referred to in the NPPF and are therefore legitimate standards to use.  Indeed, the introduction to the CfSH on the Planning Portal states: ‘The Code is the national standard for the sustainable design and construction of new homes. The Code aims to reduce our carbon emissions and create homes that are more sustainable’. 

7. Although consistent with the direction of government policy in respect of zero carbon homes, it is accepted that the requirements of CP11 are in advance of current national requirements.  However, this is considered justified for the reasons set out in Background Paper BP3, including the high carbon footprint of the District, and its location in an area of water stress.  The Council has an agreed Climate Change Plan and targets within it, which CP11 would contribute towards.  The justification for CP11 and the background to the Council’s policy on climate change is described more fully in the Background Paper in 11.7 – 11.20 and 3.5 – 3.16 in particular.

8. National policy in the NPPF allows for local variation, if justified and reasonable.  The Background Paper explains why this is required in Winchester District, and how the standards required are appropriate, reasonable and realistic.

CP12

9. CP12 is the JCS policy on renewable energy development in the District.  Section 10 of the NPPF deals with climate change and paragraphs 97 and 98 are particularly relevant for CP12.  11.52 – 11.56 of Background Paper BP3, considers CP12 in relation to the NPPF in more detail and it is not considered necessary to repeat that here.  In summary though, CP12 is encouraging of renewable/decentralised energy projects, whilst ensuring that considerations of landscape and the characteristics of the surrounding area and taken into account.  This is in accordance with paragraphs 97 and 98 of the NPPF.

10. The Council has considered whether to identify suitable areas for renewable and low carbon energy sources.  However, following the Renewable Energy Study 2008 (EB208), undertaken as part of the evidence base work for the Local Plan, it was considered that it would not be appropriate to designate areas at the strategic scale, due to environmental constraints on the most likely areas for large-scale wind production and the lack of a mature market and secure supply streams for other sources of renewable and low carbon energy.

11. The WinACC study of the potential for renewable energy in the District referred to in paragraph 12.3 of the Background Paper has now been completed and is available in the Examination Library (OD 37).  The findings of the study will form part of the evidence base for producing more detailed policies and proposals, if necessary, in Local Plan Part 2.  This would include the identification of any further area/site specific policies or proposals in relation to renewable and low carbon energy generation that may be required.  In the meantime, CP12, CP11 and the principles in the NPPF are considered sufficient to assess any proposals that may come forward.  The approach outlined in CP12 is considered appropriate for the strategic level of a JCS.

CP13

12. Section 7 of the NPPF deals with design issues.  CP13 represents Winchester’s interpretation of this guidance.   CP13 does not repeat the guidance in the NPPF, but emphasises those aspects which are considered important for the Winchester District.  The supporting text of CP13 therefore refers to the generally high quality of the environment in the District and the consequent need for new development to be of the highest quality, respect its context and enhance local character.  The relationship between the built and natural environment is an important one in a largely rural District such as Winchester.  Finally, significant growth is anticipated over the Plan period and some new communities will be developed.  The highest standard of sustainable design needs to be obtained to achieve quality places.  
13. The provisions of CP13 and its supporting text represent the a policy that sets out the quality of development that will be expected for the area, based on its defining characteristics and with regard to its future development.  This is in accordance the guidance in paragraph 58 of the NPPF.  Although CP13 does not state that developments should ‘function well’ as referred to in paragraph 58,  it is considered that the totality of the criteria outlined will require this, with references to responding to site surroundings and local context, a well connected public realm and the accompanying landscape framework.

14. CP13 seeks ‘an individual place with a distinctive character’, which accords with the ‘strong sense of place’ referred to paragraph 58.  CP13 also seeks an ‘attractive, safe and accessible public realm’ which accords with guidance in paragraph 58 on ‘safe and accessible environments’.  

15. The reference to the landscape framework in CP13 reflects importance of landscape in the District and accords with paragraph 61 of the NPPF which refers to the integration of the natural, built and historic environment, as well as linking with other JCS policies such as CP15 on Green Infrastructure and CP16 on Biodiversity.

16. CP13 requires developments to show how measures to limit climate change impact form an integral part of the design solutions, which is in accordance with Section 10 of the NPPF, as well as linking other JCS policies such as CP11 on Sustainable and Zero Carbon Built Development, CP12 on Renewable and Decentralised Energy and CP17 on Flooding.

17. Paragraph 59 of the NPPF refers to the use of design codes and the text accompanying CP13 refers to Design Statements for areas (Village and Neighbourhood Design Statements), and the role that Neighbourhood Plans may play in that respect.  A Quality Places Guidance template has recently (January 2012) been agreed for the PUSH area – part of which is within the District, and it is intended to develop this into guidance that can be applied throughout the Winchester District and adopted as SPD. 

18. The footnote of CP13 and the text accompanying the policy explain that more detailed design standards and guidance will be developed as part of the Local Plan Part 2.   Any guidance produced will be developed to accord with the principles of CP13 as well as with parts of the NPPF, as appropriate. 

CP14

19. CP14 represents the Council’ approach to housing density, as required by paragraph 47 of the NPPF.  Policy CP14 seeks to ensure that land is used effectively, within the context of the local character of the area, which is also in accordance with government guidance in paragraph 58 of NPPF which refers to ‘optimising the potential of the site to accommodate development’ and ‘respond to local character and history, reflect the identity of local surroundings’. 

20. It is not the approach of the Council to specify a range of densities in the JCS.  Instead the approach is to seek densities appropriate to the character of the surrounding area and to maximise these where possible to ensure the effective use of land.

21. Policy CP14 seeks to maximise the development potential of sites, by supporting higher densities where possible.  The policy indicates where higher densities are likely to be most appropriate (within urban areas and particularly where there is good access to facilities and public transport).  The policy also clearly states that the need to maximise the development potential of sites will be balanced against the need to promote high quality design.  The policy clearly states that the final determinant will be the response of the design to the general character of the area.
ii) Are the targets for renewable energy in policy CP11 appropriate, reasonable and realistic, in the light of national policy?

22. It has already been explained in Issue 9(i) why Winchester requires standards that go above those currently applying through the Building Regulations. The consistency of CP11 with the NPPF has also already been considered above.

Appropriate -

23. This is partially covered by considering whether the policy is justified by the evidence and consistent with the NPPF.  These matters are covered under Issue 9(i) and within Background Paper 3.  

24. The other aspect is whether this issue would be better dealt with under Building Regulations.  It has already been considered under Issue 9(i) why the Council considers that new developments should be built to standards that are in excess of the prevailing Building Regulations standards in regards to energy and water efficiency.  Planning policies also allow for the use of a variety of means of meeting standards, particularly in respect of allowable solutions and planning obligations which will need to be secured via planning legislation.  

25. For these reasons, the Council considers that the standards sought in policy CP11 are appropriate.

Reasonable and realistic -

26. The targets proposed under the policy (as it is proposed to be amended) in cases where the Level 5 requirements sought in CP11 cannot be achieved are in accordance with what is currently proposed by government as the zero carbon definition.  This can reasonably be expected to become the basis of the Zero Carbon Homes standard from 2016 – the Sustainable Buildings Guidance 2011 document (EB201) has a detailed discussion of the zero carbon definition. 

27. The levels of CO2 reduction required by tightening Part L standards, Zero Carbon Homes policy and Code Level 5 of the Code for Sustainable Homes are shown in the chart below (as a percentage reduction on Part L2006 baseline).  This chart highlights the higher level of ambition of Policy CP11 compared to Part L2013 and the Zero Carbon policy.
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Figure 1, CO2 reduction levels required by forthcoming Building Regulations changes (Part L2013) and Zero Carbon Homes policy, compared to Code Level 5 of the CSH. Source: Element Energy 2012
28. The proposed targets are both reasonable and realistic as they are in line with the current government approach to carbon compliance and the likely future approach to allowable solutions, in cases where CP11 requirements for Code Level 5 cannot be reached.  The amendments to the policy that have been made from the Preferred Option stage, through the Modifications and the Further Changes proposed above, have reduced the scope of the measures sought and enabled the requirements to be more easy to achieve.  The changes have therefore been aimed at making CP11 more realistic, by being more achievable and viable.

29. In terms of financial and practical feasibility, it should be noted that compliance is only sought with the Energy and CO2 aspects of Code Level 5 of the CfSH, not the requirements of Level 5 as a whole.  
30. In regard to water, the water efficiency requirements of Code Level 4 of the CfSH are sought.  The water allowance of 105 litres per person per day (lpd) is the same as that under Code Level 3 and reflects the expected changes to the Building Regulations, planned in 2013.  It would generally not be necessary to use rainwater or greywater harvesting to achieve this.  Nevertheless, if it is not possible to achieve Code Level 4 for water consumption on a particular development, Policy CP11 seeks the lowest level of water consumption that it is ‘practical and viable’ to achieve, as stated in the first sentence of the policy.

31. The requirements of CP11 can be fulfilled by submitting SAP ratings for energy and using a water calculator for the water aspect.  These documents would be required for Building Regulation assessments, therefore saving duplication and the time and cost of undertaking a full code assessment.  These refinements to the original draft policy at Preferred Options, were made in direct response to comments on viability and practicality made by developers during discussions on the draft policy (Section 7 of the Background Paper refers).

Viability

32. The Background Paper discusses the issue of viability at some length in paragraphs 11.21 – 11.35.  The Paper describes how the viability of various scenarios was tested by the Element Energy Study of 2010.  The final version of policy CP11 is a less demanding version than the Preferred Option version and incorporates a lower level of water efficiency and a higher provision for allowable solutions than was considered as part of that study.  The policy as finally drafted is less demanding than any of the scenarios tested by Element Energy in 2010, especially given the reductions in costs that also have occurred in some low carbon generation and energy efficiency technologies (notably PV) since that time (see also Appendix 1 of this Statement in respect of this).

33. Paragraphs 11.33 and 11.34 of the Background Paper also discuss how the levels sought in CP11, as drafted in the Pre-submission version of the Plan, (early 2012) were taken account in the Council’s Viability Study (EB101).  The Study concluded that developments would generally be viable across the District, taking the requirements of CP11 into account, together with the other requirements sought by the JCS as a whole (e.g. affordable housing, open space) and would also allow sufficient scope for the generation of Community Infrastructure Levy.  The Background Paper contains more details on this.

34. Element Energy have undertaken a check on the costs used in the Viability Study, based on government research, to assess whether they remain reasonable and realistic and are as up-to-date as possible.  This is detailed in Appendix 1 of this Statement.   This concludes that the costs used in the Viability Report 2012 are comparable with those used in the Element Energy Study that was produced for the CLG into the costs of the CfSH in 2011 (OD4 - Code for Sustainable Homes: Updated Cost Review, CLG, August 2011).  Their assessment concludes that the allowance in the Viability Study for enhanced energy standards is comparable with the costs of achieving the Code Level 5 Energy and CO2 standard on a range of development types (see Figure 1 Appendix 1) and exceeds recent forecasts for the cost of achieving the Zero Carbon Homes standard (see Figure 2, Appendix 1)..

Flexibility

35. Policy CP11 can be complied with in a number of ways.  The aim is to achieve Code Level 5 for energy and Code Level 4 for water where possible.  If that is not achievable, then the relevant Carbon Compliance levels specified in the Zero Carbon homes policy will be sought on-site, with allowable solutions employed for the remaining regulated emissions, to reach Level 5 for energy.  If that is still not achievable, then lower solutions can be sought (until the zero carbon homes policy becomes the national standard, then that represents the lowest level).  The statement in the first sentence of the policy ‘where practical and viable’ allows for variations where it may not be possible to fulfil the levels sought for a particular development.  The policy is considered reasonable and realistic as it has this large degree of flexibility built into it.

36. Although CHP is generally desirable and considered feasible for large-scale developments, it is recognised that it may not always be practical and viable to use such systems and that biomass strategies are not yet fully commercial.  Therefore, it is relevant to examine whether Code Level 5 for energy can be achieved by use of alternative strategies.  Element Energy have conducted an analysis of the costs and practicalities of achieving this level at the individual dwelling scale, rather than using the community heating systems assumed in the CLG study (attached as Appendix 2).  Their conclusion is that there are energy strategies that can achieve Code Level 5 energy use without the use of community heating systems or biomass that can be delivered within the ‘viability envelope’.  It may be that a large amount of PV is required to achieve this and in some cases it may therefore not be practical.  Allowable solutions can be used to achieve any shortfalls.

37. The issue of standards for commercial buildings has not been so thoroughly explored, including by industry and government.  Those case studies that have been undertaken show a wide variety in the standards that it is possible to achieve, depending on the building type and end use.  Although the standards set for BREEAM in CP11 are challenging, particularly after 2016, developments will be considered on a case-by-case basis.  CP11 is not considered too onerous in this respect as the policy provides for requirements to be eased if it is not ‘practical or viable’ to attain them in any particular case.

Response to particular issues raised at Pre-Submission and in further written submissions

38. This section only includes detailed issues raised by specific respondents that are not covered by this Statement generally.  The end of this Statement includes a full list of issues raised and further written submissions.
HDR 03440: North Whitely Consortium

39. Responses to the areas of concern:

· The requirement for Code for Sustainable Homes level 5 energy standards from the point of adoption of the draft Core Strategy is highly demanding, largely untested, and would inevitably place a significant burden on development;

40. The challenging nature of Code Level 5 is recognised.  However, viability analysis suggests that this high standard will be achievable on a range of developments within the viability envelope for development in Winchester.  In those cases where the applicant can demonstrate that achieving Code Level 5 is not feasible or viable, due to the particular nature of the development, the revised policy allows for a reduction of Carbon Compliance level to that stipulated by the 2011 definition of Zero Carbon Homes, together with reduction of the remaining Regulated emissions by an offsite initiative or allowable solutions contribution.  The costs associated with achieving this standard are within the viability envelope determined by the Viability Study 2012.

· The allowance for 30% offsite provision implies at least 70% onsite – this is an untested quantity and one that both theory and practice (i.e. no market-led examples at scale as yet) demonstrate to be extremely challenging;

41. See above, this has been replaced by reference to the Zero Carbon Homes policy.
· The policy, supporting wording and evidence base talk about a financial contribution to a local authority fund for any residual emissions. This is only one of the ‘allowable solutions’ consulted on by the Zero Carbon Hub. The wording should allow for other solutions to avoid being overly prescriptive, and thus be more aligned with the spirit of national guidance;

42. The policy refers to an ‘Allowable Solutions’ payment or provision of CO2 reduction off-site.  The policy does not require payment to be made into a local authority fund, although it is the Planning Authority’s intention that any investment is made within the District.

· The national standard for zero carbon homes by 2016 was significantly changed in the budget in 2011. It is quite likely that it is significantly altered again before 2016, leaving the policy wording out-of-date;

43. The policy intention is to enforce the latest version of Zero Carbon Homes policy.  At the present time, this therefore includes the Carbon Compliance levels recommended by the Zero Carbon Hub’s February 2011 report and Allowable Solutions payment for regulated emissions.  This is expected to be viable based on the cost analysis of the Zero Carbon Homes policy and the Winchester Viability Report.

· BREEAM Outstanding is very demanding, largely untested and uncosted. The evidence base supports this view.

44. The policy allows for lower requirements if levels sought are not ‘practical or viable’ to achieve.

HDR30113: Sovereign Homes
45. The objections raised regarding cost assumptions are based on the policy requirements from an earlier version of the Joint Core Strategy.

46. The August 2011 CLG report ‘Cost of building to the Code for Sustainable Homes: Updated Cost Review’ suggests that Code Level 5 energy standards can be achieved on a range of development types for costs in the range of £5,000 to £15,500, depending on the dwelling type (compared to a Part L2010 baseline).  Comparison with the 2012 Viability Report suggests that these costs are within the range of viability for development in Winchester.

47. The costs quoted in the Element Energy 2011 report are based on 2010 prices.  Significant cost reductions have already been achieved in key components of Code Level 5 energy strategies, most notably in the cost of photovoltaics (costs have fallen by around 50% compared to 2010 prices).  Further cost reductions are expected over the period to 2016.  These cost reductions significantly increase the viability of achieving Code Level 5 energy standards in developments in Winchester.

48. Policy CP11 permits a lower standard of Carbon Compliance, in line with the 2011 Zero Carbon Homes definition, to be achieved in cases where Code Level 5 energy standard can be shown to be not feasible or viable.  In these cases the remaining regulated emissions are reduced through an Allowable Solutions contribution or other off-site measures.  The costs of achieving the Zero Carbon Homes standard has been assessed by the Zero Carbon Hub in determining their 2011 recommendations for the Carbon Compliance levels for Zero Carbon policy.  These costs are within the viability envelope for Winchester set-out in the Viability Study.

HDR20258: WYG Planning & Design

49. Responses to Code for Sustainable Homes and Renewable Energy sections of the letter attached to WYG clients’ representations at Pre-Submission stage:

50. The £50/m2 allowance for achieving Code Level 3 carbon compliance doesn’t seem to be disputed.  The £520/m2 additional cost (extra-over Code Level 3) referred to for achieving Code Level 5 carbon compliance seems to be excessive.  None of the existing evidence base on costs of the Code for Sustainable Homes or cost of achieving Carbon Compliance standards for Zero Carbon Homes is consistent with such a high on-cost.

51. Based on the existing analyses of achieving Code Level 5 energy standard, the allowance made in the Viability Study is expected to be sufficient to achieve the CL5 energy standard in a wide range of development scenarios (refer to Figure 1).  It is accepted that in certain cases it will not be viable to achieve Code Level 5 energy standard and a provision for a less challenging energy standard has been made within the policy.  Current research on the costs of achieving the Zero Carbon Homes standards suggest that it is viable for developments in Winchester (as shown in Appendix 1).
52. The requirement to achieve Code Level 5 standard for water consumption has been reduced to Code Level 4 in the latest version of the policy.  This is equivalent to the requirement of Code Level 3 (and is a proposed Building Regulations requirement), so no additional costs are incurred.

Response to further written representations

HDR02427:
Cala Homes

HDR02912d:
Winchester Friends of the Earth

HDR03204b:
Grainger PLC

HDR03440e:
North Whiteley Consortium

HDR20148e:
Hayter J 

53. The points raised in the further representations listed above are covered in general in the answer to 9(ii)

Proposed Modification/Change to the Plan:

As detailed under question 9(i) above.

iii) Does policy CP12 strike the right balance between protecting the district’s environment, landscape, biodiversity and nature conservation resources and facilitating other strategic development, such as the provision of renewable and decentralised energy?

54. Policy CP12 generally supports and encourages the development of renewable and decentralised energy.  Delivering increasing amounts of renewable and decentralised energy would provide an important contribution to national and regional targets for the development of such energy sources and as part of the development of the green economy.  However, the policy also recognises that due consideration must also be given to the setting of proposals/developments and possible adverse impacts on the District’s environment.
55. CP12 recognises the varied factors that must be considers in the list of criteria for considering proposals.  It states that account will be taken of ‘contribution to national, regional & sub-regional renewable energy targets and CO2 savings’, ‘potential benefits to host communities and opportunities for environmental enhancement’ will also be considered, along with the potential to integrate with new or existing development, existing fuel sources, transport links and connections to the electricity network.  
56. CP12 also makes it clear that account will be taken of ‘the effect on landscape and surrounding location’, and that proposals should avoid ‘harm to existing development and communities’.  The effect on areas designated for their local or national importance, such as Gaps and the South Downs National Park, conservation areas and heritage assets, including their setting, is specifically required to be taken into account.
57. A change was made to the proposed policy by Modification no.115 in order to make explicit that account would be taken of impacts on areas of local and national importance, to ensure consistency with other policies and to address concerns that the term ‘conservation areas’ may be taken to mean just reference to town conservation areas.
58. The above shows that the effects on the District’s environment, landscape, biodiversity and nature conservation resources should be taken into consideration alongside any benefits to renewable and decentralised energy targets, contributions to CO2 savings, and benefits to host communities under  CP12.
59. CP12 accords with paragraph 9 of the NPPF by maximising renewable and low carbon energy development, whilst ensuring adverse impacts are addressed including landscape and visual.  In the light of the above, it is considered that an appropriate balance is made in CP12.

Response to Further Written Representations

HDR02427:
Cala Homes

HDR02912d:
Winchester Friends of the Earth

HDR03204b:
Grainger PLC

HDR03440e:
North Whiteley Consortium

HDR20148e:
Hayter J 

60. The points raised in the further representations listed above are covered in general in the answer to 9(iii)

iv) Is Policy CP13 reasonable, realistic and appropriate for a JCS?

61. Policy CP13 sets out the high level design principles that all new built development will be expected to comply with.  The policy provides information on what the Council will be seeking in respect of various aspects that should be covered in design and access statements.  It is considered that the policy provides a reasonable level of detail regarding the Council’s requirements in respect of the various aspects that should be covered in the design and access statement that should accompany applications, without being overly prescriptive or too detailed for the strategic level of the JCS.
62. The amount of detail required for these aspects outlined in CP13 would be commensurate with the scale and complexity of development being proposed, including whether the application was in outline or for detailed matters.  The policy does not prescribe the level of detail that applicants should provide, as this would vary from case to case.  However, it is expected that all proposals should be able to demonstrate how they have addressed the issues set out.  Policy CP13 would not apply to small domestic applications and changes of use and it is therefore considered both reasonable and realistic.  The policy sets out what is required in enough detail to allow applicants to adequately prepare proposals, without being overly prescriptive as to what that would entail.
63. Policy CP13 is intended to provide guidance for the consideration of applications across the whole of the District.  It is therefore not considered necessary, or helpful, to identify specific areas in the policy, such as Winchester City Conservation Area, or any other area.  More detailed conservation area policies are retained as ‘saved’ policies form the 2006 Local Plan, which will be reviewed as necessary through Part 2 of the Local Plan.
64. The support from the Hampshire Chamber of Commerce is welcomed, however, it is not considered appropriate to include detailed criteria for the assessment of applications in a JCS policy that needs to be applicable in a wide variety of situations.  The value of a high quality of built environment would clearly enhance the District for all users including residents, businesses and visitors.  It is considered that the policies within CP11-CP14 will help to achieve this in terms of land use planning.  A high quality environment would clearly bring considerable benefits to businesses in the area. 

Response to Further Written Representations
HDR20148e:
Hayter J 

HDR00094:
Portsmouth Water

65. The points raised in the further representations above are covered in general in the answer to 9(iv)

v) Is Policy CP14 reasonable, realistic and appropriate for a JCS?

66. CP14 is reasonable and realistic as it strikes a balance between the desire to maximise development potential without unduly compromising the quality of the built environment in the area.  The policy outlines the circumstances where higher densities would be desirable, but emphasises that the how well the design responds to the general characteristics of the area will be the primary determinant.
67. Reasonable – the policy does not prescribe a set density or densities.   This also makes it more flexible and able to respond to the characteristics of the site and its surroundings, which makes it more realistic. The need to maximise the use of land will not override the need to achieve a balance of uses, or types of housing development on a site and this is also partially covered by the reference to the character of the area in the policy.  The need for a variety of types of housing (which would include various sizes and therefore densities) is covered by Policy CP2 Housing Provision and Mix.  
68. Policy CP14 will also allow for the full replacement of WDLPR Policy H7, which covered both housing mix (covered by Local Plan Part 1 policy CP2) and density. 
69. It is appropriate that the principle of maximising the effective use of land be expressed in the Joint Core Strategy through CP14, as it is a key principle in the sustainable development of the District.  It is part of the key development principles and strategy as set out in policy DS1.  CP14 links in with the requirements of the paragraph in DS1 which states:
‘Development proposals will be expected to make efficient use of land within existing settlements, and prioritise the use of previously developed land in accessible locations…’
70. CP14 also accords with the aims of DS1 in respect of making the use of public transport, walking and cycling easy and integrating homes, jobs, services and facilities, whilst achieving high standards of design and sensitivity to character, setting and cultural setting.   This encourages the maximisation of densities to create efficiencies and other benefits as described, within the context of the character of an area.

71. Appropriateness – The level of detail is considered appropriate at the level of a JCS.  CP14 provides sufficient guidance to be of use when considering proposals, but is not too detailed (or prescriptive) for this level of the Plan.

Response to Further Written Representations
HDR20148e:
Hayter J 

72. The points raised in the further representation above are covered in general in the answer to 9(v).
APPENDIX 1 – VIABILITY ASSESSMENT

Assessment by Element Energy for WCC October 2012.

The following build costs are used in the Viability Report (Update) 2012 (EB101):

Table 1, Build costs used in the 2012 Viability Report

	Build costs (£/m2)
	Flat
	House

	Base build (including CL3)
	£1,292
	£1,205

	Build to CL5 energy standard
	£1,385
	£1,342


The allowance for achieving Code Level 5 energy standards, from a baseline Code Level 3 house, is shown below for a range of representative house types.

Table 2, The allowance for achieving Code Level 5 energy standard (from a Code Level 3 baseline) have been calculated on the basis of the Viability Report base build costs and some typical floor areas for various dwelling types. 

	House type
	Floor area m2
	Base (CL3)
	CL5 energy standard
	Allowance for CL5 energy

	Apartment
	60
	£77,520
	£83,100
	£5,580

	Mid-terrace
	75
	£90,375
	£100,650
	£10,275

	End terrace / semi-detached
	88
	£106,040
	£118,096
	£12,056

	Detached
	120
	£144,600
	£161,040
	£16,440


The cost of achieving the Code Level 5 energy standard is shown in the chart below.  The costs are shown from a baseline of Part L2010 (which is equivalent in energy terms to the Code Level 3 base build assumed in the Viability Study) and are taken from the CLG ‘Code for Sustainable Homes: Updated Cost Review’, August 2011.
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Figure 1, The bars indicate the ranges of costs for achieving Code Level 5 energy standard (from Part L2010 baseline).  The horizontal lines indicate the build cost uplift allowed in the 2012 Viability Study. This graph is based on the costs reported in the August 2011 report ‘Cost of building to the Code for Sustainable Homes: Updated cost review’ (www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/1972728.pdf)
The ranges of cost represent the differences in cost projections for different development types (i.e. different scale and density).  In each case the cost of the most cost-effective means of achieving Code Level 5 is shown.  The dotted horizontal lines represent the allowance for achieving Code Level 5 energy standard used in the Viability Study report.  The graph shows that the costs allowed for in the updated Viability Report are broadly similar with the range of costs identified in the CLG study.

It should be noted that the Code Level 5 costs used are based on 2010 prices.  Significant reductions in the costs of key technologies have already occurred and further cost reductions are to be expected over the period to 2016.  Most notably the costs of photovoltaics, a major component of strategies for high levels of carbon compliance, have approximately halved since the August 2011 CLG report was published.

In the case that a developer can show that achieving Code Level 5 energy standard is not viable for a particular development, Policy CP11 permits the level of carbon compliance to be reduced in line with the current Zero Carbon Homes policy, with an ‘Allowable Solutions’ payment to be made for the remaining Regulated emissions.  The Zero Carbon Hub has published cost analysis in support of the Carbon Compliance limits set in the current definition of Zero Carbon Homes policy – ‘Carbon Compliance: Setting an Appropriate Limit for Zero Carbon New Homes’, Zero Carbon Hub, Feb 2011 (OD5).  The extra-over costs for achieving the zero carbon standard estimated in this analysis are shown in the chart below.  Costs are extra-over a Part L2010 baseline.
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Figure 2, Costs of achieving zero carbon standard (Part L2010 baseline).  Based on an Allowable Solutions price of £46/tonneCO2.  Costs are taken from the Zero Carbon Hub updated cost of zero carbon homes, April 2011 (www.zerocarbonhub.org/resourcefiles/Updated_Cost_of_Zero_Carbon_Homes_April_2011.pdf)
The extra-over cost projections are within the range of costs indicated in the Viability Study report (Table 1 and Figure 1 show the costs as estimated from the standard build costs shown in Table 1).  The Allowable Solutions price of £46/tonneCO2 used in these cost forecasts is based on the ceiling price used in the Zero Carbon Hub’s July 2011 publication ‘Allowable Solutions for Tomorrow’s New Homes’.  Although no official announcement has been made by Government on the price of Allowable Solutions, this figure is consistent with the cost analysis informing government policy analysis (the £46/tCO2 price was adopted in the DCLG Zero carbon Homes Impact Assessment Report (May 2011)).  Note that the 2010 prices used to generate these cost forecast do not include the rapid reduction in the price of PV that has recently occurred.
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APPENDIX 2 – CODE LEVEL 5 ENERGY STRATEGIES

Assessment by Element Energy for WCC October 2012.

The costs for achieving CL5 shown in Figure 11 (taken from the August 2011 CLG updated Code cost review) relate to energy strategies that involve community heating for a number of development types.  Community heating systems are not always practical, hence it is important to consider the costs of dwelling-scale energy strategies.

The cost analysis of carbon compliance levels for the Zero Carbon policy assessed the cost of gas boiler and air source heat pump based energy strategies (a high standard of fabric energy efficiency is included in each strategy).  In the table below, the total cost of achieving Code Level 5 is given, assuming that PV is used to achieve the additional CO2 reduction.  Costs are shown for an end-terrace house.

	2010 Prices
	Carbon Compliance
	Additional PV
	Total cost

	Gas boiler + PV
	£3,000
	£4,840
	£7,840

	ASHP + PV
	£9,500
	£4,840
	£14,340


	2016 Prices
	Carbon Compliance
	Additional PV
	Total cost

	Gas boiler + PV
	£2,100
	£4,840
	£6,940

	ASHP + PV
	£6,500
	£4,840
	£11,340


Note: The above costs are based on Cyril Sweett analysis of the cost of Carbon Compliance for Zero Carbon Homes (current PV prices are used.  No further reduction in PV price over the period to 2016 has been assumed).

On the basis of these costs, a gas boiler and PV strategy is within the cost range in the 2012 Viability Study.  The costs of the ASHP based strategy fall outside the range based on 2010 prices, although cost reductions are expected to bring this into the range of viability over the period to 2016.

The major issue with dwelling-scale Code Level 5 energy strategies is the roof space required for PV, which can be a substantial fraction of the footprint area of the dwelling.  This is particularly an issue for flats.  The Zero Carbon Hub’s analysis of Carbon Compliance levels for Zero Carbon standard assessed the amount of PV required as a fraction of footprint for a number of different energy strategies and Carbon Compliance levels.  The figure below is taken from Zero Carbon Hub’s report.
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Figure 3, Area required for solar technology to achieve various levels of Carbon Compliance for a range of house types (taken from the Zero Carbon Hub report ‘Carbon Compliance: Setting an appropriate limit for zero carbon new homes’ (February 2011))
The area of PV required to achieve Code Level 5 (100% reduction on Part L2006) is at least 40 to 60% of the ground floor area for each house type.  In the case of apartments >80% of the footprint is required for PV for all energy strategies that don’t involve a communal heating system.  An additional complication for PV installation is the importance of the orientation of the buildings which may further limit opportunities and constrain the design.
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There are energy strategies that achieve Code Level 5 energy without use of community heating systems or biomass and that can be delivered within the range of costs identified.


The roof area required for PV may limit feasibility in certain development types.


In cases where community heating with CHP or biomass-based energy strategies are not feasible, Policy CP11 will permit Allowable Solutions to be used (i.e. revert to the current Zero Carbon Policy definition).


with the current Zero Carbon Homes definition.  The Zero Carbon Hub’s estimates the cost of achieving Zero Carbon at a level that is within the envelope of viability for development in Winchester.








The 2012 Viability Report makes an allowance of approximately between £5.5k and £16.5k (flats to detached houses) to achieve the Code Level 5 energy standard (from a Part L2010 baseline) (� REF _Ref338673300 \h ��Table 2� and 1 above)


The costs indicated by the 2012 Viability Report are broadly similar to the costs identified in the CLG Updated Costs Review


Cost analysis of achieving Code Level 5 energy standards indicates that this is challenging but achievable on a range of developments. (� REF _Ref338018760 \h ��Figure 1� above)


In cases where the cost of achieving Code Level 5 energy standard is non-viable, Policy CP11 permits use of Allowable Solutions payments and Carbon Compliance in line with the current Zero Carbon Homes definition.  The Zero Carbon Hub estimates the cost of achieving Zero Carbon at a level that is within the range of costs allowed for in the 2012 Viabilty Report for development in Winchester. (2 above)
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