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Executive Summary
1. The Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Housing Market Area is estimated to have a
substantial shortfall in affordable housing, when current supply is considered against
the identified needs to 20321. In particular, the updated evidence contained in the new
Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)
(November 2016, Wessex Economics) suggests that the future need for affordable
housing in Hart is a more significant issue than was estimated by the previous SHMA in
2014. The Government’s planning practice guidance asks plan-makers to consider
uplifting the housing figures in a local plan where this could deliver more of the
estimated affordable housing need2. This background paper responds to the new
evidence and the Government’s guidance, by providing information on and a
recommendation regarding the district’s affordable housing need for the Hart District
Local Plan 2011-2032.
2. The 2016 SHMA notes that the potential for uplifting a local plan’s housing requirement
is a “policy on” consideration3, in that it involves a review of national and local policy
issues that are wider than a pure assessment of housing needs. Although the SHMA’s
objective estimates of housing needs already include an uplift in the context of the
affordable housing shortfall, this uplift was made on the basis of a narrow consideration
of the inputs relating to the overall calculation of housing needs (for both affordable
and market housing); the “policy on” considerations were left to the individual local
authorities to review and respond to, after the objective assessment of needs had been
concluded.
3. The shortfall of housing to meet the SHMA’s estimates of affordable housing needs
raises a number of policy issues: to what extent should Hart’s local plan’s housing
requirements be increased, if at all, to assist in the delivery of additional affordable
housing? This paper considers the implications of the Hart Housing Strategy 2015-2020;
of wider environmental, social and economic issues relating to development within the
district; of the potential role of the private rented sector as an alternative to the
development of new affordable housing; and of the potential impacts of additional
housing development on the planning of other (neighbouring) authority areas. The
approach of this background paper is very different to the SHMA: it tests a number of
scenarios for the provision of new affordable housing in the context of the SHMA’s
findings. It does not re-open the objective assessment of needs, but seeks to
1

See Section 10 of the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Strategic Housing Market Assessment, November
2016, Wessex Economics
2

See paragraph 029, Housing & Economic Development Needs Assessments, Reference ID: 2a-029-20140306,
Planning Practice Guidance
3

See Appendix I [sic]: Affordable Housing Policy Discussion of the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Strategic
Housing Market Assessment Appendices, November 2016, Wessex Economics
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understand how the need for affordable housing should be interpreted by the local
plan.
4. Table 2.2 of this paper identifies a shortfall of 306 affordable homes in Hart every year
until 2032. This means that 306 additional affordable homes could be required each
year in Hart, in order to meet the total estimated affordable housing requirement by
2032. This implies the development of a very large number of new homes overall,
because affordable housing is typically delivered as a proportion of new housing on
development sites; almost certainly more than could be delivered if Hart District Council
were to plan for just the full objectively assessed housing needs (OAHN) (382 homes per
year until 2032). However, the Council does not need to plan for the entire shortfall of
its estimated affordable housing needs: this is not considered to be an implication of
national planning policy4, nor would it necessarily accord with the other “policy on”
considerations mentioned above. This background paper identifies and considers
scenarios for delivering different proportions (including 100%) of the affordable housing
shortfall in Hart.
5. This background paper recommends an uplift to Hart’s housing requirement from 382
dwellings per annum (the OAHN figure) to 485 dwellings per annum. This could deliver
194 new affordable homes each year, to address the estimated shortfall. Other
scenarios that would involve the development of 306 affordable homes – equivalent to
the total shortfall – have been found to be unreasonable. Those scenarios neglect the
potential contribution of the private rented sector towards meeting a proportion of
housing needs; and they could negatively affect the planning of other areas outside of
the housing market area, by reducing the effective demand for new homes in those
areas. By contrast, an uplift to the housing requirement to deliver 485 new homes each
year is likely to have positive social and economic effects, when considered in terms of
the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal objectives. Such an uplift could also enable the
Council to meet in full the estimated need for subsidised rented housing, which is
particularly relevant given the local policy drivers established by Hart District Council’s
housing strategies.
6. The Council’s Hart Housing Strategy 2015-2020 established a strategy for dealing with
the district’s housing needs, based on the previous 2014 SHMA’s conclusions.
Nevertheless, it is a pro-active, ambitious but realistic strategy for addressing the
district’s affordable housing needs. In tandem with Hart’s Preventing Homelessness
Strategy 2014-2017, it identifies actions and interventions that are focused on
addressing the needs of those households that are unable to afford suitable market
housing of any kind. Across the HMA, the costs of renting are typically lower than the
4

For a discussion of these issues, see Appendix I [sic]: Affordable Housing Policy Discussion of the Hart,
Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Strategic Housing Market Assessment Appendices, November 2016, Wessex
Economics
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repayments for low-cost home ownership options5. Therefore, the Council’s strategies
imply greater support for the delivery of new subsidised rented housing than for new
subsidised home ownership housing.
7. By contrast, emerging national planning and housing policy appears to be moving
towards a balanced support for both subsidised rented and subsidised home ownership
housing, as equally valid forms of affordable housing. During the course of writing this
background paper, the Government’s support for new home ownership options (such
as starter homes) has been counterbalanced by support for affordable private rented
housing, through proposals brought forward in the recent White Paper: Fixing our
broken housing market (March 2017, Department for Communities and Local
Government). Ultimately, this background paper recommends a continuation of Hart’s
local policy approach of favouring the delivery of more subsidised rented housing6. This
is because, although the Government’s proposals remain subject to amendment, the
local housing strategies are relatively clear in their focus on addressing the needs of
those with the least ability to pay for market housing. It would also be inappropriate to
introduce inconsistencies and tensions between local housing and planning policy
through the Hart District Local Plan.
8. Overall, this paper recommends that a housing requirement of 485 new homes each
year, supported by an affordable housing policy that requests 40% of new homes to be
affordable, with a tenure split of 65% subsidised rented housing and 35% subsidised
home ownership housing, should be included in the draft Hart District Local Plan 20112032. This recommendation should be reviewed in light of consultation responses to
the draft Local Plan and other relevant evidence and amendments to national policy
that emerge in due course.

5

The average monthly cost of 1-bedroom shared ownership properties is estimated to be more than the
highest average monthly cost of lower quartile rented accommodation (all house sizes) across the HMA. See
Figures 10.9 and 10.23 of the Hart, Rushmoor & Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex Economics for
more details on the average cost of renting and the average price of shared ownership properties.
`6 The Council’s current supplementary guidance for the development of new affordable housing seeks a
65%/35% split between subsidised rented and subsidised home ownership housing, in favour of subsidised
rented housing.

Page 3

1. Introduction & Purpose
1.1. This background paper supports the draft Hart District Local Plan 2011-2032 and
provides information relating to the district’s affordable housing need, as estimated
within the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA), November 20167. Its principal aim is to consider the SHMA’s outcomes for
affordable housing provision in the context of national and local policy ‘drivers’. It has
been prepared by East Hampshire District Council on behalf of Hart District Council, as
independent advice to inform the plan-making process in Hart, in the context of the
large estimated need for affordable housing in the 2016 SHMA.
1.2. The new SHMA considers the evidence for, and estimates future housing need in the
Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath council areas. Taken together, these different council
areas form a single housing market area (HMA). The SHMA also identifies a number of
matters that require further consideration to help inform an approach to the provision
of new affordable housing across Hart, over the period to 2032. These matters include
the influence of the private rented sector on addressing housing needs, and the new
and emerging legislation and Government policy on affordable housing. Through
considering these matters in some detail and in a logical fashion, it will become clear
whether or not a supply of new housing that is equal to the SHMA’s objective
assessment of housing need (OAHN) for Hart would be sufficient to deliver national and
local policy objectives for affordable housing.
1.3. National planning guidance makes clear that authorities should consider uplifting the
housing figures in a local plan (i.e. a local plan’s housing requirement) where this could
deliver more of the estimated affordable housing need8. Affordable housing is defined
as social rented, affordable rented and intermediate housing, provided to eligible
households whose needs are not met by the market9. Although this definition does not
include “low cost market” housing, the Government has previously consulted on
widening the definition to include options such as discount market housing10. This
would, in effect, increase the emphasis on assisting would-be home owners, through
the provision of new affordable housing. In the absence of a decision by Government on

7

The Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Strategic Housing Market Assessment (Wessex Economics, November
2016) updates and supersedes the 2014 version of this document. The 2014 version has previously been made
available on Hart District Council’s website.
8

See paragraph 029, Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment, Reference ID: 2a-02920140306, PPG
9

Annex 2: Glossary, National Planning Policy Framework 2012

10

For details, please see: https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/national-planning-policyconsultation-on-proposed-changes
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the future meaning of ‘affordable housing’11, this background paper considers a variety
of scenarios, ranging from those to deliver all of the need for subsidised home
ownership housing, to scenarios that would deliver only a small proportion of this
estimated need.
1.4. The 2016 SHMA emphasises that the identified need for affordable housing should be
considered as a collective shortfall for the HMA12. Although this is accepted, the starting
assumption for this background paper is that Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Borough
Councils will also consider whether they could and should uplift their housing figures in
their respective local plans, in light of the PPG’s advice and the evidence presented in
the SHMA. It would be inappropriate for this paper to review and advise on the “policy
on” considerations that other local planning authorities should take into account,
without input from those authorities. If or when a potential shortfall in affordable
housing provision that should be met (taking account of all local “policy on”
considerations) is identified by Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Borough Councils; it will be
incumbent on the three authorities to consider an appropriate course of action through
their respective local plans, as part of the on-going duty to co-operate established by
the Localism Act 2011. This background paper informs the draft (Regulation 18) Hart
District Local Plan, the publication of which will provide a further opportunity for
consultees to engage in the plan-making process in Hart.
1.5. Throughout this background paper, the phrase ‘affordable housing need’ (and also its
cognates) is used to refer to the needs identified in the SHMA for subsidised rented and
for subsidised home ownership housing (2014-2032). Subsidised home ownership
housing could refer to starter homes, which are currently a form of discount market
housing but which may be included in a future, widened definition for affordable
housing (see above). Nevertheless, the need for subsidised home ownership housing
could in principle be met in full by intermediate housing products, such as shared
ownership and shared equity housing: these are already considered as forms of owneroccupied affordable housing.
1.6. It is therefore important to be clear that no distinction has been made in this
background paper between “the need for affordable housing” on the one hand, and
11

Please note that this paper was drafted in advance of the Government’s recent Housing White Paper, Fixing
our broken housing market (February 2017); although it has been reviewed and partially updated as a result of
the White Paper’s publication. The White Paper proposes an amendment to the definition of ‘affordable
housing’ to include discounted market housing as a form of housing for households that are unable to meet
their needs in the open market. Nonetheless, the White Paper’s proposals remain subject to consultation and
could be amended before coming into effect. Therefore, it remains the case that the Government has made no
decision on the future meaning of this phrase.
12

See summary of Section 10, Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Strategic Housing Market Assessment,
November 2016, Wessex Economics.
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“the estimated needs for subsidised rented and/or subsidised home ownership
housing” on the other. This means that although this background paper recognises that
the meaning of ‘affordable housing’ may change over time (due to indicated changes in
national policy), its conclusions do not assume that certain housing products which are
currently considered as market housing shall be included in a wider definition of
‘affordable housing’ in the future. The potential changes to national policy – and
particularly the government’s suggestions relating to starter homes – are considered as
risks and are evaluated in this manner, when advising on changes to Hart’s housing
requirement with respect to affordable housing. A precautionary (risk-averse) approach
is generally adopted, because the consequences of under-estimating the housing
requirement include failure at examination leading to incremental and unplanned
housing development in Hart.
1.7. For sake of clarification, this background paper neither updates nor amends the OAHN
that has been established through the SHMA. The background paper only reflects and
interprets the evidence, in the context of policy considerations that are relevant to the
Council’s decision-making for the Hart District Local Plan 2011-2032. The housing
requirement of a local plan does not need to be the same figure as the OAHN for its
area: the housing requirement may be greater or lesser depending on the outcomes of
relevant policy considerations13 . Whilst an OAHN is based only on the facts concerning
population and household change and the related social and economic factors, a local
plan’s housing requirement should also recognise and interpret the policies that affect
these matters.
1.8. This background paper will be updated and if necessary amended in light of
consultation responses to the draft Local Plan. In the event of a need for substantial
revision, another version would be published in support of the Pre-submission
(Regulation 19) Hart District Local Plan 2011-2032, to help explain the proposed housing
requirement at that time.
2. Background: Objectively Assessed Housing Needs for Hart
2.1. The OAHN for the Hart District Council area has been established in co-operation with
Rushmoor Borough Council and Surrey Heath Borough Council, through work
undertaken by Wessex Economics Ltd. A SHMA was originally produced by Wessex
Economics in December 201414, which estimated the overall need for new homes
13

The distinction between the full objective assessment of need for housing and a housing requirement has
been established and expressed most neatly in case law: Gallagher Estates Ltd/Lioncourt Homes Ltd vs Solihull
Metropolitan Borough Council, [2014] EWHC 1283 (Admin), April 2014. See paragraph 37 of the judgement for
details (available at: http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2014/1283.html).
14

The 2014 SHMA is still available to view at https://www.hart.gov.uk/Evidence-base
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across the HMA and for each council area. The 2014 SHMA has been considered by
Inspectors at planning application appeals, where its approach was broadly upheld15.
Nevertheless, because of updates to various items of evidence (especially the subnational population and household projections and job growth forecasts), a decision
was taken to update the 2014 document. In comparison with the 2014 version, the
recently-completed 2016 SHMA updates the OAHN as follows:
Table 2.1: Comparison of Objectively Assessed Housing in the Hart, Rushmoor and
Surrey Heath HMA (2014 vs 2016 SHMA)
2014 SHMA
2016 SHMA
Housing Market Area
1,180
1,200
Hart
370
382
Rushmoor
470
436
Surrey Heath
340
382
Sources: Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Strategic Housing Market Assessments, December 2014 and
November 2016, Wessex Economics

2.2. The 2016 SHMA covers a different time period to the 2014 SHMA. In particular and in
contrast to the 2014 version, it does not consider the period 2011-2014, which is still
relevant to the Hart District Local Plan 2011-2032. However, on the basis of the
similarity in overall housing need for the Hart District Council area, when comparing the
two SHMAs, it appears reasonable to assume the annual OAHN from the 2016 SHMA as
a means of estimating the housing need over the period 2011-2014. This is because the
2016 SHMA is more robust than the 2014 version: it is based on a more in-depth
analysis of historic and forecast employment growth and is not based on interim
population and household projections. Moreover, when steps were taken to revise the
2014 SHMA for Hart, to take account of more robust data on employment growth, the
estimated OAHN was uplifted to the same level that is now being advised by the 2016
SHMA16. It is therefore appropriate to consider the 2016 SHMA’s annual estimated
requirement of 382 dwellings per annum as an estimate for the plan period of the Hart
District Local Plan.
2.3. The OAHN has been estimated on the basis of the evidence collected and assessed in
the SHMA, in accordance with the Government’s Planning Practice Guidance. The
starting point for this assessment is a set of projections of future population and
household growth in the HMA, obtained from the Office for National Statistics and the
Department for Communities and Local Government. These projections are reviewed in
the context of housing market signals (the current and historic balance between
15

See the planning appeal decision for land at Owens Farm, Hop Garden Road, Hook (planning inspectorate
appeal reference: APP/N1730/A/14/2226609)
16
See paragraph 16 of the planning appeal decision for land at Owens Farm, Hop Garden Road, Hook
(planning inspectorate appeal reference: APP/N1730/A/14/2226609)
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housing demand and supply), affordable housing needs and prospective job growth.
Figure 2.1,, which is taken from the SHMA, summaries the stages in establishing an
OAHN for the HMA:

Page 8

Figure 2.1: Wessex Economic’s Procedure for Estimating OAHN

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Step 4

OAHN

• The Demographic Starting Point
• Requirement - 785 dwellings pa 2014-32

• Market Signals Uplift
• Requirement - 903 dwellings pa 2014-32

• Affordable Housing Assessment
• Upward adjustment to Housing Requirement for Concealed Households
• Requirement - 985 dwellings pa 2014-32

• Anticipated Employment Trends
• Cross check for consistency with labour force requirements
• Provision of 1,135-1,254 homes consistent with growth of 1,200 jobs pa

• Objectively Assessed Housing Need 2014-32
• 1,200 dwellings pa

Source: Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex Economics

2.4. As can be seen above at Step 3, the SHMA has already made an upward adjustment to
the OAHN, to ensure that the affordable housing needs associated with concealed
households are included in the overall assessment of housing need. An uplift is advised
within the SHMA, because the needs of these households are not modelled by the
household projections of Step 1. By their very nature, concealed households are often
omitted from the official statistics on household formation17.
2.5. It is however important to be clear that the SHMA’s uplift for affordable housing does
not represent all of the SHMA’s evidence. The considerations of this background paper
do not represent “double counting” for two main reasons: 1) the approach and
methods that are employed in this paper are different to the SHMA and do not re-open
the objective assessments; 2) the definition and consideration of scenarios for a

17

For a discussion of how the SHMA considers the issue of concealed households in affordable need, see
paragraphs 10.123-10.128 of the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016
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housing requirement (Sections 4 and 5 below) amount to a review of what proportion
of the estimated need for affordable housing should be met in the context of “policy
on” factors, whereas the SHMA assumes that the full OAHN incorporates a reasonable
estimate of the full affordable housing need, considering only the objective matters of
fact18.
2.6. Looking more closely at the SHMA, its calculations of affordable housing needs include a
range of data inputs and assumptions which differ to those used in the OAHN
calculations, based on sub-national demographic and household projections. The
SHMA’s data inputs for affordable housing include local estimates of need from housing
waiting lists, but also gross household formation and household income data. By
contrast, the OAHN calculations use net household formation inputs, so the conclusions
are not comparable19. Indeed, the estimates of affordable housing need and the overall
OAHN must be considered as discrete outputs from two different but overlapping and
equally valid calculations of need20.
2.7. The differences between these calculations invite the question of whether the delivery
of the overall OAHN would be sufficient to deliver enough affordable housing. The
answer to this question will depend on matters of policy: if a council has a positive
strategy for the meeting the housing needs of its residents, it will be important not to
underestimate these needs, and therefore to give full consideration to the larger
estimates for affordable housing arising from the Government’s approved
methodology. The SHMA is clear that ‘the decision by a local authority on how to secure
affordable housing is very much a ‘policy on’ decision, while the process of arriving at

18

The approach of this paper recognises that the assessment of affordable housing needs in the 2016 SHMA is
consistent with the Government’s national guidance; and is therefore a valid assessment of the need for
affordable housing. For the SHMA’s evaluation of affordable housing need and the OAHN, see paragraphs
10.122-10.127 of the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex Economics.
19

Please note that notwithstanding the use of gross rather than net household projections in the affordable
housing needs assessment, the dissolution of households in affordable need features in the assessment of
affordable housing requirements by proxy, through (e.g.) Stage 3: Subsidised Rented Housing Supply to Offset
Need (page 152, 2016 SHMA). The re-letting of subsidised rented housing can be as a result of household
dissolution, such as through death or a change in household circumstances (such as divorce). Data for the resale of intermediate housing (Figure 10.17, 2016 SHMA) is however unlikely to accurately model the future
dissolution of households in need of subsidised home ownership housing, because there are relatively few
intermediate homes. In this case, the recycling of private rented accommodation is likely to be a better
estimate of the available supply of accommodation in the market (e.g. to prevent homelessness) as
households who can’t buy but can rent may choose the private rented sector before moving on to home
ownership. However, the private rented sector is not a recognised form of affordable housing and would be of
an inappropriate tenure for those in need of subsidised home ownership housing. It has not therefore been
considered in the SHMA.
20

Technical guidance from the Planning Advisory Service affirms that the affordable need is not part of the
OAHN. See paragraphs 7-9 of Appendix I [sic]: Affordable Housing Policy Discussion to the Hart, Rushmoor and
Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex Economics
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OAHN is a ‘policy off’ approach’21. It is the purpose of this background paper to identify
and recommend how the Local Plan’s housing requirement could and should recognise
the need for affordable housing.
2.8. Sections 4-5 of this background paper therefore pick up from where the SHMA
concludes its analysis, to consider and evaluate how the need for affordable housing
might be addressed. At the outset, it is however important to be clear about the
objectively assessed need for affordable housing (i.e. as a separate estimate of need to
the overall OAHN), as it’s been established through the 2016 SHMA.
2.9. Chapter 10 of the SHMA estimates the need for affordable housing, both in terms of
those households that are unable to meet their housing needs in the private rented
sector; and in terms of those households that could afford market rents, but cannot
afford to buy. This approach adopts a broad interpretation of ‘affordable housing need’
for purposes of identifying the OAHN22. This is important because in late 2015, the
Government signalled its intention to widen the range of affordable housing products,
to include more options for home ownership. It is therefore appropriate to investigate
in detail the needs of households that aspire to home ownership, but which are
excluded from the market by high house prices. A more traditional approach, which was
advocated by the previous SHMA in 201423, would look predominantly though not
exclusively at the need for rented accommodation.
2.10. Table 2.2 identifies the estimated need for subsidised rented and subsidised home
ownership options across the district, from 2014 to 2032. The delivery of both forms of
housing will be considered in varying proportions within this background paper, when
considering scenarios for addressing these estimates of need.

21

Paragraph 2, page 83, Appendix I [sic]: Affordable Housing Policy Discussion of the Hart Rushmoor & Surrey
Heath SHMA Appendices, November 2016, Wessex Economics
22

For a discussion on the SHMA’s interpretation of ‘affordable housing need’ see paragraphs 10.1-10.8 of the
Hart, Rushmoor & Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016
23

See paragraphs 8.3-8.4 of the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA. December 2014, Wessex Economics
for information on the assumptions that guided the assessment of affordable housing needs in the 2014 SHMA
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Table 2.2: Households in Need of Subsidised Rented Housing and Subsidised Home
Ownership in Hart, 2014-2032 (Annual Need vs Annual Supply)
Need/Supply Per Annum
Subsidised Rent
Subsidised Ownership
1. Current Need
112
32
2. Newly Arising Need
255
157
3. Supply
242
10
Surplus/Shortfall in Supply
-126
-180
(3-(1+2))
Total Shortfall
-306
Source: Figures 10.3 & 10.17 of the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex
Economics (NB: this information has been rounded to the nearest whole number)

2.11. It should be noted that the SHMA’s estimates of affordable housing need are for the
period 2014-2032, whilst the Hart District Local Plan will cover the longer time period
2011-2032. Nevertheless, it remains appropriate to assume the annual shortfalls from
Table 2.2 for the period 2011-2014 because many of the data inputs for the affordable
housing assessment also relate to this period: the 2011 Census, and the household
formation rates of the 2012-based household projections, are inputs to the current
need for subsidised rented and subsidised home ownership housing, and to the newly
arising needs for subsidised rented and subsidised home ownership housing
respectively24. Whilst the waiting list data dates from January 2016, historic changes to
this information (January 2014 vs January 2016) have been explained in terms of
changes to eligibility criteria and recording practices, rather than by changes in financial
circumstances affecting households ability to access market housing25. This paper
therefore assumes that the estimates of affordable housing need in the 2016 SHMA are
broadly-speaking appropriate for the period 2011-2014.
2.12. Table 2.2 shows that within Hart, there is a need for 306 additional affordable
homes every year to 2032, to fully meet the affordable housing needs identified by the
2016 SHMA. To put the figures in Table 2.2 into context, the SHMA identifies a HMAwide need for subsidised rented housing of 384 dwellings per annum, and a need for
subsidised home ownership housing of 590 dwellings per annum. This means that
households within Hart are estimated to contribute around 33% of the HMA’s overall
need for subsidised rented housing, and around 31% of the HMA’s need for subsidised
home ownership options.
2.13. The following bullet points pull out a number of other “key messages” from the
SHMA, in relation to the estimated affordable housing need for Hart and the HMA. For
24

See paragraphs 10.20-10.110 in the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex
Economics for a discussion of the data inputs to the elements of housing need and supply considered and used
in the calculations reported in Table 2.2. above.
25

See paragraph 10.29 in the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex Economics
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more details, please see the Hart, Rushmoor & Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016
(references to page numbers are provided in brackets):


Lower quartile house prices in Hart have increased by 49% from 2005 to 2015, with
prices in Hart being around one third higher than the average for the South East
and around double the national average (£275,000 vs £133,000) (page 120);



Figure 9.5 in the 2016 SHMA demonstrates long-term worsening affordability for
home ownership in Hart. Figure 9.8 estimates that in Hart, an income of £52,200 is
likely to be required to purchase lower quartile housing, compared to an income of
£38,160 for the South East average, or an income of £24,700 for the England
average (pages 121 and 123);



Lower quartile rents are £795 per month in Hart, which is the highest of the three
council areas. This is an increase from £750 per month in 2013, reported in the
2014 SHMA. As a result of the costs of renting, it is estimated that 34% of newly
forming households would be unable to afford market rented housing (page 150);



It is estimated that a further 24% of newly forming households in Hart would be
able to rent without housing benefit, but would still be unable to buy market
housing (page 161);



This means that overall, around 58% of newly forming households may require
some form of subsidy to meet their housing needs;



It is estimated that within Hart, the largest proportion of households requiring
subsidised rented housing would need one- or two-bedroom properties. However,
there is particular pressure on larger (four-bedroom) homes in the existing stock,
with 15 households in need to every one available property of this size (page 155);



It is estimated that there were over 1,500 households actively looking to access
intermediate housing products (particularly shared ownership housing) within the
HMA in 2016. The largest proportion of households are interested in two-bedroom
properties (page 160);



Information from IPOS Mori suggests that given a choice, 80% of people would
choose home ownership over renting (page 157);



The SHMA indicates that the likely cost of starter homes (a new form of low cost
housing for first-time buyers) in the HMA could mean that they would be unlikely
to extend the opportunity for home ownership to households that are currently
unable to buy properties at lower quartile prices (c.£275,000 in Hart in 2015)
(pages 164-165).



There has been a 4% increase across the HMA in the proportion of households
living in private rented accommodation from 2001 to 2011 (page 158)
Page 13



The role of the private rented sector (PRS) in providing housing to those in
affordable need is not recognised within the SHMA’s calculations, as to do so would
involve making policy judgements about its future suitability for this purpose;



However, it should be noted that over 1,000 households in current affordable
housing need within the HMA live in private rented accommodation (page 153).
Overall, around 40% of households claiming housing benefit live within the PRS
across the HMA (page 165);



It is estimated that within Hart, 140 homes in the PRS could be released back into
the market every year (2014-2032) by households seeking affordable housing, if
their needs were to be met (page 154). This equates to an additional 2,520 homes
that could be freed up over the plan period, to meet market housing requirements.

3. Policy Interpretation of Affordable Housing Requirements
3.1. In addition to reviewing the facts concerning the district’s overall OAHN and affordable
housing needs, it is important to review the policy context for affordable housing
provision in Hart. The Council and the national government have proposed various
strategies and policies to enable the delivery of affordable housing, and these should be
considered and interpreted as part of the plan-making process. This is because the
Council’s local plan is an important means of bringing forward new housing in the
district. Planning and housing policy in Hart should therefore be closely aligned, subject
to this being consistent with the delivery of sustainable development in Hart and
surrounding areas.
3.2. The Hart District Local Plan will be an important means of implementing the strategies,
policies and legislative requirements for future housing provision. As such, the
remainder of this section identifies and highlights the key messages from these policy
considerations that could affect the Council’s decision-making on a housing
requirement for the period: 2011-2032. Emerging policies and initiatives are also
identified, although the weight that may be attributed to them is more limited.
The Hart Housing Strategy 2015-2020
3.3. Hart District Council’s Housing Strategy 2015-2020 (February 2016) identifies four
overarching objectives for the local area, which are as follows:
Objective 1: Making the most of development opportunities
Objective 2: Helping local people to find their own housing solutions
Objective 3: Making the best use of existing housing
Objective 4: Creating sustainable homes and communities
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3.4. Objectives 1 and 3 are directly relevant for interpreting the evidence of the SHMA that’s
been highlighted in Section 2 (above). The Housing Strategy identifies a number of
specific actions through its delivery plan, which show how the Council will take forward
these objectives26.
3.5. With regard to Objective 1, the Council’s agreed actions include maximising the
provision of affordable housing on new sites (subject to considerations of overall
financial viability) (Action 1.2) and delivering a minimum of 450 affordable homes
between 2015 and 2020 (Action 1.5). The delivery plan also proposes a mix of
affordable housing in line with the SHMA and housing policy recommendations (Action
1.6). A range of affordable housing products should be provided, to widen the choice
and availability of affordable housing solutions (including for older persons) (Actions
1.10 and 1.12).
3.6. The Housing Strategy’s target of a minimum of 450 affordable homes by 2020 was
based on a realistic and deliverable assessment of delivery in 2015. It is however
significantly lower than the 2016 SHMA’s estimated need for that period, for both
subsidised rented and subsidised ownership housing (1,530 homes). It is also less than
the need for subsidised rented housing alone (630 homes). This reflects the fact that
the Housing Strategy was published before the 2016 SHMA and so does not take
account of the revised estimates of affordable housing needs. For sake of comparison,
the 2014 SHMA identified a need for 72 subsidised rented homes each year (20112032), which would equate to 360 affordable (rented) homes over the period 20152020. Table 3.1 (below) shows the affordable housing requirements from the 2014 and
2016 SHMA, which illustrates the context for the Hart Housing Strategy and how it has
changed.
Table 3.1: The Affordable Housing Requirements for Hart from the 2014 and 2016
SHMAs
2014 SHMA
2016 SHMA
Subsidised Rented Housing
72
126
Subsidised Home
20*
180
Ownership Housing
Source: Hart, Rushmoor & Surrey Heath SHMA, December 2014; Hart Rushmoor & Surrey Heath SHMA,
November 2016 (both Wessex Economics).
*NB: the 2014 SHMA only provides an estimate of the need for subsidised home ownership
(intermediate) housing for the HMA (1,280 new homes), but includes data at Figure 8.15 that enables this
estimate to be broken down to district level. The estimate only indicates the current need at January
2014 and so is not equivalent to the modelling outputs of the 2016 SHMA (paragraph 10.117 and Figure
10.26), which include current and newly arising need to 2032.

26

See Appendix 1 of the Hart District Council Housing Strategy, Annual Update February 2016
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3.7. If the Housing Strategy’s target is compared with the past trends of affordable housing
delivery in Hart, it is clearly ambitious: the long-term (15-year) average for affordable
housing provision is for approximately 73 homes per year27, whilst the target would
imply developing 90 new homes between 2015 and 2020. This comparison, together
with the Council’s avowed intentions to maximise affordable housing delivery on new
development sites, demonstrates a proactive and positive attitude to the development
of new affordable homes.
3.8. With regard to Objective 3, the Council has sought to work with housing providers to
identify under-occupied housing and encourage these households to move to smaller
homes, thereby releasing family housing within the district (Action 3.3). In addition, the
Council has sought to build strong partnerships with letting agents and landlords in the
private rented sector, to increase the choice and housing options available for homeless
households (Action 3.10). As one of a range of initiatives to make best use of the
existing stock, this action dovetails with those partnerships supported through Hart’s
Preventing Homelessness Strategy28 , which are aimed at preventing homeless arising
from private tenancies being brought to an end.
3.9. The PRS is not recognised as a form of affordable housing because its rents are priced at
market values. However, through its partnerships with this sector, the Council accepts
that as a matter of policy and in certain circumstances, it can be used to accommodate
those in need. Figures obtained from the Council’s Housing Service show that over the
last two years (2014-2016), 119 households were helped to find housing in the PRS,
with and without financial assistance. Whilst this might be a suitable solution for some
households, as the SHMA notes: there is a widespread view among practitioners and
applicants that private rented sector accommodation is unsatisfactory [i.e. for those in
housing need] because of the insecurity of tenure29.

27

Source: Hampshire County Council Land Supply Monitoring, 2001/02-2015/16

28

See section 2.20 of the Hart District Council Preventing Homelessness Strategy, 2014-2017

29

Paragraph 10.113, Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex Economics. The issue
of insecurity of tenure may, in part, be one of perception: a Council of Mortgage Lenders report suggests that
most landlords do not offer leases for more than 12 months but that this is often because there’s no demand
for them (The profile of UK private landlords, December 2016, LSE London on behalf of CML). However, it is
reported that one in three private renters wish their current tenancy was longer (A state of disrepair – Why
renters deserve a better deal, February 2017, Citizens Advice). It has also been reported that: “welfare reforms,
the growth of the private rented sector, the spiralling costs of renting and the shortage of affordable homes
mean that hundreds of thousands of renters are being threatened with eviction each year” (Page 3, Renters
put at risk, June 2016, Shelter). Hart is estimated to have a relatively low rate of eviction of 1 in 151 tenancies
(page 13, ibid.); but in the context of the rising cost of local renting and of housing (see paragraph 2.13 above)
and the growing estimates of affordable housing need (Table 3.1 above) there is no cause for complacency.
Furthermore, the condition of lower-cost PRS accommodation is likely to be worse than subsidised rented
housing, and research suggests that renters are dissuaded from complaining by the threat of retaliatory
eviction (Can’t complain: why poor conditions prevail in private rented homes, March 2014, Shelter). This
further contributes to the unsatisfactory nature of the PRS as a substitute for affordable housing.
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3.10. The Council is committed to making best use of the existing stock, even to the extent
of making use of the PRS to meet affordable housing needs. In Hart, the SHMA
estimates that the PRS could supply 140 homes per year, due to moves involving those
households with an affordable need that are currently resident in the PRS . However,
there are two main issues that must be recognised when considering this supply in
relation to the estimated housing needs.
3.11. Firstly, in order to release this number of PRS properties, it is reasonable to conclude
that the development of an equivalent number of new affordable homes could be
required. This would be necessary, in order to allow the existing occupants to move on,
thus creating vacancies in the PRS in the first place, whilst ensuring that homelessness
does not increase (see Section 5 below for further analysis). Secondly, it is unlikely that
all of the 140 vacated homes would prove effective at meeting the needs of other
households with an affordable housing need, due to competition from those with a
greater ability to pay market rents; and because the size and type of housing being
vacated might not match the requirements of households with an affordable need at
that time.
3.12. These two issues mean that in terms of the (net) quantitative implications for the
future supply of affordable housing, the effect of the PRS could be substantially
reduced, and may even be negligible. When interpreting the role of the PRS in meeting
housing needs, the caveats relating to the perceived insecurity of tenure and its lower
net effects on development must be considered.
3.13. The impact of these issues, in the context of Hart’s OAHN and affordable housing
needs, is further discussed at paragraphs 5.3-5.15. At this point and in view of Hart’s
Housing Strategy, it should be noted that within Hart, they indicate that PRS should be
considered as a limited but supplementary source of housing for meeting the needs of
individual households.
3.14. It will also be important to consider the identified need for affordable housing in
terms of Hart District Council’s local priorities for funding. Hart’s 2016 annual update to
its strategy for preventing homelessness notes that the Council’s statutory
homelessness acceptance figures increased significantly from 2013/14 to 2014/15 (from
28 accepted applications to 51 accepted applications)30. These households are in
greater need of assistance, and it may be that in the future, other households that
could afford PRS rents would be considered a lower priority for receiving public subsidy
by the Council, acting in its capacity as a housing authority. Indeed, whilst the Hart
Housing Strategy includes a range of actions that are connected to preventing

30

Paragraph 4.2, Hart District Council Preventing Homelessness Strategy, 2014-2017, Annual Update January
2016
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homelessness, there are no actions that are exclusively focused on increasing levels of
affordable home ownership within the district.
3.15. The Hart Housing Strategy emphasises the delivery of housing to meet the needs of
households that are unable to afford market housing of any kind. Relevant actions from
the Hart Housing Strategy include action 1.14, which commits the Council to ensuring
that new affordable housing reflects the identified need and provides a range of
affordable housing options31. As well as relying on the SHMA for determining the
success of this policy, the Housing Strategy confirms that the Council will consider its
housing register, which identifies those in current need. The 2016 SHMA confirms that
the majority of those on the housing register cannot afford market rents32. Together
with the Council’s strategic commitments, this means that in effect, the Council
prioritises the delivery of subsidised rented housing. .
3.16. In conclusion, there is a local “policy on” bias towards the provision of subsidised
rented housing over subsidised home ownership options. Although this is partly as a
result of the 2014 SHMA outcomes (which identified a greater need for subsidised
rented housing and which informed the Hart Housing Strategy 2015-2020); it is also
because of the importance of addressing the needs identified on the Council’s housing
register. In local policy terms, this means that the results of the 2016 SHMA, with its
significantly increased requirement for subsidised home ownership housing, do not
supersede the local preference for meeting the needs of those households with the
least ability to afford market housing of any kind.
A Housing Company for Hart District Council
3.17. As part of its commitment to addressing the district’s housing need, Hart District
Council has been investigating options for creating a housing company that could help
to provide additional affordable housing using the existing stock of housing. A vision for
such a company has been provided by Reading Borough Council: existing housing would
be acquired to provide some housing at sub-market rents to those in affordable need,
and this would be subsidised by letting a proportion at market rent33. Such a company
could also be structured to enable it to develop new rented and owner-occupied
housing in the future.
3.18. At the time of writing, the potential for addressing the district’s affordable housing
need through the establishment and operation of a Council-owned housing company is
uncertain. One option that was under investigation could involve the purchase of 125
31

See page 20, Hart Housing Strategy, Annual Update January 2016, Hart District Council.

32

Paragraph 10.26, Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex Economics

33

See Proposal to Establish a Council-Owned Housing Company, Report to Reading Borough Council, 22 March
2016 (available at: http://www.reading.gov.uk/media/4837/item8-HousingCompany-PUBLIC/pdf/item8HousingCompany-PUBLIC.pdf)
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existing residential properties in Hart, with 60% being made available as affordable
housing34. This could deliver 75 additional affordable homes without the need for new
development. In the context of the SHMA’s overall estimate of need for Hart of 306 x 18
= 5,508 affordable homes35 from 2014 to 2032, this would not represent an alternative
to the development of new affordable housing, but would only be a supplementary
measure. If the housing company were also structured to develop and deliver new
affordable housing, this could also provide the Council with another delivery
mechanism—i.e. in addition to relying on the private development industry and the
established registered providers of affordable housing—for building new homes to
meet the estimated shortfall in affordable housing (see Table 2.2).
3.19. The Council’s interest in the establishment of a housing company further
demonstrates its positive approach towards addressing the district’s housing needs.
Nevertheless, at this stage, the scale of its additional affordable housing contribution
does not appear to be of strategic significance for the Local Plan’s housing requirement.
Progress on the housing company initiative should be reviewed to inform the next presubmission stage of local plan preparation (Regulation 19).
Other Local Policy Considerations
3.20. On 16 October 2016, Hart District Council passed a motion in relation to its
preparation of a local plan:
“That the Council resolves that through its Local Plan it will seek to meet Hart’s
full, objectively assessed need for new homes, subject to the inclusion of an
appropriate contingency to allow for any delays or the non-delivery of sites, and
that it will also seek to accommodate any demonstrated unmet need for new
homes from its Housing Market Area partners, and additionally provide for
essential infrastructure for including a site for a secondary school”.
3.21. This motion was carried before the publication of this background paper and does
not consider the issue of the increased affordable housing requirements that has been
revealed by the 2016 SHMA. Nevertheless, it reveals that the Council sees its priorities
to include both meeting the overall OAHN for Hart and delivering essential
infrastructure relating to secondary school provision. Any advised uplift to address
more of Hart’s affordable housing needs must take account of the fact that it will also
important to ensure the provision of a site (and necessary infrastructure) for a new
34

Source: Hart District Council’s Housing Service

35

This is the total need for affordable housing on the basis of the annual requirement (Table 3.1 above) for the
period under consideration in the 2016 SHMA (i.e. 2014-2032). Please note that this is not considered to be
the overall need for affordable housing to be delivered by the Local Plan. The overall need is estimated as 306
x 21 = 6,426 affordable homes, on the basis that the annual need for the period 2014-2032 can be used as
proxy estimate for the period 2011-2014, which also forms part of the local plan period: 2011-2032 (21 years).
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secondary school in the plan period. This is likely to impinge on the desired scale of
affordable housing contributions from new housing development.
National policy and legislative drivers of change
3.22. There are other national planning policy and legislative drivers that are also
important for determining the Council’s response to the SHMA’s affordable housing
requirement. These include the policies of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF), the proposed amendments to the NPPF (which the Government consulted upon
in late 2015/early 2016), and the Housing and Planning Act 201636.
3.23. The NPPF is clear that local planning authorities should use their evidence base to
ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and
affordable housing in the HMA; as far as is consistent with the Framework’s policies
(paragraph 47, NPPF). The SHMA’s OAHN of 382 dwellings per annum (Table 2.1 above)
is an estimate of the overall housing need for both market and affordable housing,
including an adjustment for concealed households. However, the SHMA’s objective
estimates for subsidised rented and subsidised home ownership housing (Table 2.2)
would require a greater supply-based response, if (e.g.) the Council were to decide that
the estimated needs should be met by 203237.
3.24. Paragraph 174 of the NPPF identifies that a planning authority should set out its
policy for affordable housing requirements as a locally-specific standard within in its
local plan. The Council’s current policy is to request that 40% of new homes are built as
affordable housing. If affordable housing delivery was to be set at this standard, a total
of 13,770 homes (2014-2032) would need to be built in order to meet the estimated
need for subsidised rented and subsidised home ownership housing.
3.25. The NPPF also makes clear that Hart District Council should respond positively to
wider opportunities for growth (paragraph 17, NPPF). The recently-published Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment (November 2016) includes land with an estimated
capacity of 22,000 dwellings, which has been suggested by landowners and other
development interests for new housing development by 2032. This is far more than the
overall estimated OAHN for Hart (6,876 new homes over the period 2014-2032).
Although there are a number of environmental, social and economic constraints
affecting the potential for development; high-level considerations through the Council’s
Sustainability Appraisal have concluded that it would be reasonable to define and test
36

The Government was expected to publish a Housing White Paper by the end of 2016. This White Paper was
announced at the Conservative Party Conference, to help realise the ambition of developing a million new
homes by 2020. At the time of writing, there were no details on what new measures the White Paper will
contain. However, during the period of finalising this paper for Regulation 18 consultation, the White Paper
was released and is briefly considered in boxed text within the Conclusions and Executive Summary of this
background paper.
37

See Appendix I [sic]: Affordable Housing Policy Discussion of the 2016 SHMA, which illustrates this point

Page 20

spatial options for the local plan that would address needs above the objectively
assessed development requirements for the Hart District Council area38. This means that
it’s reasonable for the Council to consider a development strategy that addresses more
of the identified affordable housing needs than one that would only be capable of
delivering the overall estimated OAHN.
3.26. However, in the context of the SHMA’s affordable housing requirement, it is
particularly important to recognise the cross-boundary issues that have been identified
in relation to the SHMA’s uplift for employment growth39. Neighbouring local
authorities are expected to work collaboratively with each other, to ensure that the
development of new homes and businesses is mutually beneficial (NPPF, paragraph
178).
3.27. Within the 2016 SHMA, the impetus for addressing a potential shortage in local
labour supply has been considered in light of the potential effects that this might have
on migration patterns beyond the HMA. This is because, from an objective (“policy off”)
point of view, it would be unreasonable to assume substantial changes to the
movement of households over the plan period, relative to the nationally and subnationally projected trends. These projected trends have informed all of the objective
assessment of housing needs for neighbouring HMAs40 , hence to assume increased inmigration and/or decreased out-migration for the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath
HMA could raise “Duty to Co-operate” concerns for other authorities41.
3.28. In discussing the various scenarios for the housing requirement of the draft Hart
District Local Plan, Section 5 therefore considers the risks for the planning of new
homes in neighbouring authority areas, from building more new homes in Hart district
for the sake of increased affordable housing delivery. It is envisaged that this section of
the background paper will facilitate Duty to Co-operate discussions through the
Regulation 18 consultation process on the Hart District Local Plan.
3.29. More broadly speaking, it will also be necessary to ensure that growth occurs in a
sustainable manner, with sufficient infrastructure to support new investment (e.g. NPPF
38

See Appendix A for further details relating to this conclusion, which was recorded as part of workshops to
define a set of reasonable alternative options for the Hart District Local Plan’s spatial strategy
39

See Appendix I: Migration Flows Linked to Employment Growth of the 2016 SHMA

40

See the West Surrey Strategic Housing Market Assessment (Final Report, September 2015, GL Hearn); the
Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assessment (Final Report, February 2016, GL
Hearn); the Basingstoke and Deane Strategic Housing Market Assessment (Update, May 2015, Basingstoke and
Deane Borough Council); and the East Hampshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment and Local Housing
Requirements Study (August 2013, NLP)
41 The cross-boundary implications of increased housing provision are outlined at paragraphs 11.56-11.58 of
the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex Economics. Please note that Appendix
I: Migration Flows Linked to Employment Growth of the 2016 SHMA concludes that these implications are not
significant for the overall OAHN
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paragraphs 6, 7, 31 and 43) whilst helping to conserve natural and historic
environments. Net gains should be achieved across all three social, environmental and
economic dimensions of sustainable development (paragraph 152). The Council will
therefore need to consider the potential effects of meeting the need for affordable
housing in terms of its Sustainability Appraisal objectives. Section 5 of this background
paper considers the potential effects of a “policy on” housing requirement for
affordable housing.
3.30. As mentioned above, the Government has expressed its intention to widen the
national planning policy definition of affordable housing to include more home
ownership options. In the future, discounted market and rent-to-buy housing could be
classed as affordable housing, alongside social rented, affordable rented and
intermediate housing42. However, at the time of writing, the Government had not
confirmed whether or not it would make these changes to the NPPF. Please see boxed
text below Section 6, in relation to the new White Paper, for an update on this position.
3.31. The Government’s Autumn Statement made reference to a forthcoming Housing
White Paper that will set out ‘a comprehensive package of reform to increase housing
supply and halt the decline in housing affordability’43. As part of the Autumn Statement,
the Government announced increased funding for the delivery of affordable housing,
and its intentions to relax restrictions on grant funding to provide for the delivery of
affordable rent and low cost ownership housing.
3.32. The proposed changes to the national policy definition and the increased investment
for affordable housing are complemented by the provisions of the Housing and Planning
Act 2016. This Act of Parliament promotes the supply of starter homes in England,
which are defined as housing for first-time buyers to be sold at a discount of at least
20% of market value, and less than a price cap of £250,000 for areas outside of Greater
London44. This makes starter homes a potential solution for meeting some of the need
for subsidised home ownership housing that’s identified in the SHMA45. English
planning authorities are required by the Housing and Planning Act 2016 to promote
starter homes, and the Government now has the power to bring into force regulations
that would require their provision on qualifying sites.

42

For details, see paragraphs 6-12, Consultation on proposed changes to national planning policy, Department
for Communities and Local Government, December 2015
43

Paragraph 3.11, Autumn Statement 2016, Chancellor of the Exchequer, November 2016. The White Paper
itself was published in February 2017.
44

See Section 2 of the Housing and Planning Act, 2016 for the precise definition of starter homes

45

Although please note paragraph 2.9 above, which notes that starter homes may not have a very substantial
role to play in meeting housing needs within Hart and the wider HMA, because they are unlikely to be
significantly more affordable than lower quartile market housing.
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3.33. In March 2016, the Government proposed a 20% requirement for starter homes
from new housing developments of more than 10 dwellings46. This proposal was
published for consultation, but at the time of writing it is not known whether such a
requirement will come into force. Such a requirement for starter homes would
represent a significant diversion of funding from existing forms of affordable housing
towards the development of the discounted home ownership options.
3.34. In light of the abovementioned emerging policy and legislative changes, it is
incumbent on Hart District Council to consider how it might deliver an element of, or
indeed all of the need for subsidised home ownership housing that is identified in the
2016 SHMA.
4. Scenarios for Affordable Housing Delivery
4.1. Hart District Council needs to consider the likely delivery of the total affordable housing
need as a proportion of mixed market and affordable housing developments47
(paragraph 029, Reference ID: 2a-029-20140306, PPG). In relation to this, the Council
currently enables the delivery of affordable housing through its adopted ‘First
Alterations to the Hart District Local Plan (Replacement), 1996-2006’. Saved policy ALT
GEN13 identifies an overall guideline target for affordable housing: 40% of new
dwellings on development sites should fall into this category. The 40% target has
proved to be viable for developers on a site-by-site basis and is still considered to be
acceptable by the viability assessment for the draft Hart District Local Plan (2011-2032).
4.2. A continuation of the 40% guideline target would not deliver all of the district’s
affordable housing need (306 dpa), if it were to be applied to a new housing
requirement equivalent to the overall OAHN (382 dpa). The PPG is clear that ‘an
increase in the total housing figures included in the local plan should be considered
where it could help deliver the required number of affordable homes’48. Hart District
Council therefore needs to make a decision on whether to uplift its housing
requirement beyond the OAHN, in order to deliver more affordable housing. This is a
“policy on” consideration; but before taking account of the policy drivers and available
evidence, it is useful to establish a range of scenarios for affordable housing provision.

46

Starter homes Regulations Technical Consultation, March 2016, Department for Communities and Local
Government. Please note that the Government’s response to the consultation was published in February 2017
(after this background paper had been drafted but not finalised) and that 78% of respondents preferred that
the requirement be set at a local level. Furthermore, 82% of respondents favoured that the 20% requirement
be reconsidered at the local level or be set at a lower level. See Government response to the technical
consultation on starter homes regulations, February 2017, Department for Communities and Local
Government.
47
See paragraph 029, Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessments, Reference ID: 2a-02920140306, PPG
48

See paragraph 029, Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessments, Reference ID: 2a-02920140306, PPG
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4.3. In the absence of clear guidance of how much of the affordable housing requirement
(which is estimated independently of the full OAHN, but using some of the same data
inputs) should be provided; it is helpful to look at different scenarios and appraise their
merits. That is the core approach of this background paper. Through evaluating the
positives and negatives of different scenarios for the provision of new affordable
housing against the evidence and policy drivers, a clear recommendation can be offered
to Hart District Council. This is a reasonable procedure that reflects high level local and
national planning considerations and that responds appropriately to the PPG’s advice.
4.4. Any uplift to the local plan’s housing figures must respect issues of financial viability,
because new housing developments must also to contribute towards necessary
improvements in local infrastructure. The NPPF (paragraph 50) is also clear that new
development should deliver sustainable, mixed communities. This means that
unbalanced additional allocations of (say) 100% affordable housing of a certain tenure,
size and type should not predominate. These considerations help to define the range of
affordable housing scenarios, and therefore whether to uplift the housing requirement
for the draft Hart District Local Plan.
4.5. A range of scenarios can be generated by considering the way in which the Council
currently seeks to deliver new affordable housing through saved policy ALT GEN13 and
its supplementary guidance. As well as requesting that 40% of new homes are
affordable, policy ALT GEN13 establishes that the mix of affordable homes (sizes and
tenures) should reflect the latest housing needs survey, grant funding availability and
site-specific considerations. For purposes of implementing this aspect of the policy, the
Council has issued affordable housing guidance that identifies a split of 65% rented and
35% shared ownership properties within the overall 40% requirement49. The
implementation of this policy is tried and tested as part of an approach to sustainable
development in Hart. Current practice is therefore a useful starting point as a
framework for considering the future delivery of affordable housing.
4.6. There are essentially three ways in which current practice for the supply of affordable
housing in Hart could be varied, to take account of the 2016 SHMA. Using policy ALT
GEN13 as a starting point, the ‘guideline target’ of 40% affordable housing could be
increased so that more new housing on development sites would be provided as
affordable housing. Secondly, the split between subsidised rented and subsidised home
ownership housing could be varied, so that different proportions of new affordable
homes would be delivered as rented or as home ownership options. Finally, the overall

49

The requested split of affordable housing is based on the outcomes of the 2014 SHMA. For details, please
see:
http://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_polic
y/Affordable%20Housing%20Requirements%20based%20on%20the%202014%20SHMA%20table%20%281%29
.pdf
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quantum of housing that should be delivered could be uplifted from a supply that is
equivalent to the OAHN, to one that would deliver more new affordable homes.
4.7. These three variables can be summarised as follows, and can be varied independently
of one another to project different quantities of affordable housing, using the
implementation of ALT GEN13 as a model:


Changing the guideline target;



Changing the tenure split;



Changing the overall quantum of housing.

4.8. The process for identifying scenarios for affordable housing delivery in Hart has
involved an analysis of options for the above variables to identify a list of reasonable
options; followed by a synthesis (i.e. a simple combination) of the reasonable options
for the three variables. The following table identifies three options for each variable.
Appendix C identifies the reasons for identifying and considering each option for each
variable. Please note that the three choices for the variable: overall quantum of housing
(382, 485 or 750 dwellings per annum) are defined in terms of the three basic choices
for addressing the district’s affordable housing needs: either rely on 1) the delivery of
the overall OAHN for addressing these needs; or 2) increase the housing figures in the
local plan in order to meet the all of the need for subsidised rented housing; or 3)
increase the housing figures to meet all of the need for subsidised rent and home
ownership housing (i.e. all affordable housing needs in the district).
Table 4.1 Options for the Three Affordable Housing Delivery Variables
Changing the Guideline
Changing the Tenure Split
Changing the overall
Target
quantum of housing
35% of all new homes
65% subsidised rented and Overall delivery of 382
should be affordable
35% subsidised home
dwellings per annum
housing
ownership
40% of all new homes
50% subsidised rented and Overall delivery of 485
should be affordable
50% subsidised home
dwellings per annum
housing
ownership
45% of all new homes
40% subsidised rented and Overall delivery of 750
should be affordable
60% subsidised home
dwellings per annum
housing
ownership
Source: Appendix C of this background paper

4.9. When combined, the three alternatives for the three variables generate 27 different
scenarios for affordable housing delivery. All of these scenarios are presented in
Appendix C of this background paper. For each scenario, the notional targets for the
overall number of homes together with the number of subsidised rented and subsidised
home ownership homes, is shown for the plan period 2011-2032. These notional
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targets can be reviewed in the context of the SHMA’s findings; the objectives of the
Hart District Local Plan’s Sustainability Appraisal; and the policy drivers of sections 2 &
3, to inform the definition of a housing requirement for the draft Hart District Local Plan
2011-2032.

5. Discussion of Scenarios for the Hart District Local Plan
5.1. Appendix C has identified a wide range of affordable housing delivery scenarios, with a
significant number of permutations within that range. The first step in considering
whether an uplift to the housing requirement should be made is therefore to constrain
the value of any prospective uplift, and hence an approach to affordable housing
provision in general, within reasonable limits50. This is necessary so that an appraisal of
the alternatives only takes account of the likely significant effects of making an uplift, or
just meeting the OAHN. In addition, the implications of the policy drivers can be more
clearly identified and highlighted for a restricted range of affordable housing scenarios.
5.2. Some of the scenarios of Appendix C will be unreasonable on the basis of other
information included in the 2016 SHMA: the advised role of the PRS as one element of
housing supply; and the potential impacts of development on the provision of housing
in neighbouring areas. These matters will be considered first for purposes of identifying
the scenarios from Appendix C that are reasonable alternatives for uplifting Hart’s
housing requirement, to deliver more of the district’s affordable housing needs. The
reasonable alternatives will subsequently be considered in terms of policy drivers and
the potential social, economic and environmental effects of development.
Defining Reasonable Alternatives: The Role of the Private Rented Sector
5.3. As noted in Section 3 (above), the SHMA identifies a supply of 140 private rented
dwellings that could be released in Hart each year, as existing residents with an
affordable housing need move on to other accommodation. These dwellings could be
available for re-let or re-sale to meet the need for market housing. They could also be
used to meet the need for affordable housing, if the Hart Housing Strategy (and the
public sector in general) continues to support the use of the PRS to meet affordable
housing need over the plan period. The SHMA therefore advises that ‘[t]he three

50

Please note that when identifying the reasonable options for each variable in Appendix C (see Section 4), the
wider question of whether simple combinations of options for the three variables (i.e. to generate the 27
scenarios) would themselves be reasonable was not considered. This means that the potential number of new
affordable homes was not analysed in full (because this is not clear in terms of any one variable); nor were
strategic considerations for housing provision elsewhere (because a strategic approach to the provision of
affordable housing in Hart is only clear when all variables are taken together). Section 5 takes forward the
identified scenarios and considers whether they are reasonable in these respects
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Councils may decide that it is appropriate to use this supply to offset need for subsidised
rent or subsidised home ownership’51.
5.4. For purposes of future planning policy, it should generally be borne in mind that PRS
accommodation could be unsuitable for many of the households with an affordable
housing need. This is either because PRS accommodation is generally not available in
perpetuity and may only be offered on the basis of a short-term lease; or because the
household may have a need for subsidised home ownership housing, so that rented
accommodation would only be seen as an unsatisfactory (and temporary) solution.
5.5. With regard to Hart and the 2016 SHMA, it has been suggested above (paragraph 3.13)
that the supply of PRS dwellings may have little effect on the need for new affordable
homes. This is likely to be case in Hart, because the existing supply of both subsidised
rented and subsidised home ownership housing is estimated to be insufficient to meet
just the newly arising components of need for either tenure (see Table 2.2). This means
that in order to create vacancies in the PRS, the provision of significant numbers of new
affordable homes is also likely to be required.
5.6. In theory, there would be a potential annual supply of 140 PRS properties arising from
the development of an equivalent number of new affordable homes. This implies that
the net remaining shortfall of 166 affordable homes (306 – 140 = 166) could be further
reduced to just 26 dwellings after the development of 140 new affordable homes; i.e. if
all of the vacated PRS properties were to be re-occupied by those in affordable housing
need. This re-occupation of PRS properties would not however be a reasonable solution
(at least in the long term and so for the plan period) for households with a need for
subsidised home ownership housing; for their housing needs are in principle for
accommodation of a different tenure. As such, the re-use of the PRS in this way should
be capped at 126 homes per annum within Hart, which is equivalent to the shortfall for
subsidised rented accommodation (see Table 2.2).
5.7.

However, reliance on a re-occcupation of even 126 PRS homes, to limit the need for
new affordable housing, becomes less reasonable when it is recognised that a
significant proportion of the households with an affordable need and resident in the
PRS are likely to be households with a need for subsidised home ownership housing;
whilst others could require new subsidised rented housing because their existing
accommodation is unsuitable. Paragraph 10.112 of the 2016 SHMA notes that 40% of
residents in the PRS claim housing benefit, with the majority of these being resident in
Rushmoor (where PRS accommodation is cheaper than it is in Hart). The available
evidence therefore suggests that less than half of the total PRS homes that are occupied
by households in affordable need (2,510 homes in Hart; see Figure 10.18 of the 2016

51

Paragraph 10.111, Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex Economics
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SHMA) have a confirmed need for subsidised rented housing52, with the remainder
assumed to be in need of subsidised home ownership housing.
5.8. In summary, a mix of new subsidised rented and subsidised home ownership housing is
likely to be required to ensure that the PRS accommodation could be re-used, in
addition to the new housing that would be required to meet the identified need for
subsidised home ownership housing (which is largely as a result of newly arising need;
see Figure 10.17 of the 2016 SHMA).
5.9. To assume that in the future, more or indeed all of the current PRS stock occupied by
households in need could be re-used to meet the SHMA’s estimated need for subsidised
rented housing requires 1) a substantial increase in the development of new subsidised
home ownership housing and 2) a similar delivery (relative to past trends) of subsidised
rented housing53. Furthermore, this assumption would depend upon a greater
commitment on the part of the Council to make use of a form of accommodation that is
perceived to be less secure for long-term tenure, without a guarantee that the PRS
would support this approach over the long term.
5.10. The potential implication of a need to develop additional home ownership housing is
likely to thwart the purpose of re-using the PRS for meeting affordable housing needs,
(i.e. to limit the requirement for additional new development). Moreover, the benefits
from re-using the stock need to be seen in the context of the potential difficulties of
meeting needs through the use of the PRS.
5.11. For sake of clarity, it is worth detailing the above in quantified terms. In order to
deliver the theoretical maximum benefit from re-using the PRS to meet affordable
housing need, a total of 126 vacancies would be required per annum (i.e. so that the
total shortfall for subsidised rented housing could be met “without new development”).
Potentially, 60% of these possible vacancies (c.76) would necessitate the development
of an equivalent number of new subsidised home ownership homes across Hart.
However, because the annual shortfall is estimated to be 180 subsidised home
ownership homes per annum (Table 2.2), a large number of households that are not
52

Please note that Figure 10.6 of the 2016 SHMA confirms that the vast majority of those households claiming
housing benefit are in the “can’t rent, can’t buy” category and therefore form a large part of the estimated
(current) need for subsidised rented housing. It should also be noted that some households that do not claim
housing benefit but that are resident in the PRS are likely to fall into the “can’t rent, can’t buy” category, when
it is assumed that only 30% of household income would be spent on housing costs. This is because in reality,
and as acknowledged in the SHMA, households can choose to spend more than this proportion of their income
on housing, and might therefore – per their own choices and priorities – be able to afford market rents.
53

Appendix H of this paper provides information on the past delivery of affordable housing. The Council has
typically sort a mix of subsidised rented and subsidised home ownership housing (65% rented; 35% home
ownership) and has delivered a long-term average of c.70 new affordable homes per annum. If 40% of the 126
PRS homes that could be released are occupied by households in receipt of housing benefit, then at least 50
new subsidised rented properties may be required to free up this PRS stock. This is more than 65% of the longterm average.
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resident in the PRS would also be competing for any new properties; hence to ensure
that all 76 vacancies would actually be delivered would require the development of
sufficient new homes to meet the entire shortfall. Furthermore, the remaining 40% of
the possible vacancies could require new subsidised rented housing. Assuming a
continuation of the Council’s affordable housing policy of providing 40% affordable
housing on qualifying sites, delivery of 180 new subsidised home ownership properties
alongside 50 new subsidised rented homes would, as a minimum54, involve the
development of 575 new homes per annum in Hart. Therefore, it is reasonable to
conclude that in order to maximise the role of the PRS in addressing affordable housing
needs, significantly more new homes than the overall OAHN (382 new homes per
annum) might be required in the plan period.
5.12. It therefore appears unduly optimistic to assume that the delivery of 382 new homes
per annum (the overall OAHN) would create 126 voids in the PRS, for potential use in
addressing the need for subsidised rented housing. Indeed, the weight of the foregoing
argument can be further appraised in terms of the Council’s recent performance at reusing the PRS as a form of affordable housing. Hart District Council has managed to
secure PRS accommodation for c.60 households a year in 2014/15 and 2015/16. This
coincided with the development of 1,043 new homes (2014-2016), to set against a longterm (15-year) average development of 339 new homes (2001-2015)55. This data on use
of the PRS is insufficient for purposes of projecting a supply of PRS accommodation over
the plan period, as more than two data points are required for defining a trend.
However, it is reasonable to conclude that the PRS might only address a relatively small
proportion of the need for subsidised rented or home ownership housing (306
dwellings per year).
5.13. On the other hand, the potential supply of housing in the PRS suggests that the
highest scenarios for new affordable housing in Hart (i.e. 338 affordable homes out of a
total supply of 750 new homes each year; see Appendix C) can now be excluded as a
reasonable basis for plan-making. Scenarios for the provision of 338 affordable homes
each year would be likely to deliver more than the combined need for subsidised rented
and subsidised home ownership housing in the district. In doing so, this would involve
the development of substantial quantities of additional market housing, which would
be required for purposes of overall viability, but not for purposes of meeting the OAHN.
Moreover, in these scenarios 140 voids would be created in the PRS each year, as all
households in affordable need could move out to more suitable accommodation.
54

Saved policy ALT GEN13 sets a guideline target of 40% affordable housing from qualifying sites, however the
average delivery of affordable housing on large housing sites (more than 10 new dwellings) has been just 21%
in Hart, over the period 2005/06-2015/16 (source: land supply monitoring data, Hampshire County Council).
Whilst future delivery will depend on the site-specific circumstances of allocated and windfall sites, this
monitoring data suggests that delivery could be lower than the guideline target.
55

Source: Land Supply Monitoring Data, Hampshire County Council
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5.14. On the basis of the above, Hart’s supply of market housing could increase by as
much as 552 dwellings each year (i.e. (750 - 338) + 140). This supply of market housing
would be c.45% more than the overall OAHN (382dpa, which is an estimate for both
market and affordable housing need). Because the OAHN is already 53% above the
demographic starting point56, this creates the potential for large-scale over-supply of
housing in Hart, which could undermine the planning of other areas and could lead to
more substantial negative environmental effects57.
5.15. The potential surplus of accommodation could also negatively impact on the PRS and
the ability of local landlords to find tenants, which would be to the detriment of
maintaining sustainable communities. These potential adverse impacts of oversupply
make the highest scenarios unreasonable alternatives for a Hart housing requirement,
as there is a lack of any clear policy imperative to outweigh them: no policy driver has
been identified for the provision of more than the SHMA’s estimated need for
affordable housing. For example, there is no identified unmet affordable housing need
from other parts of the HMA (Rushmoor or Surrey Heath Borough Council areas); and
the Hart Housing Strategy does not propose meeting more than a SHMA’s estimated
requirements. The highest scenarios for affordable housing provision should therefore
be excluded from further consideration.
Defining Reasonable Alternatives: The Provision of Housing in Neighbouring Areas
5.16. Appendix I: Migration Flows Linked to Employment Growth of the 2016 SHMA
considers the potential demographic implications from increasing the OAHN as a
response to forecasts and past trends of employment growth. The potential impacts
concern the migration patterns that are relevant for both the 2016 SHMA’s assessment
of housing needs and the SHMAs for authorities adjoining the HMA. There is potential
for any uplift in housing provision in one area to affect the provision of housing in
another, by causing changes in migration patterns that underpin the projections and
estimates of housing need. This could be mutually beneficial – for example, when
environmental constraints affect one area but not another – but it could also
undermine sound planning in a neighbouring authority area, by (e.g.) reducing the
resident labour supply and/or reducing the provision of affordable housing elsewhere.
5.17. The 2016 SHMA assumes that additional labour force requirements arising from
employment growth are fully met by an increase in resident labour force that is enabled
56

Paragraph 12.33, Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex Economics

57

The appraisal of reasonable alternatives for affordable housing supply (paragraphs 5.33-5.35 and Appendix
D) demonstrates that scenarios involving higher levels of new housing have the potential for more significant
negative effects on natural and historic environments, including designated biodiversity and heritage assets in
Hart. Whilst the likelihood of any negative effects occurring will depend on site-specific considerations and the
implementation of mitigation measures, for strategic purposes it is important to recognise and respond to the
risks.
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by additional housing provision. This increase in resident labour force would involve an
increase in in-migration and/or a decrease in out-migration for persons of working age.
In the case of an uplift for affordable housing, the assumption would be that more/all of
the identified current and newly arising need would be met by additional housing.
Some of this would be from additional people in affordable housing need moving into
the area, but it can be assumed that the majority would be from people already
resident in the district or HMA. This is because the current affordable housing need (i.e.
from HMA residents) is a substantial proportion of the estimated need for subsidised
rented and home ownership housing (c.63% of the total need in Hart58); and because
some of the newly-arising need would be created by existing households across the
district/HMA, as their circumstances change.
5.18. However, as outlined at paragraphs 5.13-5.14, an uplift for affordable housing
provision would also involve the delivery of additional market housing. This additional
housing, per the assumptions of the 2016 SHMA for the employment-related uplift, is
likely to involve additional in-migration and decreased out-migration, compared to the
demographic and household projections that underpin the 2016 SHMA. Table 5.1 shows
the areas that are likely to be affected by any change in migration patterns, based on
past trends in migration recorded by the ONS.
Table 5.1 Origin and destination of persons migrating to/from Hart showing the
proportion of total migration to/from the district
Council Area
% of migration to Hart
% of migration from Hart
Basingstoke & Deane
6.8%
9.2%
Bracknell Forest
5.8%
4.7%
East Hampshire
2.2%
3.5%
Guildford
3.3%
2.4%
Runnymede
1.1%
0.6%
Waverley
4.1%
3.6%
Windsor & Maidenhead
1.1%
0.9%
Woking
1.2%
0.7%
Wokingham
4.1%
3.3%
Rest of SE
18.9%
19.9%
London
12.8%
8.7%
South West
7.9%
12.8%
Rest of UK
21.2%
22.7%
Abroad
9.5%
7.1%
TOTAL
100.0%
100.0%
Source: Wessex Economics, derived from ONS data
5.19. Appendix I of the 2016 SHMA makes clear that by providing 1,200 dwellings per year
across the HMA (i.e. the estimated OAHN), the local authorities of Hart, Rushmoor and
58

See Figures 10.3 and 10.17, Hart, Rushmoor & Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex Economics
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Surrey Heath would provide an extra 352 dwellings per annum, which would in effect
meet needs arising in other locations59. If other parts of the HMA can meet their
indicative proportion of the OAHN, any additional provision of market and affordable
housing in Hart (i.e. to address the affordable housing needs) would further increase
the extent to which housing need from other areas is met within Hart. It is therefore
appropriate to quantify these potential impacts on the basis of the SHMA’s evidence
and using some simplifying assumptions. By doing so, a judgement can be made as to
whether the higher scenarios for affordable housing provision might be reasonable in
terms of the Duty to Co-operate established by the Localism Act, 2011.
5.20. Before quantifying the potential impacts, it is important to note that until this point
in the Hart plan-making process (Regulation 18 of the Local Plan Regulations), only
Rushmoor and Runnymede Borough Councils have specifically asked Hart District
Council to consider meeting some of their unmet need for housing. Rushmoor Borough
Council has now confirmed, in a letter dated 28 September 2016, that it can meet its
own OAHN over the period to 2032. Runnymede Borough is not a neighbouring
authority area for Hart and historically speaking, there has been little migration
between the two areas (see Table 5.1 above). Therefore, it can be assumed that any
additional housing provision in Hart could in theory have an adverse impact on the
planning of new housing in the South East local authorities of Table 5.1.
5.21. Using Wessex Economic’s previous working on the migration-related impacts of the
OAHN, Table 5.2 (on the following page) calculates the potential impacts associated
with some of the remaining scenarios for affordable housing delivery from Appendix C.
Appendix I: Migration Flows Linked to Employment Growth of the 2016 SHMA
concluded that the lower level of impact (352 dwellings per year) was acceptable
because the potential impacts would be spread across the adjoining authority areas and
would not be substantial for any single area. Scenarios for affordable housing
development that involve delivering the OAHN (382 dwellings per year in Hart) are
therefore likely to be acceptable in terms of the Duty to Co-operate: they are unlikely to
undermine plan-making in other areas, per the findings of the 2016 SHMA. These
scenarios have therefore been excluded from further consideration in this section.
5.22. Table 5.2 suggests that, if more new homes than the OAHN were delivered in Hart
(to deliver more affordable housing), the total potential impacts for other areas could
amount to a reduction in provision elsewhere of between 409 and 591 new homes
every year. These impacts would be distributed across the South East, the UK and
overseas. For those South East local authority areas adjoining the HMA, it can be
assumed that additional development in Hart could displace their planned delivery of
new housing over the plan period (i.e. by 2032).
59

Paragraph 23, Appendix I: Migration Flows Linked to Employment Growth, Hart, Rushmoor & Surrey Heath
SHMA Appendices, November 2016, Wessex Economics
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5.23. At the outset, it’s important to recognise that the potential impacts of Table 5.2 may
not be mutually beneficial as the NPPF requires, but could instead undermine the ability
of other South East planning authorities to deliver new affordable housing and
infrastructure. Table 5.3 ( below) suggests how the additional market housing, coupled
with the OAHN uplift for employment growth, could affect housing development in
other specified areas.
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Table 5.2: Potential Reductions in Housing Need/Provision for Other Areas (per annum, 2014-2032) Resulting From an Uplift To Deliver
Affordable Housing in Hart
Housing Requirement: 485 dwellings per annum

Housing Requirement: 750 dwellings per annum

35%

40%

45%

35%

40%

65/35 Split

419

414

409

591

573

50/50 Split

419

414

409

591

573

40/60 Split

419

414

409

591

573

Sources: Appendix C (this paper); Figure 4 of Appendix I, Hart, Rushmoor & Surrey Heath SHMA, November 2016, Wessex Economics
NB: The following assumptions underpin Table 5.2:
•

That 100% of the additional market housing (i.e. over and above the number delivered by the OAHN, taking account of the % target for
affordable housing of 35, 40 or 40%) would, in effect, be meeting the housing needs of other areas beyond the HMA;

•

That 352 dwellings per annum from the OAHN (1,200dpa) would also, in effect, meet the housing needs of other areas beyond the
HMA (as per Figure 4, Appendix I of the 2016 SHMA);

•

That 100% of the affordable housing provision would meet the housing needs of the HMA;

•

That other authorities in the HMA (Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Borough Councils) would deliver their OAHN by 2032.
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Table 5.3: Potential Reductions in Housing Need/Provision for Specific Areas Resulting
From an Uplift To Deliver Affordable Housing in Hart
Council Area
Per annum (range)
Basingstoke & Deane
17-25
Bracknell Forest
20-29
East Hampshire
9-13
Guildford
27-39
Runnymede
7-10
Waverley
19-27
Windsor & Maidenhead
8-12
Woking
14-20
Wokingham
8-12
Rest of SE
72-104
London
45-65
South West
36-52
Rest of UK
81-118
Abroad
44-64
TOTAL
409-591
Source: Table 5.2 & Figure 4, Appendix I of the 2016 SHMA

2014-32 (range)
314-453
356-514
167-242
481-695
125-181
335-484
146-212
251-363
146-212
1,297-1,874
816-1,179
648-937
1,464-2,116
795-1,148
7,362-10,638

5.24. Table 5.3 is analogous to Figure 4 in Appendix I of the 2016 SHMA. It assumes the
pattern of impacts from Figure 4, to estimate the overall potential impact for each area
when an uplift is made for affordable housing provision in Hart. The table demonstrates
the potential for significant impact in adjoining authority areas, as a consequence of
increased housing development in Hart. It should be stressed that these impacts would
not necessarily be realised in each, or indeed in any case; but the information is a
reasonable projection of the scale and distribution of potential impacts for other areas
based on meeting the OAHN in Hart and also delivering additional market housing to
meet more of the affordable housing need.
5.25. These impacts should be compared with those identified for meeting the OAHN
across the HMA. Such a comparison indicates that the impacts for scenarios of
developing 485 new homes each year in Hart may not be much greater (around +15%)
than those identified for meeting the OAHN60. By contrast, the potential impacts from
scenarios associated with 750 new homes each year are approximately +67% greater
for each identified area. The significance of this increase would also depend on other
factors, including the likelihood of any potential impact being realised and the
estimated number of homes that might be displaced (i.e. delivered in Hart instead of in
another area).

60

See Table 5.3 (above) and Figure 4, Appendix I of the Hart, Rushmoor & Surrey Heath SHMA, November
2016, Wessex Economics
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5.26. Table 5.1 indicates the areas that are most likely to experience greater impacts on
the provision of new housing as a result of a further uplift in Hart. This is because
previous migration trends are an indication of the strength of the association between
different areas, in terms of the past movements of households; and because the past
can be a good indication of the future. Therefore, Table 5.1 suggests that the individual
local authority areas with the greatest risk of witnessing the potential impacts of Table
5.3 are as follows: Basingstoke & Deane; Bracknell Forest; Waverley and Wokingham.
5.27. In terms of the overall scale of the impact on housing needs, Table 5.3 suggests that
the delivery of more than 450 new homes61 (2014-2032) could be diverted from:
Basingstoke & Deane; Bracknell Forest; Guildford and Waverley. This is on the basis of
an uplift to deliver 750 new homes each year in Hart. This is a conservative estimate, as
this level of development could create an additional 140 vacancies each year in the PRS
within Hart (see above), which could also divert the demand for new housing from
these areas. In the absence of an identified requirement from these authorities to meet
unmet housing need, it should be assumed that these estimates identify potential
adverse impacts on the planned supply of new housing and infrastructure. Three of
these four local authority areas have also been identified as being at the greatest risk of
witnessing adverse impacts.
5.28. The foregoing analysis corroborates the view that it’s unreasonable for Hart District
Council to uplift its housing requirement to 750 dwellings per annum. For these
scenarios, there is potential to significantly influence land-use planning in four local
authority areas in adjoining HMAs (Basingstoke & Deane; Bracknell Forest; Guildford
and Waverley), without a requirement to do so and with potential for adverse impacts
on affordable housing and/or infrastructure provision in these areas. By contrast, an
uplift to 485 dwellings per annum may be acceptable, because the potential impacts are
not substantially greater for any individual planning authority than the impacts
associated with the OAHN (382 dwellings per annum); and those impacts have been
considered acceptable through the 2016 SHMA.

Evaluating Reasonable Alternatives: Sustainability Appraisal for Affordable Housing
Delivery
61

Please note that in the 2016 SHMA, the greatest potential impact on any single local authority was the
diversion of up to 416 new homes from Guildford by 2032 ( see Figure 4, Appendix I of the 2016 SHMA).
Therefore, the threshold of 450 new homes is a minimum level, above what could be thought acceptable in
accordance with the 2016 SHMA; and has therefore itself been judged a reasonable threshold for identifying
potential additional adverse impacts from an uplift for affordable housing provision in Hart. It should be noted
that the 2016 SHMA concludes that the change in the number of dwellings being planned in other areas would
be acceptable “in general” (paragraph 33, Appendix I of the 2016 SHMA). As such, the largest potential impact
(for Guildford) is not expressly identified as acceptable in-itself. For sake of comparison, the strategic sites of
the draft Hart District Local Plan 2011-2032 are typically on a scale of at least c.450 new homes.
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5.29. Table 5.4 identifies the remaining alternatives from Appendix C that would be
reasonable scenarios for the delivery of new affordable housing in Hart over the period
2011-2032. These scenarios differ in each case in their annual provision of subsidised
rented and subsidised home ownership housing; and they can be divided into two sets,
depending on the overall quantum of housing that would be developed: the OAHN (382
dwellings per year) or more than the OAHN (485 dwellings per year). These differences
could result in different social, economic and environmental impacts and it is therefore
relevant to appraise the options in terms of these potential impacts.
Table 5.4: Reasonable Alternatives for Affordable Housing Delivery, Following
Consideration of the Evidence in the 2016 SHMA
Housing Requirement:
382 dwellings per annum
35%
40%
45%
87
99
112
65/35
Split

50/50
Split

40/60
Split

Housing Requirement:
485 dwellings per annum
35%
40%
45%
110
126
142

47

53

60

59

68

76

134
67

153
76

172
86

170
85

194
97

218
109

67

76

86

85

97

109

134
53

153
61

172
69

170
68

194
78

218
87

80

92

103

102

116

131

134
153
172
170
194
218
Source: Appendix C (this paper). NB: the number of subsidised rented homes that
would be delivered each year is shown in blue, whilst the number of subsidised home
ownership homes is shown in orange; the number at the base of each cell shows the
total number of affordable homes that would be delivered each year.
5.30. Appendix D provides full details of the appraisal of the scenarios. It is important to
note that these appraisals have not been integrated into Hart District Council’s
Sustainability Appraisal at this stage. The Interim SA Report (prepared by AECOM)
makes clear that allocating land for housing is at the heart of the local plan objectives
and, in adopting a proportionate approach to the definition and consideration of
alternatives, the SA has therefore focused on the spatial (i.e. location-specific)
consequences of new housing development for the draft Hart District Local Plan and its
alternatives. Clearly, the total quantum of housing will inform the choice of alternatives
for the allocation of land; and distributions involving different numbers of new homes
have been defined and appraised in the Interim SA Report. The Interim SA Report is
therefore broadly consistent with this paper, insofar as a choice exists in the amount of
new housing to be developed over the plan period.
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5.31. Different distributions of housing across Hart will each have different effects on the
environment, society and economy. By contrast, this paper is only concerned with
overall numbers and their potential impacts in broad (district-wide) terms. The
differences between the district-wide focus of this background paper and the locationspecific focus of the SA Report have therefore warranted keeping the appraisals in this
report and those of the SA process separate. This is to avoid confusing consultees about
the interim outcomes of the Hart SA. This approach can be re-considered at the stage of
finalising the Hart District Local Plan, after the Regulation 18 consultation and once the
Council has confirmed or varied its approach to the provision of new affordable
housing.
5.32. In this background paper, the potential negative and positive effects of housing
development have only been resolved in terms of the overall scale of development;
therefore the scenarios have been appraised as two distinct sets: those that would
involve 382 dwellings per annum and those that would involve 485 dwellings per
annum. Table 5.5 summarises the outcomes and highlights those that have been
assessed as likely to occur as a result the quantum of development (green = likely
positive effects; red = likely negative effects).
Table 5.5: Summary of Appraisal of Scenarios for Affordable Housing Against SA
Objectives (Ranking and Certainty of Impacts)
Sustainability Topic
Biodiversity
Climate Change Mitigation
Communities
Employment and the
Economy
Flood Risk & Climate
Change Adaptation
Housing
Historic Environment
Land and Other Resources
Landscape
Transport and Accessibility
Water

Scenarios: 382 dwellings
per annum
1
2
2
2

Scenarios: 485 dwellings
per annum
2
1
1
1

=1

=1

2
1
1
1
=1
1

1
2
2
2
=1
2

Source: Appendix D (this paper)
Note: The red and green colours represent the topics for which the potential for likely significant effects
can be confidently predicted. For topics where the ranking is not coloured, the significance of the
potential effects is uncertain.

5.33. The above table shows that, in general, the social and economic effects could be
more positive for scenarios involving the development of 485 new homes each year;
whilst environmental effects could be more negative. However, it is noteworthy that
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where significant effects are thought likely to occur, there are more positive effects for
scenarios involving 485 new homes each year.
5.34. It should be noted that the likely significant effects are those that directly result from
the use of new dwellings as homes, or from the change of use of land to accommodate
new dwellings. Many of the other (potential) positive and negative effects would also
depend on the location of new housing and/or its design and layout; and are therefore
either opportunities or threats. By contrast, the provision of new housing is very likely
to address some of the estimated housing need in the SHMA and is also very likely to
result in the development of land in the district, thereby reducing its ability to be used
for other purposes (e.g. food production, future mineral extraction, open space for
recreational purposes).
5.35. More weight can be accorded to the likely significant effects identified in Appendix
D, although it remains important to recognise the opportunities and threats that could
result from each of the two sets of scenarios. In this context, Table 5.5 shows that
scenarios for a higher level of new housing development are considered to present
greater risks to the local environment (e.g. when appraised against objectives for
biodiversity, the historic environment, landscape, water). However, it must be
recognised that these risks could be mitigated through good design and the choice of a
strategy that avoids or minimises development in the most environmentally-sensitive
locations. By contrast, the lack of development that would result from a “risk averse”
strategy (i.e. a lack of new affordable housing) would have consequences that could not
generally be mitigated: the formation of new households would be restricted, which
would negatively affect residents’ opportunities to live in a home that meets their
needs (i.e. contrary to SA Objective 1). A scenario involving the building of 485 new
homes each year is therefore recommended in preference to one that would deliver
382 new homes each year, notwithstanding the resulting reduction in land and
resources.
Evaluating Reasonable Alternatives: Policy Drivers for Affordable Housing Provision
5.36. Section 3 of this background paper identifies key messages from legislation, national
policy and local policies (both housing and planning) which should inform the Council’s
decision-making on how to interpret the evidence in the SHMA, regarding affordable
housing provision. As noted previously, a “policy-on” review of scenarios for affordable
housing provision has been advised by the 2016 SHMA62 . This review will be important
for determining the housing requirement of the Hart District Local Plan 2011-2032.
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See paragraphs 24 and 25, Appendix I [sic]: Affordable Housing Policy Discussion, Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey
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5.37. The reasonable alternatives of Table 5.4 are now considered in terms of the key
messages from the national and local drivers for affordable housing provision. In the
following paragraphs, discussions on the issues of the guideline target for affordable
housing contributions; the tenure split of new affordable housing; and the overall
quantum for new housing development will be presented separately. Section 6
(Conclusion) brings all of these discussions together, along with the other evidence and
deliberation of this background paper.
Guideline Target for Affordable Housing Provision
5.38. As noted above (paragraph 3.24), the NPPF advises that a local standard for
affordable housing requirements should be set out in the Hart District Local Plan. The
scenarios identified in Section 4 and Appendix C include three different options for such
a standard, using the saved policy ALT GEN13 as a starting point: that either 35%, 40%
or 45% of all new homes on qualifying development sites should be provided as
affordable housing. The proportion of new affordable homes can be described as a
guideline target, as it will be subject to negotiation on a site-by-site basis, taking
account of overall financial viability to ensure that new development can be delivered.
5.39. Recent guidance from the Government advises that affordable housing contributions
should not be sought from small developments of 10 dwellings or less63. In effect, this
could mean that to deliver more of the need for affordable housing, a higher guideline
target than 40% may be appropriate, as smaller sites will no longer contribute towards
new provision. In fact, the delivery of affordable housing on small sites has been low:
less than 5% of all new affordable homes in Hart, from 2001-2011, have been delivered
on small sites (i.e. 10 dwellings or less)64. This means that at a local level, the omission
of affordable housing contributions from small sites is unlikely to be a major factor in
determining the quantity of future affordable housing. Instead, the key determinants
for an appropriate guideline target are likely to be the need to contribute towards
sustainable development (paragraph 3.29) and the legislative requirement to promote
starter homes (paragraph 3.32).
5.40. Local planning authorities have a duty to contribute to the achievement of
sustainable development65. For the planning system, the Government’s interpretation
of sustainable development is expressed through the NPPF. As indicated in paragraph
3.29 above, sustainable development requires the provision of sufficient new
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infrastructure to support new development. New community facilities, schools, open
space and local road improvements are likely to be required to support new residential
development, and this is likely to affect the size of the affordable housing contributions
that will be viable.
5.41. In theory, a higher guideline target for affordable housing provision would require a
lower increase to the overall quantum of new housing, to deliver the same quantity of
new affordable homes. An uplift in the district’s housing requirement is only being
considered for the sake of additional affordable housing provision; therefore, a higher
guideline target would imply a lower uplift and a lower potential for the negative
environmental effects that are identified in Appendix D. However, a lower guideline
target would in theory offer developers greater flexibility, for purposes of delivering
supporting infrastructure alongside new housing, thus ensuring that the Local Plan
would be more capable of adapting to changing economic circumstances. The
Government’s guidance is clear that s.106 planning obligations should not prevent
development from going forward where affordable housing contributions are being
sought. This implies that a guideline target for affordable housing contributions should
be set at a level that recognises the potential costs of new infrastructure.
5.42. The Council has undertaken a viability assessment for the plan period, for scenarios
involving 40%-45% of affordable housing. Although greenfield sites across the district
are expected to be viable for residential development under the highest guideline
target of 45% affordable housing, taking account of other costs; more finance would be
available to fund the necessary improvements in infrastructure if a 40% target were to
be adopted. Moreover, the viability assessment shows that brownfield sites that were
previously in employment use (particularly in Hook and Yateley) are less likely to be
viable for redevelopment to provide additional affordable housing, if a 45% target were
to be adopted66.
5.43. The viability assessment does not consider scenarios for a guideline target of 35%
affordable housing. However, the implications of the assessment are that these
scenarios would be the most viable across sites with a range of existing use values, and
if house sale values were to decrease. Indeed, scenarios for the provision of 35%
affordable housing are likely to be more robust for ensuring the delivery of sustainable
development, in the case of adverse economic circumstances emerging over the plan
period (e.g. in the light of any adverse economic repercussions from Brexit). Whilst the
employment growth projections that inform the SHMA indicate a relatively healthy
local economy, the SHMA is clear that such projections are inherently uncertain67. A
recent Bank of England Inflation Report (November 2016) suggests that the growth in
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national economic output is expected to be lower than previously anticipated by
201968.
5.44. As noted previously (paragraph 3.32), local planning authorities in England also have
a specific duty to promote starter homes. A requirement for 20% of new homes on
qualifying sites to be starter homes (see paragraph 3.33) could significantly affect the
Council’s ability to provide affordable housing. Regardless of whether starter homes are
ultimately defined as another form of affordable housing (paragraphs 1.3 & 1.5), an
increase in the provision of discount home ownership options would reduce the ability
of developers to provide subsidised rented accommodation as well, to meet the
identified need. Guideline targets for 40% or 45% affordable housing would therefore
offer the Council a greater ability to secure new subsidised rented housing in addition
to starter homes. In this context, the Hart Housing Strategy 2015-2020 and the Council’s
Preventing Homelessness Strategy reflect a stronger emphasis on helping those
households that are unable to rent on the open market (paragraphs 3.14 & 3.15); which
demonstrates the local importance of enabling the provision of new subsidised rented
housing in addition to home ownership options.
5.45. The implications of both of these statutory requirements need to be taken into
account, in the context of the NPPF and Hart’s local housing strategies. On the one
hand, scenarios for 35% affordable housing would be the most flexible for ensuring
development viability and therefore overall sustainability (although it should be noted
that a guideline target would be negotiable on a case-by-case basis). On the other hand,
scenarios for 45% affordable housing would enable the Council to secure the most
affordable housing, in accordance with identified needs and local priorities. A
compromise between these two sets of scenarios is warranted to recognise the
importance of overall viability and the local importance of providing new affordable
housing. Therefore, it is recommended that a 40% guideline target is adopted as an
outcome to “policy on” considerations.
Tenure Split for Affordable Housing
5.46. In contrast to the 2014 SHMA, the refreshed 2016 SHMA identified a greater need
for subsidised home ownership than for subsidised rented housing (see Table 3.1 for
details). This does not imply that Hart’s planning guidance, which seeks more subsidised
rented housing in a 65/35 tenure split, is necessarily out-of-date, because there are also
policy considerations that need to be recognised. For example, Hart District Council’s
current housing strategies focus on interventions to meet the needs of those
households that are unable to rent in the open market. It would be inconsistent with
this approach to develop a planning policy that favours the development of subsidised
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home ownership options, as the need for such housing relates to those households that
can already access housing in the PRS without subsidy69 .
5.47. Nevertheless, it is clear from Section 2 that the Government is committed to
increasing the availability of subsidised home ownership housing. The duty to promote
starter homes and the proposed amendments to the definition of ‘affordable housing’
demonstrate this fact (see paragraphs 3.32 and 3.30). Against this, the SHMA suggests
that the availability of starter homes may not significantly address affordable housing
need in the district (paragraph 2.13). It is therefore unclear whether sufficient
subsidised home ownership housing would be provided at a cost that is effective for
addressing the identified need.
5.48. The scenarios for affordable housing provision in Appendix C identify three different
splits in tenure, which would each provide a different amount of subsidised rented and
subsidised home ownership housing, for a given overall quantum and/or guideline
target for new affordable housing. These scenarios vary from those that continue to
emphasise the delivery of subsidised rented housing through a 65/35 split, to those that
reflect the outcomes of the 2016 SHMA and the Government’s recent focus on
subsidised home ownership housing, through a 40/60 split.
5.49. Although the Government’s focus on the delivery of discount home ownership
housing differs from the Council’s focus on assisting those households in greatest
financial need, the two drivers are not mutually exclusive. The 2016 SHMA underlines
the fact that new affordable housing provision in Hart is important for all tenures. This
is because the 2016 SHMA identifies an increased need compared to 2014 estimates,
for both subsidised rented and subsidised home ownership housing options (see Table
3.1 above).
5.50. The increase in estimates of affordable housing need within the 2016 SHMA in part
reflects a change in the methodology for assessing needs, between the 2014 and 2016
SHMA (see paragraph 2.9). However, in the case of the need for subsidised rented
housing, the estimated backlog of gross need also increased from 1,698 households in
2014, to 2,021 households in 201670. Furthermore, the estimated supply of subsidised
rented housing diminished from 290 homes per annum in 2014, to 242 homes per
annum in 2016. These changes could be indicative of increasing difficulties for new
household formation in the local area, with estimated levels of need increasing whilst
supply from the existing housing stock decreases. Indeed, paragraph 2.13 highlights the
fact that owner-occupation housing has generally become much less affordable since
2005, more so in Hart than in other parts of the South East and across the UK as a
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whole. However, these changes could also reflect improvements in our knowledge of
local overcrowding and household concealment, which features more strongly in the
assessment of affordable housing needs through the 2016 SHMA.
5.51. In summary, there are local housing policy considerations that favour the delivery of
new subsidised rented housing, whilst there are emerging national policy and legislative
considerations that are likely to favour the delivery of subsidised home ownership
housing. However, it is also clear that estimates for the need for both tenures of
affordable housing has increased in the recent past. This indicates that a compromise
between the alternatives which favour the delivery of one tenure over another may be
warranted once again, just as in relation to the advised guideline target for affordable
housing provision (see paragraph 5.45 above). Against this, it should be recognised that
there is currently an asymmetry between the competing policy drivers that are relevant
for recommending a tenure split: whilst the local housing strategies (i.e the Hart
Housing Strategy 2015-2020 and its associated Preventing Homelessness Strategy) are a
matter of public record, the Government’s stance on low cost homes as a form of
affordable housing is only emerging and, at the time of writing, unconfirmed. If the
Government’s intentions were to change in response to previous consultations and
through its forthcoming Housing White Paper, this would affect the balance of
considerations for future affordable housing provision in Hart.
5.52. It is therefore recommended that the current 65/35 split between subsidised rented
and subsidised home ownership housing is maintained as an outcome to “policy on”
considerations for the draft Housing District Local Plan. This matter should however be
kept under review, with the possibility of moving to a 50/50 split, if the national policy
drivers are confirmed as emphasising the delivery of affordable home ownership
housing.
5.53. Relative to the 2016 SHMA, a 65/35 split prioritises the need for subsidised rented
housing in line with the approach of the Hart Housing Strategy (see Appendix C). By
contrast, a 50/50 split would represent a clear move towards the provision of additional
subsidised home ownership housing in line with emerging Government policy, subject
to confirmation or amendment through the forthcoming Housing White Paper71. As
noted in Appendix C, a 50/50 split, coupled with a guideline target for 40% affordable
housing, could deliver the Government’s proposal for 20% of new homes on qualifying
development sites to be starter homes (see also paragraph 3.33).
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Overall Quantum of New Housing
5.54. Appendix I [sic]: Affordable Housing Policy Discussion of the 2016 SHMA identifies a
number of potential housing requirements for the HMA, in order to deliver various
quantities of new affordable homes. This is to inform a discussion of local plan housing
requirements within the HMA72. Some of the scenarios in Appendix C of this paper are
similar to those identified in Figure 1 of Appendix I [sic], insofar as some are capable of
delivering all of Hart’s need for subsidised rented housing, or all of Hart’s need for
subsidised rented and subsidised home ownership housing73. However, Table 5.4
(above) illustrates the fact that only two overall housing quanta have been judged as
reasonable options for development, in response to the estimated need for affordable
housing.
5.55. The appraisal of the reasonable alternatives in Table 5.4 against the Council’s
sustainability appraisal objectives (paragraphs 5.33-5.35; see also Appendix D)
effectively reviews many of the planning policy issues for sustainable development that
have been established by the NPPF. This appraisal suggests that the protection and
enhancement of the district’s natural and historic environments could be achieved
more securely for scenarios that would only involve the development of Hart’s OAHN;
although the likelihood of either positive or negative impacts can only be properly
appraised in terms of site-specific alternatives for development. By contrast, some of
the NPPF objectives that are identified specifically for new housing development –
namely the delivery of a wide choice of high quality homes, widening the opportunities
for home ownership, and the creation of sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities
(paragraph 50) – could be delivered more securely for scenarios that involve a greater
quantity of new housing (i.e. 485 dwellings per annum). This is because, for scenarios
involving delivery of just the OAHN, there would be a greater shortfall in the supply of
affordable housing relative to the identified needs, than for scenarios involving the
delivery of 485 dwellings per annum (compare Table 5.4 with Table 2.2).
5.56. It is particularly important to underline the importance of a joined-up approach
between housing and planning policy in Hart, to secure the delivery of new affordable
housing. Disparities between the two would make it more difficult to implement either
set of policies (i.e. in negotiating with developers or securing funding from public
sources) and would confuse or mislead the public and the development industry. The
positive approach of Hart’s Housing Strategy towards new affordable housing provision
has already been highlighted several times in this background paper, but in quantitative
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terms it is also important to note that the Housing Strategy 2015-2020 seeks to deliver
almost all of the identified affordable housing need from the 2014 SHMA (paragraph 3.7
and Table 3.1). There needs to be a good reason for the Council to change its approach
towards affordable housing delivery.
5.57. Appendix I [sic]: Affordable Housing Policy Discussion of the SHMA establishes that
on the basis of the NPPF, the PPG and recent case law, the total need for affordable
housing in Hart does not have to be met in full. Indeed, delivering all of Hart’s housing
need for subsidised rented and subsidised home ownership housing appears to be
unreasonable, in terms of the potential impacts that this could have for the planning
and building of new homes in neighbouring areas (paragraphs 5.27-5.28). However,
given the scale of the annual need for both subsidised rented and subsidised home
ownership housing (Table 2.2); the positive approach of Hart’s Housing Strategy
towards addressing affordable housing needs (paragraph 3.7); and the likely inability of
the PRS to offer substantial assistance to offset the development of new housing
(paragraph 5.11); scenarios involving the development of more new affordable housing
are likely to be preferable.
5.58. Previous discussions on the suitability of the PRS for meeting affordable housing
needs should also be borne in mind (paragraph 5.4 and footnote 31). The 2016 SHMA
does not assume any contribution from the PRS towards meeting needs, as the PRS is
not a recognised form of affordable housing. The short-term nature of tenancy
agreements, and competition from households with a greater ability to afford market
prices, limits the appeal and availability of accommodation in this sector for households
in affordable need. It is therefore appropriate to recognise the contribution that the
PRS can make towards addressing housing needs, but it would be inappropriate to rely
on it as a principal mechanism for addressing the district’s affordable housing
requirements.
5.59. In particular, it has been highlighted in paragraphs 5.3 to 5.12 that a significant
number of new affordable homes is likely to be required, in order to create the
additional vacancies in the PRS that could be used (per Hart’s housing strategies) to
meet some of the need for subsidised rented housing. This means that the PRS could be
used as a supplementary means of addressing some of the district’s housing needs, but
only in tandem with the provision of new affordable housing.
5.60. On balance, for the sake of ensuring a consistent and positive approach towards the
delivery of new affordable housing, it is recommended that an overall housing target
(i.e. both affordable and market housing) of 485 dwellings per annum is adopted as an
outcome to ‘policy on’ considerations.
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6. Conclusion: a housing requirement for the Draft Hart District Local Plan
6.1. In accordance with national planning practice guidance74, this background paper has
looked in detail at scenarios for the future delivery of affordable housing in Hart, to
advise whether an increase should be made in the housing requirement of the Hart
District Local Plan 2011-2032, to help deliver the required number of affordable homes.
The 2016 SHMA has established a large requirement for affordable housing over the
period 2014-2032, which (on an annual basis) is much greater than the requirement
established by the 2014 SHMA. It is also very large relative to the overall OAHN;
although these estimates of housing need are not directly comparable, because of the
different assessment methodologies that are prescribed by the Government’s PPG.
Section 2 provides details on the affordable housing requirements and highlights many
of the SHMA’s key messages for future affordable housing provision.
6.2. The SHMA recognises that a decision on whether to increase a district’s housing
requirement for affordable housing purposes must take account of local and national
policy considerations75 . Section 3 of this document identifies the key drivers that
should influence the Council’s decision-making, including the NPPF and the Hart
Housing Strategy 2015-2020.
6.3. A range of scenarios for the future delivery of affordable housing are identified through
Section 4 and Appendix C of this background paper. These scenarios are defined in
terms of the current approach to affordable housing development in Hart: saved policy
ALT GEN13, which has been successful in securing new affordable housing in Hart. The
different scenarios were also defined in recognition of the information contained in
Sections 2 and 3, as can be seen from their explanation in Appendix C.
6.4. On the basis of an analysis and further interpretation of information in the 2016 SHMA,
Section 5 has identified that scenarios for delivering all of the total need for subsidised
rented and subsidised home ownership housing would be unreasonable options for the
housing requirement of the Hart District Local Plan 2011-2032. This is because these
scenarios could generate a supply of 552 market homes each year in Hart (including PRS
vacancies; see paragraph 5.14) which far exceeds the OAHN (382 dwellings per annum)
and threatens to undermine the planning of other areas (paragraphs 5.27 and 5.28).
Section 5 identifies that new development on this scale could displace demand from
Basingstoke & Deane; Bracknell Forest; Guildford and Waverley to an unacceptable
degree.
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6.5. Table 5.4 identifies the remaining reasonable alternative scenarios for affordable
housing delivery of Section 4/Appendix C. Section 5 establishes that some of these
alternatives perform better than others in terms of the Council’s SA objectives, and are
thus more likely to secure a net benefit across the economic, social and environmental
dimensions of sustainable development. The identified local and national policy drivers
from Section 3 have also been interpreted to have different implications for a future
planning policy approach towards new affordable housing provision. Table 6.1 (below)
provides an enhanced version of Table 5.4., bringing together all of the key findings
from Section 5 that concern the reasonable alternatives.
6.6. The recommendation of this background paper is that the draft Hart District Local Plan
2011-2032 should plan for the delivery of more new housing than Hart’s overall OAHN
(2014-2032). This is to enable the delivery of a greater proportion of the identified
affordable housing need, and in particular the need for subsidised rented housing. The
most appropriate scenario in terms of local and national policy drivers would involve
the development 485 new homes each year (2014-2032), with 40% of those new homes
being delivered as affordable housing at a 65/35 split between subsidised rented and
subsidised home ownership housing.
6.7. Scenarios for delivering 485 new homes each year are likely to have significant positive
effects for providing all residents with the opportunity to live in a decent home, and for
ensuring local economic resilience. These benefits are thought likely to outweigh the
potential additional negative effects on the environment, many of which could be
mitigated through good design, layout and an appropriate spatial strategy (paragraphs
5.33-5.35 and Appendix D). The potential for additional impacts on land-use planning
policy in other areas has been assessed as acceptable, as it does not appear to be
substantially greater than would be the case for delivering Hart’s OAHN (paragraph
5.25).
6.8. There are other policy reasons for uplifting the housing requirement to 485 new homes
each year. A joined-up approach between the Hart Housing Strategy and the Hart
District Local Plan will remain important for the delivery of new affordable housing, so
the Housing Strategy’s ambitious approach to addressing affordable housing needs
should be reflected by the housing requirement of the Hart District Local Plan. This is
particularly the case for new subsidised rented housing, which would be required to
deliver much of the housing need that is identified on the Council’s housing waiting list.
6.9. The Hart Housing Strategy 2015-2020 and its associated Preventing Homelessness
Strategy demonstrate a greater emphasis on addressing the housing needs of
households with the least ability to afford market rents (paragraphs 3.14-3.15. To
maintain a joined-up approach, planning policy should therefore reflect an emphasis on
the provision of subsidised rented housing, as this form of housing would address the
requirements of those households in the greatest need i.e. those that “can’t rent and
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can’t buy” according to the 2016 SHMA. Although national policy drivers suggest that an
increased emphasis on subsidised home ownership housing could be more appropriate
in the future; Section 5 advises that on balance, the current 65/35 tenure split, in favour
of subsidised rented housing, should be maintained.
6.10. Section 5 also highlights that a compromise position is appropriate for the guideline
target for affordable housing provision on new (qualifying) development sites. This is
because different policy drivers suggest opposing courses of action. In the case of the
guideline target, a 40% target would strike a balance between ensuring the overall
viability of sustainable development and limiting the potential for negative
environmental effects through additional new housing development (and indeed also
limiting effects on migration patterns that could adversely affect land use planning in
other areas).
6.11. Paragraph 17 of the NPPF establishes that every effort should be made to respond
positively to wider opportunities for growth. This is important in this instance, because
although the existing stock of PRS housing may continue to meet some of the district’s
affordable housing needs under the Hart Housing Strategy, the available evidence
suggests that additional new housing would be required (paragraphs 5.11-5.12). It is
appropriate to consider the PRS as a limited but supplementary source of housing for
meeting affordable housing needs. Therefore, the Council could and should investigate
opportunities for new development that would deliver more of the district’s affordable
housing needs.
6.12. Overall, it is recommended that a housing requirement of 485 new homes each year
(10,185 new homes over the plan period), supported by an affordable housing policy
that requests 40% of new homes to be affordable, with a tenure split of 65% subsidised
rented housing and 35% subsidised home ownership housing, should be included in the
draft Hart District Local Plan 2011-2032. This recommendation is made in recognition of
the draft status of any emerging strategy and policy. It should be reviewed in light of
consultation responses to the draft Local Plan and other relevant evidence and
amendments to national policy that emerge in due course.
6.13. The plan period for the draft Hart District Local Plan is longer than the period
covered by the 2016 SHMA. It is however recommended that a housing requirement of
485 new homes per annum is utilised for the entire local plan period, as the available
evidence indicates that the objective assessment of affordable housing needs is also a
reasonable estimate of needs in the period 2011-2014 (see paragraph 2.11 above).
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Housing White Paper Postscript
The Government published a White Paper, Fixing our broken housing market, in
February 2017. The White Paper is significant for the recommendations of this
background paper insofar as it provides further detail on the Government’s intentions
for future national housing and planning policy. In particular, the reader will have noted
that this paper acknowledges previous Government proposals and consultations in
relation to starter homes and their inclusion in a wider definition of ‘affordable
housing’. This information has affected the recommendations on the policy approach
that could and should be adopted by Hart District Council, regarding the tenure of new
affordable housing. It is therefore relevant to review the updated proposals in the
Housing White Paper, and to make clear how the new proposals affect the background
paper’s recommendations.
One of the key messages of the White Paper is that there is a need to increase the rate
of housing delivery across the country, in order to increase housing supply. The White
Paper suggests that local plans should proceed “from an honest assessment of the need
for new homes”, with local authorities working with their neighbours “so that difficult
decisions are not ducked” (List of Proposals, Executive Summary, p.18). The 2016
SHMA, assisted by collaborative working on the part of officers from the three HMA
local authorities, is a full and comprehensive assessment of housing needs; although it
will eventually need to be appraised for its consistency with the forthcoming
standardised approach to needs assessments that the White Paper proposes.
Nevertheless, this background paper clearly responds to the SHMA’s evidence on
affordable housing needs in the context of existing national guidance; it demonstrates
that Hart District Council is giving full consideration to its housing needs and is not
“ducking the difficult decisions”.
With regard to the specific issue of the definition of ‘affordable housing’ in national
policy, the White Paper confirms the Government’s earlier proposals to include a wider
variety of subsidised home ownership forms of housing. Both starter homes and other
discounted market sales housing are included in a new proposed definition (Box 4,
p.100). In addition, a form of subsidised private rented housing has been identified as
potential affordable housing that would be suitable in new “build to rent”
developments (ibid.). In general, it may be said that the proposals to change the
definition of ‘affordable housing’ demonstrate a greater balance between subsidised
home ownership and subsidised rented accommodation than was demonstrated
through earlier Government consultations. This has a bearing on the considerations of
Section 5 of this paper (paragraphs 5.46-5.53).
In light of the White Paper, the policy drivers for favouring the development of new
home ownership housing have slightly weakened i.e. been counterbalanced by further
support for subsidised rented housing. The Government appears to be seeking a more
flexible approach to affordable housing: a greater range of housing options could be
considered for meeting the housing needs of those households that are unable to
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access the housing they want or need at full market values. Indeed, the Government’s
previous proposal that 20% of all new homes on qualifying sites should be starter
homes has now been replaced by a proposal that 10% of new homes should be
affordable home ownership products, on the basis that this would strike a more
appropriate balance between home ownership and rented accommodation options
(paragraph A.126, p.101 of the White Paper). It is therefore more appropriate to
consider the local debate in terms of whether the tenure split from the SHMA’s
assessment of affordable housing needs (40% rented, 60% home ownership) should be
adopted as a matter of policy; or whether the local housing policy preference of seeking
subsidised rented accommodation should continue. On the basis that the Council’s
policy is effectively to help those in greatest need of subsidised housing (i.e. those that
could not afford market rents and are therefore at greater risk of homelessness); it is
recommended that, as stated above in Section 6, the Council should continue seeking a
65/35 split between subsidised rented and subsidised home ownership housing. The
White Paper does not therefore change the recommendation of this background paper
regarding the tenure split of new affordable housing.
The inclusion of a form of private rented housing within the proposed definition of
‘affordable housing’ (Box 4, p.100 of the White Paper) might appear, at first sight, to
change this background paper’s consideration of the role of the private rented sector
(PRS) in off-setting the need for new affordable housing. This would affect the
recommendation for the proposed quantum of housing that is appropriate to address
the district’s affordable housing needs. However, the limitations of the PRS as a
substitute for affordable housing (as acknowledged in this paper) do not change by
merely because of a change in definition. In particular, the White Paper affirms that
“[p]rovision should be made to ensure that affordable private rent housing remains
available for rent at a discount for future eligible households or for alternative
affordable housing provision to be made if the discount is withdrawn”. This suggests
that there should be some guarantee that the PRS housing would be available at a
discounted rate for an extended period of time, and that arrangements would be in
place to house those in need, should rents no longer be discounted in the future. At this
stage, it would be presumptuous to suggest that the PRS supply that could be vacated
and re-used in Hart (140 dwellings per annum; paragraph 2.13 above) would meet
these requirements. More significantly, the acknowledgement that discounted PRS
housing could meet some affordable housing needs does not overcome the analysis
presented at paragraphs 5.6-5.12 above, which suggests that for the PRS to be effective
in Hart, a large number of new subsidised home ownership homes would also need to
be developed. The White Paper does not therefore change the recommendation of this
background paper regarding the overall quantum of new housing.
In summary, although the White Paper adds to the considerations presented in Sections
5 and 6 of this background paper; its proposals do not materially affect the results of
those considerations in Section 5 or the subsequent recommendations in Section 6.
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Table 6.1: An Overview of Section 5 Evaluations of the Reasonable Alternative Scenarios for Affordable Housing Provision (showing no. of new subsidised rented homes per annum/no. of new subsidised
home ownership homes per annum/total no. of new affordable homes per annum, for each scenario)
Housing Requirement: 382 dwellings per annum
35%

40%

45%

35%

87/47/134

99/53/153

112/60/172

110/59/170

126/68/194

142/76/218

More positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

More positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

More negative impacts on the local
environment (but potential for
mitigation)

More negative impacts on the local
environment (but potential for
mitigation)

More positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

Less negative impacts on the local
environment

Less negative impacts on the local
environment

More negative impacts on the local
environment (but potential for
mitigation)

A good compromise between
viability and affordable housing
supply

Could maximise the provision of
affordable housing; but brownfield
could be less viable

One of the most financially viable
scenarios

A good compromise between
viability and affordable housing
supply

Could maximise the provision of
affordable housing; but brownfield
could be less viable

Prioritises subsidised rent in line
with local priorities

Prioritises subsidised rent in line
with local priorities

Prioritises subsidised rent in line
with local priorities

Prioritises subsidised rent in line
with local priorities

Prioritises subsidised rent in line
with local priorities

76/76/153

86/86/172

85/85/170

97/97/194

109/109/218

Less positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

Less positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

More positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

More positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

More positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

Less negative impacts on the local
environment

Less negative impacts on the local
environment

More negative impacts on the local
environment (but potential for
mitigation)

More negative impacts on the local
environment (but potential for
mitigation)

More negative impacts on the local
environment (but potential for
mitigation)

One of the most financially viable
scenarios

A good compromise between
viability and affordable housing
supply

Could maximise the provision of
affordable housing; but brownfield
could be less viable

One of the most financially viable
scenarios

A good compromise between
viability and affordable housing
supply

Could maximise the provision of
affordable housing; but brownfield
could be less viable

A good compromise between local
and national affordable housing
priorities

A good compromise between local
and national affordable housing
priorities

A good compromise between local
and national affordable housing
priorities

A good compromise between local
and national affordable housing
priorities

A good compromise between local
and national affordable housing
priorities

A good compromise between local
and national affordable housing
priorities

53/80/134

61/92/153

69/103/172

68/102/170

78/116/194

87/131/218

Less positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

Less positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

More positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

More positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

More positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

Less negative impacts on the local
environment

Less negative impacts on the local
environment

More negative impacts on the local
environment (but potential for
mitigation)

More negative impacts on the local
environment (but potential for
mitigation)

More negative impacts on the local
environment (but potential for
mitigation)

One of the most financially viable
scenarios

A good compromise between
viability and affordable housing
supply

Could maximise the provision of
affordable housing; but brownfield
could be less viable

One of the most financially viable
scenarios

A good compromise between
viability and affordable housing
supply

Could maximise the provision of
affordable housing; but brownfield
could be less viable

Prioritises subsidised ownership in
line with national priorities

Prioritises subsidised ownership in
line with national priorities

Prioritises subsidised ownership in
line with national priorities

Prioritises subsidised ownership in
line with national priorities

Prioritises subsidised ownership in
line with national priorities

Prioritises subsidised ownership in
line with national priorities

Less negative impacts on the local
environment

Prioritises subsidised rent in line
with local priorities

67/67/134

Less positive impacts on the local
economy and communities
Less negative impacts on the local
environment

Less positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

40/60 Split

45%

Less positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

One of the most financially viable
scenarios

50/50 Split

40%

Less positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

Less positive impacts on the local
economy and communities

65/35 Split

Housing Requirement: 485 dwellings per annum

Less negative impacts on the local
environment

Source: Table 5.4 and information from Section 5 of this Background Paper. The preferred scenario for the Hart District Local Plan 2011-2032 is highlighted in yellow
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Appendix A: Glossary of Acronyms
HMA

Housing Market Area

OAHN

Objectively Assessed Housing Need

NPPF

National Planning Policy Framework

PPG

Planning Practice Guidance

PRS

Private Rented Sector

SA

Sustainability Appraisal

SHMA

Strategic Housing Market Assessment
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Appendix B: Meeting Note to First SA Workshop

NOTE OF MEETING
Sustainability Appraisal for the Hart District Local Plan 2011-2032
First Workshop for Spatial Options:
Development Requirements and District-wide Constraints
Monday 23 May, 13:00-17:00,
East Hampshire District Council Offices, Penns Place
Attendees:
Steve Smith (SS, AECOM), Sam Edwards (AECOM), Kevin Thurlow (KT, EHDC/Hart), Victoria Potts
(EHDC/Hart), Amanda Dunn (EHDC/Hart), Ian Mawer (EHDC/Hart), Daniel Hawes (Hart), Adam Green
(Hart), Philip Sheppard (Hart), Nicola Harpham (Hart),
Apologies:
Mark Fessey (AECOM), Andrew Ratcliffe (Hart)
Note of meeting and actions arising:
Detail
Introduction: KT welcomed attendees and noted that today was the
first in a series of workshops, designed to identify the spatial options
for the Hart District Local Plan. This is a key step in the sustainability
appraisal process, which should be viewed as an integral part of the
local plan preparation process. It was highlighted that the first
workshop would focus on the emerging/indicative development
requirements (numbers of homes, amount of new employment
floorspace, new infrastructure); and district-wide constraints and
opportunities for development. It was explained that an indication of
the potential scale of development to be accommodated by the
spatial options, taking account of the broad constraints and
opportunities, was required from the first workshop.

Actions arising
None

SS gave a slide presentation of the SA process and what Hart DC will
need to consider in identifying and appraising options for the local
plan. Participants were referred to a handout showing a flowchart of
the SA process and AECOM’s overall approach (NB: spatial options =
spatial alternatives). A ‘points of the compass’ approach to
considering development opportunities and constraints by settlement
was highlighted and it was established that this could be applied to
settlements as low as “tier 4” in the existing settlement hierarchy of
the Hart District Local Plan.

KT to distribute AECOM’s
handout by e-mail to
workshop participants for
future reference
KT and AECOM to discuss
how the ‘points of the
compass’ approach should
be applied before or during
future workshops
KT to advise attendees of
future workshops (by e-mail
before 20/06) about how
they will participate in
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KT explained that a large number of potential housing sites have been
submitted to Hart District Council. These have been considered
through the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)
process and also by the planning consultants: Adams Hendry.
Consultants from Adams Hendry have produced/are producing high
level and detailed site assessments which will inform the SA process
(allow us to determine our broad preferences for the sites). At future
workshops, a representative of Adams Hendry will be present to
ensure that key facts regarding the sites under discussion are
correctly represented. This will mean that attendees’ broad site
preferences can feed into the SA process.
KT gave a presentation on the emerging development requirements
for the Hart District Local Plan. It was explained that a refresh to the
2014 Strategic Housing Market Assessment would establish an
objectively assessed need for new homes to 2032, and that
employment land requirements would also be updated to ensure
consistency with the new housing assessment. It was explained that
neighbouring authorities, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath, would also be
considering their development requirements and that some of the
growth that is projected for their areas may need to be
accommodated in Hart. It was explained that development needs in
Hart should therefore be considered as a range, with the upper value
being a best estimate of what other authorities can’t accommodate
due to their planning area’s environmental constraints/site
availability. The main issue for the workshop was to consider our
constraints and opportunities in the context of the potential scale of
development requirements.
SS and KT led discussions of the areas in Hart subject to constraints,
or which offer opportunities for economic, social or environmental
gains as a result of/alongside development. The following views were
raised by attendees and noted:
 The landscape can be thought of as dividing into three distinct
areas: chalkland downs (south and west), Thames basin heaths
(north and east), and Hart river valleys and forests (through the
central and northern areas)
 It could be difficult to mitigate landscape impacts in the
southwest (undulating landscape), although this area has fewer
biodiversity and flood risk constraints
 There are biodiversity constraints (e.g. SPAs) but also
opportunities within Hart: there are high value areas, or areas
that could be improved to become of high value for nature
conservation purposes (see HBIC ecological networks mapping)
 The transport networks are routes between other major centres,
but the railway in particular is an opportunity for Hook &
Winchfield
 The B3349 could work as an M3-M4 connection but it would need
substantial investment (roads and access currently an issue for
development proposals in Mattingley and Heckfield)
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selecting sites for the
options
KT to provide AECOM with
a full list of housing sites to
show which have been
included and excluded from
SHLAA
KT to check with Adams
Hendry about how
landscape considerations
have been incorporated
within their high level
assessments
KT and AECOM to continue
reviewing the range of
development requirements
as further evidence
emerges, for purposes of
defining the SA Options
KT and AECOM to discuss
the need for an analysis of
constraints and
opportunities in Rushmoor
and/or Surrey Heath

None






Winchfield has good transport potential by rail, but getting a new
junction for the M3 is likely to be prohibitively expensive at this
location
The SSSI at Odiham Common is particularly susceptible to
residential development pressures; flooding affects sites south of
the M3 junction 5
It will be important to consider settlement identity and not to
conjoin separate communities through incremental
development/development that is not masterplanned
Developer interest in new housing, combined with an overview of
environmental and transport constraints and opportunities,
suggests that Hook and Winchfield could have capacity for
significant growth.

A conclusion was reached: it would be reasonable to define and test
spatial options for the local plan that would address needs above the
objectively assessed development requirements for the Hart District
Council area. The precise definition of these options will be a matter
for subsequent workshops to address.

All: please note the
conclusion in advance of
the second workshop
(20/06)

SS also noted that consideration should be given to the deliverability
of meeting a large housing requirement through few large site
allocations/new settlement options vs. many smaller allocations. This
consideration would take account of the local plan period (20112032). SS/KT also highlighted that the future development of Hartland
Park would be considered through the SA and the local plan
processes.

KT to advise AECOM of
issues arising from other
projects that relate to the
SA of options

Author of note: Kevin Thurlow (EHDC/Hart)
Date: 01 June 2016
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Appendix C – Scenarios for Affordable Housing Delivery
A total of 27 scenarios for delivering new affordable housing can be defined for the draft Hart District Local Plan 2011-2032. These scenarios are based on varying Hart’s current (successful) approach to securing new
affordable housing, which has been established by policy ALT GEN13 of the adopted local plan and its supporting planning guidance. Three variables have been proposed: changing the guideline target (currently
40%); changing the tenure split (currently 65% subsidised rented and 35% subsidised ownership); changing the overall quantum of housing development (currently to meet a need of 382 dwellings per annum).
These variables can be varied independently of one another, so that one or two can remain constant whilst the other(s) is/are altered. Three options for each of the three variables are defined and explained below:
Changing the Guideline Target for Affordable Housing
35% of all new homes
should be affordable
housing

The Council could choose to prioritise the delivery of new infrastructure ahead of affordable housing, to better ensure the overall viability of development sites whilst meeting any infrastructure
requirements. In this case, it may be desirable to lower the existing guideline target for affordable housing on new development sites. A 35% requirement would be reasonable insofar as it could still
deliver all of the need for subsidised rented housing (126dpa) or up to 79% of the need for subsidised home ownership housing (depending on the other variables for affordable housing provision).

40% of all new homes
should be affordable
housing

A continuation of the current approach of policy ALT GEN13 (a 40% target) would be reasonable, on the basis that it is a tried and tested approach to affordable housing delivery. It has also been
appraised as an acceptable target by the viability assessment for the draft Hart District Local Plan . The overall need for affordable housing is 126 + 180 = 306 dwellings per annum, which indicates that a
substantial proportion of new homes should be delivered as affordable housing over the plan period. (NB: the affordable housing requirement and the overall OAHN are calculated on different bases, so it
does not follow that 80% of the OAHN (382dpa) is for affordable housing.)

45% of all new homes
should be affordable
housing

The 2016 SHMA provides a higher estimate of affordable housing need in Hart (306 dwellings per annum) than the previous assessment. Indeed, the need for both subsidised rented and subsidised home
ownership housing has risen since the 2014 SHMA. Moreover, the SHMA identifies a problem with the decreasing affordability of housing within Hart (see Chapter 9 of the 2016 SHMA). It is therefore
reasonable to suggest that the target for new provision should increase, because affordable housing needs have increased and might continue to due so, if recent trends in housing affordability were to
continue. The Council’s draft viability assessment suggests that in many areas of the district, a 45% target for affordable housing provision could be met without rendering new housing development
unviable; although this is less likely to be the case for some brownfield sites in the Hook or Yateley areas that have an existing employment use value.

Changing the Tenure Split for Affordable Housing
65% subsidised rented and
35% subsidised home
ownership

The Hart Housing Strategy has an emphasis on delivering the housing needs that are identified by the Council’s waiting list, whilst recognising the importance of evidence contained within the SHMA. This
emphasis could be reflected within a planning policy that seeks to meet more of the need for subsidised rented housing, which is the majority of the need identified by the Council’s waiting list (1,200 out
of 1,360 households; Figure 10.6 of the 2016 SHMA). The 2016 SHMA also identifies that around 570 households are registered with local home buy agents (Figure 10.20). Comparing data on the current
demand for subsidised rented and home ownership options (1,200 vs 570) indicates that a 65/35% split is appropriate at the current time. This split would be reasonable because it still enables the
delivery of some of the less “subsidy-hungry” affordable home ownership options, which makes the delivery of affordable housing more manageable in financial terms.

50% subsidised rented and
50% subsidised home
ownership

In future, a 50/50 split might be required in order to fulfil the Council’s obligation to promote starter homes, which are an age-restricted form of subsidised home ownership housing. In March 2016, the
Government consulted on regulations that would propose a 20% requirement for starter homes on all qualifying development sites. This was based on national calculations showing that if all the financial
value of existing developer contributions towards affordable housing went to starter homes provision, then 22% of all completions would be started homes (on sites of 10 or more units). If the local
guideline target were to remain at c.40%, a 50/50 split between subsidised rented and starter homes could deliver the Government’s proposed starter homes requirement in Hart.

40% subsidised rented and
60% subsidised home
ownership

This is the split between the estimated need for subsidised rented and home ownership options within the SHMA. It is reasonable to test the delivery of a larger proportion of home ownership housing,
given the Government’s proposals to widen the definition of affordable housing in favour of including discount home ownership options; and in light of the new duty to promote starter homes. This
alternative could deliver other subsidised home ownership options as well as providing 20% starter homes on qualifying sites (see above).

Changing the Overall Quantum of Housing
Overall delivery of 382
dwellings per annum

Delivering this number of new homes would enable the Council to deliver its part of the OAHN, as identified through the 2016 SHMA. It is therefore a reasonable option, provided that both Rushmoor and
Surrey Heath Borough Councils are able to meet the remaining portions of the OAHN for their areas. For this option to be reasonable in terms of the NPPF (paragraph 17 & 182) and PPG (paragraph 029,
Methodology: assessing housing need), it would also be incumbent on Hart District Council to demonstrate that it had considered increasing the local plan housing requirement above the OAHN, to meet
more of the affordable housing requirement (306 dwellings per annum), but had chosen not to do so for good planning reasons.

Overall delivery of 485
dwellings per annum

Delivering this number of new homes could deliver all of the need for subsidised rented housing over the plan period, if 40% of all new homes were affordable housing and the priority was to deliver
subsidised rented housing on development sites (i.e. a 65/35 split). The calculation is therefore as follows: (126 ÷ 0.65) ÷0.40. This option is reasonable in terms of the Hart Housing Strategy, which has an
emphasis on delivering the housing needs that are identified by the Council’s waiting list. The majority of the need identified by the Council’s waiting list is for subsidised rented housing (1,200 out of
1,360 households; Figure 10.6 of the 2016 SHMA). This option would also be reasonable in terms of the availability of developable land that’s been identified by the Council’s 2016 SHLAA.

Overall delivery of 750
dwellings per annum

Delivering this number of new homes could deliver all of the need for subsidised home ownership housing over the plan period, if 40% of all new homes were affordable housing and the priority was to
deliver subsidised home ownership housing on development sites (i.e. a 40/60 split). The calculation is therefore as follows: (180 ÷0.60) ÷0.40. This option is reasonable in terms of the Government’s
proposals to widen the definition of affordable housing in favour of including discount home ownership options; and in light of the new duty to promote starter homes. This option would also be
reasonable in terms of the availability of developable land that’s been identified by the Council’s 2016 SHLAA.
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The following table identifies each of the 27 different scenarios for affordable housing provision in Hart: each cell within the matrix provides a unique relationship between subsidised rented and subsidised home
ownership housing. The number of subsidised rented homes that would be delivered each year is shown in blue, whilst the number of subsidised home ownership homes is shown in orange; the number at the base
of each cell shows the total number of affordable homes that would be delivered each year.
Table C.1: Scenarios for annual affordable housing provision in Hart (2011-2032) arising from reasonable alternatives for a housing requirement; for affordable housing guideline targets; and for indicative splits (subsidised
rent/subsidised home ownership)

Housing Requirement: 382 dwellings per annum

65/35 Split

50/50 Split

40/60 Split

Housing Requirement: 485 dwellings per annum

Housing Requirement: 750 dwellings per annum

35%

40%

45%

35%

40%

45%

35%

40%

45%

87

99

112

110

126

142

171

195

219

47

53

60

59

68

76

92

105

118

134

153

172

170

194

218

263

300

338

67

76

86

85

97

109

131

150

169

67

76

86

85

97

109

131

150

169

134

153

172

170

194

218

263

300

338

53

61

69

68

78

87

105

120

135

80

92

103

102

116

131

158

180

203

134

153

172

170

194

218

263

300

338

The foregoing table shows that – on the basis of the matters considered in this appendix and prior to the consideration of all economic, social and environmental issues – a range of alternatives for the supply of new
affordable housing can be broadly quantified as 134 to 338 new homes each year. This range includes the overall need for affordable housing of 126 + 180 = 306 dwellings per annum. Table C.1 shows that it could
be reasonable to provide between 53 and 219 subsidised rented homes each year (2011-2032) and between 47 and 203 subsidised affordable homes each year (2011-2032). Section 5 of this background paper
considers these alternatives in the context of other policy constraints and relevant objectives for sustainable development.
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Appendix D – Appraisal of Reasonable Alternative Scenarios for Affordable Housing
Delivery in Terms of Hart District Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal Objectives

Rank
Types of
potential
significant
effects
Discussion

Likely
significant
effects?

Rank
Types of
potential
significant
effects
Discussion

Sustainability Topic: Biodiversity
Scenarios: 382 dwellings per annum Scenarios: 485 dwellings per annum
1
2
Potential short, medium and/or long-term positive and/or negative
permanent effects

SA Objective 8 is particularly relevant. There is the potential for more
significant negative effects on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection
Area (TBHSPA) from scenarios for affordable housing delivery that would
involve the development of 485 dwellings per annum. This would arise due
to recreational pressures on the protected habitats from new housing
development within a 5km zone that has been defined as the area within
which impacts are likely and would require mitigation. However, it is
possible that Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) could be
provided to mitigate the recreational pressure for both sets of scenarios.
Effects could be negative for biodiversity over the short, medium or longterm, depending on the behaviour of residents and the continued
attractiveness of the TBHSPA for walking, especially to exercise dogs. There
is also the potential for negative effects to arise on SSSIs (e.g. at
Basingstoke Canal and Odiham Common) or other sites designated for
their biodiversity value, if development were to occur close to these
designated sites. This is more likely to happen for scenarios involving more
residential development (i.e. 485 dwellings per annum) as there is a
greater likelihood that new development sites would be in close proximity.
However, once again, appropriate mitigation could form part of
development proposals. Effects on biodiversity could also be positive if
development were to be accompanied by additional natural greenspace
and enable positive management of designated/valued biodiversity assets.
Uncertain – depends on distribution Uncertain – depends on distribution
of development and specific
of development and specific
development proposals
development proposals

Sustainability Topic: Climate Change Mitigation
Scenarios: 382 dwellings per annum Scenarios: 485 dwellings per annum
2
1
Potential long-term permanent positive and/or negative effects

SA Objectives 12 and 14 are particularly relevant. There is the potential for
greater support for and use of renewable/low carbon energy infrastructure
for scenarios involving 485 dwellings per annum. Development on this
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Likely
significant
effects?

Rank
Types of
potential
significant
effects
Discussion

scale offers more potential for the development of new settlements which
offer better opportunities for the generation and distribution of renewable
energy, including combined heat and power plants which could meet the
needs of households and community buildings. However, new housing in
the district is intended to provide for a predicted increase in the population
and more especially a growth in the number of households (see Section 8
of the 2016 SHMA and Appendix 3 of the SA Scoping Report). New
households are likely to increase the energy demand for heating purposes
and for appliances; although energy demand for hot water is more strongly
correlated to household size and may not therefore increase as
significantly (the persons who would otherwise form households could
remain in shared accommodation in the HMA and still make as great a
demand for these purposes) (source: DECC UK Housing Energy Fact File,
2013 p.20). It should be noted that: “without improving the energyefficiency of homes, or ways people use energy at home, growth in
household numbers and smaller average household size would lead to
higher per capita energy use” (p.21, UK Housing Energy Fact File, 2013). If
energy continues to be generated from fossil fuels, this could mean that
more new homes = more greenhouse gas emission. However: “almost all
21st Century homes have better insulation and more efficient heating
systems than homes from earlier periods. This means that the increased
proportion of modern homes in the stock [of housing] should, by itself,
lead to better average energy efficiency and lower carbon emissions per
home” (p.25, UK Housing Energy Fact File, 2013). Therefore, scenarios for
the delivery of 485 dwellings per annum could lead to lower greenhouse
gas emissions per home for Hart, than scenarios for the delivery of 382
dwellings per annum. This metric is more appropriate than overall
emissions, given that reductions in greenhouse gas emissions is not the
only policy objective, but instead “economic, social and environmental
gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning
system” (paragraph 8, NPPF). Hart’s SA objective 1 (To provide all residents
with the opportunity to live in a decent home which meets their needs) has
therefore also been considered in this assessment.
Uncertain – depends on specific
Uncertain – depends on specific
development proposals & future
development proposals & future
energy policy
energy policy

Sustainability Topic: Communities
Scenarios: 382 dwellings per annum Scenarios: 485 dwellings per annum
2
1
Potential cumulative positive and/or negative effects (on a short, medium
or long-term temporary basis)

SA Objectives 2, 4 and 6 are particularly relevant. The development of
more affordable homes (which is more likely where 485 new homes are
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Likely
significant
effects?

Rank
Types of
potential
significant
effects
Discussion

built each year) would increase access to home ownership housing, or to
rented accommodation with security of tenure, for those households that
cannot afford market prices. The development of more new homes also
offers the potential for greater investment in community infrastructure
(schools, medical facilities, community halls) through CIL and/or s.106
developer contributions. However, the potential negative impacts on
access to existing facilities would also be greater for scenarios involving
485 new homes each year. On balance, if the planning system operates
effectively and per the NPPF, it is likely that negative effects would be
reduced and positive effects secured. Existing communities could also
benefit from the provision of new facilities, such as a new secondary
school. The provision of large-scale additional facilities is also likely to be
viable for scenarios involving 485 new homes each year; and support for
local shops and services is likely to be enhanced for these scenarios (more
people = more customers/users). Direct effects are likely to be cumulative
as development progresses year-by-year over the plan period, and these
effects are likely to be temporary in nature, as access to facilities is also
influenced by fiscal policies (provision can be augmented or reduced by
changes in public sector spending).
Yes – positive long-term effects
Yes – positive long-term effects
(uncertain duration)
(uncertain duration)

Sustainability Topic: Employment and the Economy
Scenarios: 382 dwellings per annum Scenarios: 485 dwellings per annum
2
1
Potential long-term positive and negative effects (temporary or permanent
in nature)

SA Objective 20 is particularly relevant. The development of 485 new
homes each year is more likely to ensure that a local supply of labour
would be available for businesses in the HMA, should the area witness
particularly strong economic performance within the plan period.
However, it is also more likely to increase journey times and congestion on
the road and rail network. Any negative effects on transport infrastructure
could be temporary in nature as the condition and capacity of this
infrastructure is also influenced by fiscal policies (provision can be
augmented by public sector spending, such as the upgrading of the M3 to a
smart motorway by spring 2017). Resident employment is already high
within Hart (see Appendix 3 of the SA Scoping Report), so additional job
growth would require a larger labour force; however more economically
active persons could commute to Hart from other areas, in order to fill
additional jobs (this could have temporary negative impacts on transport
infrastructure and permanent negative impacts on greenhouse gas
emissions). On balance, there is little to choose between the two sets of
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Likely
significant
effects?

Rank
Types of
potential
significant
effects
Discussion

Likely
significant
effects?

Rank
Types of
potential
significant
effects
Discussion

scenarios; however, if the planning system operates effectively and per the
NPPF, negative impacts would be reduced, whilst economic growth could
be strengthened by building more new homes and increasing the potential
supply of labour.
Yes – positive long-term permanent Yes – positive long-term permanent
effects
effects

Sustainability Topic: Flood Risk & Climate Change Adaptation
Scenarios: 382 dwellings per annum Scenarios: 485 dwellings per annum
=1
=1
Potential long-term permanent positive and/or negative effects.
Cumulative positive or negative effects also possible with regard to flood
risk (i.e. depending on the location of new developments)
SA Objectives 12 and 13 are particularly relevant. Both options are neutral
in terms of reducing flood risk as this would depend on the location of
development relative to areas of flood risk (see the Hart SFRA for details of
areas susceptible to flooding). However, both sets of affordable housing
scenarios appear capable of being delivered on sites that are not at severe
risk of flooding, on the basis of the Council’s 2016 SHLAA and Adams
Hendry’s High Level Site Assessments. The SHLAA identifies sites with a
capacity for 22,000 new homes in Hart, which are deemed to be technically
suitable for development (i.e. developable) by 2032; this is more housing
than either set of scenarios would entail. Managing the impacts of climate
change is also a location-specific consideration, but it is likely that
resilience to more frequent adverse weather could be designed in for both
sets of alternatives, through effective development management policies
for the layout and orientation of buildings. In the absence of site-specific
implications, there is nothing to distinguish the two sets of scenarios in
terms of the relevant SA Objectives.
Uncertain – depends on distribution Uncertain – depends on distribution
of new housing
of new housing

Sustainability Topic: Historic Environment
Scenarios: 382 dwellings per annum Scenarios: 485 dwellings per annum
1
2
Potential long-term permanent positive and/or negative effects

SA Objective 7 is particularly relevant. There is greater likelihood of
negative effects on the district’s heritage assets (including conservation
areas, listed buildings, scheduled ancient monuments, historic parks and
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Likely
significant
effects?

Rank
Types of
potential
significant
effects
Discussion

gardens) from building 485 new homes each year; although for both sets of
scenarios the potential for negative effects would depend primarily on the
location of development. Because of the wide distribution of heritage
assets across Hart (see Appendix 3 of the SA Scoping Report), both sets of
scenarios are likely to generate the potential for negative effects. In
addition, new development can offer the opportunity to better reveal the
significance of heritage assets (i.e. through sympathetic design and/or
increasing accessibility to those assets) Therefore, there are some potential
positive effects for both sets of scenarios.
Uncertain – depends on distribution Uncertain – depends on distribution
of new housing
of new housing

Sustainability Topic: Housing
Scenarios: 382 dwellings per annum Scenarios: 485 dwellings per annum
2
1
Potential long-term permanent positive effects

SA Objective 1 is particularly relevant. In line with the substantial and
prolonged historic under-supply of housing at the national level (see The
Lyons Housing Review, October 2014); the 2016 SHMA indicates that a
narrow focus on past trends and related projections is likely to have
negative effects on providing all residents with the opportunity to live in a
decent home. Uplifts have been made in the 2016 SHMA for purposes
estimating the total OAHN. Both sets of scenarios would therefore help to
increase the supply of housing compared to a provision that is equivalent
to a basic assessment of demographic needs (the “starting point” in the
2016 SHMA; approx. 53% less than the OAHN); or to a continuation of past
development trends in the district. However, scenarios that would involve
485 new homes each year would be likely to deliver more new affordable
homes, to meet more of the estimated affordable housing needs. These
scenarios are therefore likely to have greater positive long-term effects in
relation to the objective of providing residents with the opportunity to live
in a decent home which meets their needs. However, “economic, social
and environmental gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously
through the planning system” (paragraph 8, NPPF). Therefore Hart’s SA
Objectives 4, 6, 8, 9, 12 and 20 relating to communities, social exclusion,
biodiversity, landscape, climate change and the economy have also been
considered in determining the weight to attribute to a greater provision of
affordable housing. On balance, if the planning system operates effectively
and per the NPPF, negative effects in terms of these issues could be
reduced whilst positive effects could be secured. By contrast, the negative
effects of failing to meet more of the affordable housing need could not be
reduced through inaction.
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Yes – positive long-term permanent
effects

Yes – positive long-term permanent
effects

Sustainability Topic: Land and Other Resources
Scenarios: 382 dwellings per annum Scenarios: 485 dwellings per annum
1
2
Potential long-term permanent negative effects and short-term temporary
positive effects
SA Objectives 15 and 16 are particularly relevant. Both sets of scenarios
have the potential to have negative effects on the availability of
agricultural land for food production; and could have negative effects on
the availability of mineral resources in Hampshire through building on top
of, and therefore sterilising mineral assets. Scenarios for building 485 new
homes each year are more likely to result in these long-term negative
effects, and on a larger-scale than scenarios for 382 new homes each year.
This is because there is a limited supply of brownfield land within the
district that is suitable for development (per the Council’s 2016 SHLAA).
However, for both sets of scenarios, these impacts could be mitigated
through a distribution of new housing that minimises or else avoids
development of the highest quality land/in areas safeguarded for their
mineral potential. Further, if the planning system operates effectively and
per the NPPF, negative effects in terms of these issues could be reduced
(e.g. through the extraction of mineral reserves and top soils prior to
development). The extraction of mineral reserves could have the positive
short-term effect of securing and increasing local resources for
development, thereby reducing greenhouse gas emissions associated with
the transport of building materials. Minerals are however non-renewable
resources.
Yes – negative long-term permanent Yes – negative long-term permanent
effects
effects

Sustainability Topic: Water
Scenarios: 382 dwellings per annum Scenarios: 485 dwellings per annum
1
2
Potential short, medium and long-term temporary and/or permanent
negative effects
SA Objective 10 is particularly relevant. The SA Scoping Report (Appendix
3) shows that a number of water bodies have poor ecological status and/or
high levels of ammonia. Both sets of scenarios have the potential to
negatively affect water quality in local water bodies, via the act of
development (localised pollution of adjoining/nearby watercourses);
through exceeding the capacity of local drainage infrastructure; and/or
through deep-infiltration SUDS (which could affect water quality in
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aquifers). The potential for negative impacts will however depend on the
location of new development and its phasing relative to any planned
upgrades to wastewater treatment works. On balance, if the planning
system operates effectively and per the NPPF, these negative effects could
be reduced. A Water Cycle Study is being produced jointly with Rushmoor
and Surrey Heath Borough Councils, which will test options for
development that deliver the OAHN or an overall quantum of new housing
that exceeds 485 dwellings per annum (2014-2032). This study will identify
relevant mitigation measures that could help the Council to reduce or
avoid negative impacts on water quality. This assessment will be updated
in light of the results of the Water Cycle Study.
Uncertain – depends on distribution Uncertain – depends on distribution
of new housing
of new housing

Sustainability Topic: Transport & Accessibility
Scenarios: 382 dwellings per annum Scenarios: 485 dwellings per annum
=1
=1
Potential short term, medium term and long term negative effects
(temporary or permanent in nature); and long term positive permanent
effects
SA Objectives 17 and 18 are particularly relevant. The SA Scoping Report
(Appendix 3) identifies that congestion is common on roads in the district,
and the demand for rail also means that trains are increasingly full during
peak times. Both sets of scenarios could therefore lead to increased
journey times and congestion on transport networks (road and rail).
However development could also enable road and public transport
improvements to mitigate some of the negative impacts. It is not possible
to determine which sets of scenarios are likely to have fewer impacts on
transport networks, as this depends on the location of development.
Scenarios for 485 new homes each year could offer greater accessibility
benefits for future residents, as larger new settlements can sustain larger
(and more) new services and facilities. However, scenarios for 382 new
homes each year could have fewer negative impacts on the capacity of
existing sports, leisure and community facilities, in areas where provision
falls below the accessibility standards of Hart’s Open Space, Sport and
Recreation Study and Playing Pitch Strategy (2016-2032). In the absence of
site-specific implications, there is nothing to distinguish the two sets of
scenarios in terms of the relevant SA Objectives.
Uncertain – depends on distribution Uncertain – depends on distribution
of new housing
of new housing
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Sustainability Topic: Landscape
Scenarios: 382 dwellings per annum Scenarios: 485 dwellings per annum
1
2
Potential long-term permanent negative effects
SA Objective 9 is particularly relevant. The Council’s 2016 SHLAA indicates
that for both sets of scenarios, new development is likely to require the
development of greenfield sites, in areas that are currently designated as
countryside by the adopted Local Plan. Therefore, both sets of scenarios
have the potential to negatively affect the landscape through
unsympathetic development in areas that are visually sensitive. Scenarios
for building 485 new homes each year have the potential for more
widespread and/or more significant negative effects, due to the increased
overall quantity of new housing. However, for both sets of scenarios, there
is the potential for mitigation of negative impacts through directing the
majority of new housing to areas with a greater capacity to accept new
development without significant adverse impacts (see Hart Landscape
Capacity Study, Hart District Council, 2016). Moreover, potential impacts
can be reduced through the design, layout and orientation of new
buildings. On balance, if the planning system operates effectively and per
the NPPF, the negative effects could be reduced.
Uncertain – depends on distribution Uncertain – depends on distribution
of new housing
of new housing
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Appendix E: Briefing note 1: Affordable Housing and LPEG
NB: a number of briefing notes were produced to inform the scope and content of the
Affordable Housing Background Paper. These briefing notes include perspectives on
national and sub-regional policy, as well as relevant information on affordable housing and
overall housing development. For sake of completeness, these briefing notes have been
included as appendices to the background paper. They have not been referenced in the
background paper, as they only provided an initial context for the deliberations and do not inthemselves present new information.
Affordable Housing & Starter homes
In May 2016, the Housing and Planning Act 2016 was passed into law. A key component of
this Act was the legislation regarding starter homes in Part 1. Some of the main themes are:


There is a duty on all Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) in England to promote the
supply of starter homes, and will be required to provide a certain number or
proportion of starter homes on residential sites.
 Starter homes are new homes only available to those between 23 and 40 years of
age who are first-time buyers.
 Starter homes are to be sold at a discount of at least 20% of the market value and
below the price cap. The price cap is £250,000 outside Greater London and
£450,000 within Greater London.
 For the purposes of the NPPF, starter homes are going to be affordable housing and
will therefore count towards Councils’ affordable housing targets.
 Restrictions will be in place for a specified period of time from the date of the first
sale of the Starter Home in which it can not be sold at full market value.
The House of Commons Briefing Paper indicates that details of the duty to provide starter
homes will be set out in later regulations. The Government stated the Housing and Planning
Bill would transform “generation rent into generation buy” with a clear focus on home
ownership with measures to facilitate the building of starter homes and Self/Custom build
housing. Starter Home building is expected to begin in 2016/17.
The Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) launched a technical
consultation in March 2016 on Starter Home regulations. This consultation sought feedback
on how starter homes will be applied and managed in England.
DCLG welcomed comments regarding the restrictions on selling a Starter Home from the
date of the first sale. Proposals in the consultation text included a 5 year restriction from the
date of the first sale during which time the purchaser could not sell the starter home for full
market value. The Government does not support extended the restricted period beyond the
first 8 years of occupation as the aim is to achieve mobility for individuals who wish to move
on without restriction. The restriction ensures starter homes are sold to those committed on
living in an area and not those who wish to quickly sell to secure financial uplift. The Royal
Town Planning Institute (RTPI) analysed this 5 year restriction, “if the target of 200,000
starter homes is achieved by 2020 then in 5 years time we will see a haemorrhaging of
affordable housing as the units built as starter homes are allowed to be sold at market
value”. Therefore starter homes will not necessary assist the long term stock of affordable
housing units. DCLG also proposed a tapered approach to increase the proportion of market
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value which will step up to 100% over time allowing the Starter Home owner a degree of
flexibility if they wished to move elsewhere.
The age restriction was a concern put forward by the RTPI in their consultation response.
They commented that home ownership is a concern in all working age groups and therefore
the restriction would leave other age groups insufficiently provided for. The RTPI suggested
eligibility for starter homes to be based on incomes rather than age to address the
dramatically increasing income to housing cost ratio.
A suggestion proposed by DCLG for this consultation was a 20% starter homes requirement
of all residential development over a certain size. Sites of 10 units or more or 0.5 ha or more
were contemplated as well as an alternative higher threshold of 25-50 units which would
result in fewer starter homes being delivered. Criticisms of this has been that the percentage
requirement is too high and more general affordable housing will be at risk. The RTPI urged
Government to take account of objectively assessed need and the amount of affordable
housing allocated in local plans.
There are currently some unknown information relating to the starter homes requirement.
Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Planning Consultancy queries how the 20% discount on
market price will be estimated and how marker prices will be assessed for different areas
within the same local planning authority. They also consider it to be unclear how the starter
homes requirement for certain developments would relate to viability constraints, specifically
in areas where the market values are already quite affordable.
Savills Estate Agents and Developers criticises the Governments Help to Buy Scheme and
questions the effectiveness of starter homes, “Recent research for DCLG found that 57% of
the homes bought through Help to Buy would have been built anyway. Given the currently
broad buyer qualification criteria and the nature of the discount (20% for 5-8 years), it seems
unlikely that starter homes will fare any better in terms of additionality.” An article in the
Independent newspaper describes the Help to Buy policy as controversial as it believes it
contributed to an unsustainable housing bubble by boosting demand for homes without
raising supply. Prime Minister Theresa May is yet to announce new policies in housing after
stating she wants to close Britain’s “homes deficit”. In the Conservative Party Conference,
she reiterated the importance of Help to Buy and Right to Buy as the right way to assist
people owning their own home.
Part 4 of the Housing and Planning Act refers to Social Housing in England. The key topics
are as follows:






Section 64 – Registered providers (RPs) of social housing may be paid grants by the
Secretary of State “in respect of right to buy discounts”. No detail in Act as to the
amount of the grant or when and how any payments will be made.
Section 80 – the Secretary of State may “make provision about the levels of rent that
an English local housing authority must charge a high income tenants of social
housing in England.”
Section 92-94 and Schedule 4 deal with reducing regulation of social housing.
Removal of disposal consent requirements which could provide RPs with greater
flexibility in relation to their management strategies. RPs who own properties
acquired from local authorities will now be able to revalue those properties from the
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low Existing-Use-Value basis to the higher Market-Value-Subject-To-Tenancy basis,
allowing them to raise more finance on the strength of their asset base. RPs are now
free to dispose of their dwellings without the need to obtain the consent of the Social
RPs will still need to comply with the Charities Act 2011 unless some alternative
arrangement is made.
Local Plans Expert Group
The Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG) was established by the Communities Secretary, Greg
Clark and the Minister of Housing and Planning, Brandon Lewis MP, in September 2015,
with a remit to consider how local plan making can be made more efficient and effective.
Their Report to the Communities Secretary and to the Minister of Housing and Planning was
published in March 2016 before the Housing and Planning Act and sets out the difficulties
with Local Plan production. Two key issues for local authorities which came out of this report
were agreeing housing need, and a lack of clarity on local plan requirements.

Objectively Assessed Housing Needs
The following were the key points LPEG covered regarding objectively assessed housing
needs (OAHN):











There is no pre-set determination of the boundaries of Housing Market Areas
(HMAs). There are some examples of HMAs being politically defined and excluding
authorities from an HMA despite their obvious shared geography, and authorities
changing their HMA boundary late in the day to avoid the consequences of shared
markets. There is a trend in the east and south east for authorities to have smaller
and smaller HMAs or use their own administrative boundary. There is also a question
regarding why Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) and HMA boundaries are different.
It would be easier if these boundaries could be rationalised, however setting new
boundaries now could have unintended consequences for current local plan
preparation.
There is a perception by local authorities that Duty to Cooperate (DtC) does not
occur outside their own HMA.
There is no guidance in which to prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA), this leads to significant disagreement and uncertainty over housing
numbers, which can affect every stage of the plan making process.
Local Plan examinations struggle to conclude whether the Local Plan is based on a
sound estimate of OAN. Objectors can prepare rival SHMAs using different
assumptions and methodologies.
Biennial official population and household projections are produced alternatively
every year which means the ‘starting point’ for estimates of need has an effective
shelf life of just twelve months. This can often lead to SHMAs needing to be updated
during plan preparation. LPEG states, “The frequency of the changes [to SHMAs]
also calls into question the robustness of local plans, even when they have only
recently been adopted.”
There are wide ranging debates about the approach to be taken on household
information and economic forecasts. There are no centrally accepted economic
forecasts which can lead to uncertainty.
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There is no clear guidance on how affordable housing needs are to be assessed or
taken into account in deriving the overall level of housing need.

After assessing the above issues with plan preparation, the following recommendations were
made:
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NPPG guidance should be updated and strengthened to reinforce the need to use
HMA boundaries. As well as an update on DCLG’s 2010 study76 based on data from
the last census to strengthen NPPG guidance. This should guide authorities in the
determination of their HMA boundaries. Government should also work towards
harmonising economic and housing planning boundaries to aid coordination.
NPPG should reinforce the operation of DtC within and between HMAs.
There should be a shorter, simplified, standard methodology for SHMAs and for
assessed housing need with the aim of saving time, money and removing
unnecessary debate from this aspect of plan making. Government should ensure that
this is followed and that a common set of data sources should be used. Clarity on the
circumstances in which adjustments are made to CLG household projections should
be made. The requirement to consider alignment of housing need with employment
forecasts should be removed, this step can more easily be achieved by recognising
that employment growth pressure is also likely to be reflected in local affordability
issues, so that an appropriate adjustment for market signals would meet this
purpose. “If they wish, plan makers should continue to be able to plan for further
growth beyond FOAHN by considering a “policy on” alignment with job growth in
setting their housing requirement where this is greater than housing need, but that
this should not be part of FOAHN.”
Government should provide clear guidance on an adjustment necessary to address
affordable housing needs.
Clear guidance should be given on the approach to be taken to the market signals
adjustment. LPEG states:
The assessment would be based on two straightforward measures of absolute
housing affordability in each local authority, with clear stepped increments of up lift to
the demographic starting point to improve affordability. Using measures of absolute
affordability will help to avoid the current situation where no/too little uplift is applied
on the basis that an authority does not perform any worse than its
neighbours/comparator areas even though it may be among the least affordable
areas (if all Local Plans continue to be prepared on this basis, at the national level
there will be no collective effect on improving affordability). Since the NPPG was first
issued in 2013, a number of Inspectors have interpreted its existing guidance on
market signals by endorsing the principle of broad percentage uplifts (of 10% and
20%), and the latest OAN evidence for Cambridge puts forward a 30% uplift for the
City in response to affordability. We have made some illustrative suggestions for how
the adjustment might apply in our Appendix 6 with banding thresholds for uplifts of
0%, 10%, 20% and 25%14. We recognise that some local authorities may perceive a
25% uplift as significant, but uplifts of 25% (coupled with responses to address

Geography of Housing Market Areas (2010) by DCLG
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affordable housing need) will be the minimum necessary to achieve Government
objectives. (page 18, 3.21)

Defining Local Plan Requirements
The following were the key points LPEG covered regarding local plan requirements:


The NPPF does not require authorities to meet the full identified need for
development in all circumstances if there is insufficient environmental capacity.
However there is uncertainty about how the appropriate balance should be struck.
 There are some areas, particularly in London and the South East, where a local plan
may not meet the full scale of housing to be met.
Reviewing the issues above, LPEG made the following recommendations to Government:


An Assessment of Environmental Capacity should be an important part of plan
making and an essential element of the local plan evidence base. To make clear this
requirement and guide preparation, an indicative scope should be prepared as part of
an amendment to the NPPG.
 The NPPG should be strengthened to ensure a robust application of the NPPF’s
expectation that needs will be met unless the authority can demonstrate that to do so
will cause significant adverse effects.
 Remove the uncertainty regarding the balance between meeting OAHN and allowing
for environmental capacity by Government confirming the legitimacy of applying tests
set out in the NPPF to ensure that needs are met up to the point where the adverse
effects of doing so can be shown to outweigh the benefits of meeting the need.
Guidance should be clear that there is an expectation for authorities to demonstrate
that the adverse effects of development significantly outweigh the presumption that
sufficient land should be allocated to meet OAHN.
 Government should consider enabling and incentivising the establishment of growth
points to complement the capacity of local plans.
 Green Belts should only be altered in exceptional circumstances such as the
preparation or review of a local plan.
The recommendations in the LPEG report were, for the most part, strongly supported. There
were a few responses which commented or criticised some of the suggestions:




The RTPI stated that plans should be made shorter by reducing the burden of
evidence required to a more proportionate level, as well as suggesting measures to
simplifying development management policies. The RTPI also understand that
environmental capacity means that housing need can not be met, yet they feel that
transport capacity is of equal significance.
The Planning Officers Society agrees with the suggestion that DCLG should
commission an up to date study of HMA boundaries however they must respect
administrative boundaries otherwise monitoring would become very complicated if
part of a borough falls within an HMA. Not meeting OAHN is not just constrained by
environmental factors. There are other factors such as the Green Belt therefore the
intention behind the recommendation should be clearer so that a proper approach to
planning for OAN is created. An Assessment of Environmental Capacity may not be
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necessary or useful in many cases, therefore an obligation on every LPA might be an
additional task and burden and therefore diverting scarce resources and thereby
delaying progress. It may also cause delay in the short term as LPAs would have to
develop an understanding of the expertise in preparing such a statement. There is
also potentially a risk that interest groups and councillors would use it as a means to
resist growth.
A DCLG meeting with LPEG in July 2016 indicates that members are keen to act on these
recommendations and get some of them past Ministers and into operation.
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Appendix F: Briefing note 2: Economic Policy and Housing

NB: a number of briefing notes were produced to inform the scope and content of the
Affordable Housing Background Paper. These briefing notes include perspectives on
national and sub-regional policy, as well as relevant information on affordable housing and
overall housing development. For sake of completeness, these briefing notes have been
included as appendices to the background paper. They have not been referenced in the
background paper, as they only provided an initial context for the deliberations and do not inthemselves present new information.

Economic Policy and Housing
The Enterprise M3 (EM3) Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) aims to deliver to the
Government the creation of 52,000 new jobs which should in turn increase the employment
rate from 77.4% to 80%. Unlocking housing is a key aspiration within the Strategic Economic
Plan (SEP). If there are not enough homes to house the required workforce, the LEP area
risks not meeting its full economic potential. Over the last 10 years over 46,000 new homes
have been delivered across the EM3 area, despite significant constraints from infrastructure,
environmental designations and market conditions77. The Strategic Economic Plan 20142020 comments that “labour market issues are accentuated by a shortage of housing,
particularly affordable housing, and an affordability gap”. EM3 recognises the link between
housing and the economy and aims to accelerate the delivery of new homes by up to 25%
over the next 10 years.
The key messages regarding population and housing from EM3’s Housing Study (2014):


The population within the LEP area currently stands at 1.45 million. Between 2001
and 2011 the population grew by 6.8%



The area has an aging population with 16,000 less core working age residents (aged
25-44) and 85,000 additional residents aged 45+ between 2001 and 2011.



The EM3 area provides a role in delivering housing for those who work outside the
LEP. In 2001, there was a daily net outflow of around 49,000 commuters to work
elsewhere, primarily London and the Thames Valley Berkshire LEP areas.



EM3 suffers from affordability issues. The average gross household income required
across the LEP area to buy a typical 2 bed property is around £49,400.



There are 37,600 households on council waiting lists which has increased by 38%
since 2003.

77

The Enterprise M3 Delivery Plan 2014-2020 is available at:
https://www.enterprisem3.org.uk/document/enterprise-m3-delivery-plan-march-2014
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Annual housing targets within the LEP area are around 700dpa over the South East
Plan targets.

EM3 uses three different scenarios to calculate housing targets:


What Homes Where uses 2008 household projections. 126,940 dwellings are
predicted to be required between 2011-2031. This is the equivalent to an increase of
20.5% or 6,350dpa.



The 2012 SNPP (Sub-National Population Projections) estimate 106,980 dwellings are
predicted to be required between 2011-2031 which is equivalent to an increase of
17.3% or 5,350dpa.



Using employment projections [EM3 has been contacted for the data], 219,310
dwellings are predicted to be required between 2011-2031, equivalent to an
increase of 33.6% or 10,970dpa.

The rationale behind using these different scenarios and not relying on SHMAs is to ensure
the greatest level of methodological consistency over a specific time period. It does not
attempt to replace the role of local authorities SHMAs or challenge their housing need
figures. The NPPG (para 5) also states that “there is no one methodological approach or use
of a particular dataset(s) that will provide a definitive assessment of development need”.
In the employment scenario results, the number of new homes required to support
projected economic growth stands at 5,500dpa higher than the local authority targets. For
the period 2011 to 2031 the employment projections more than double the Local Authority
housing targets (see figure 1).
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Figure 1: Enterprise M3 Housing Requirement Scenarios. Source: EM3 Housing Study 2014,
page 36

The employment projections uses the Annual Business Inquiry (ABI) and Business Register of
Employment Survey (BRES) data to give an indication of past employment trends and
compared with future forecasts using Experian data. Over a 20 year period (1991 to 2011)
214,300 jobs were created. Between 2011 and 2031, 198,000 additional jobs are predicted
to occur. EM3 Housing Study states “this suggests that the Experian forecasts present a
realistic assessment of what might happen in the future and are in fact marginally below
past trends”.
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Figure 2: Local Authority Target compared to Employment Forecasts (dpa) 2011-31. Source:
EM3 Housing Study 2014, page 39

Figure 2 shows that the employment forecast for Hart is a 164% increase on their housing
target (note the housing target is pre 2014 SHMA). However, between 2001 and 2011 Hart
experienced a loss of employment of 5% whilst the overall LEP area saw job growth of 7.3%
(see figure 3).

Figure 3: Employment Change by District 2002-12. Source: ONS (2013), Annual Business
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Inquiry and Business Register of Employment Survey. Source: EM3 Housing Study 2014,
page 17.
Regarding commercial land supply, EM3’s Commercial Property Market Study shows that
Hart has an office vacancy rate of 35% which is above the average rate. The industrial
vacancy rate for Hart is 18% which is above the average and the highest rate throughout the
LEP area. Hart has the smallest amount of industrial stock so space that is available makes a
big difference to the figures. The study concludes that across the EM3 area, supply exceeds
demand. This is positive for businesses as they can renegotiate terms on their existing
premises or find alternative property on favourable terms. However it does mean that
development of new commercial space has stalled.
The SEP appeals to the Government to support the work of Natural England to ensure that a
range of appropriate and flexible mitigation measures ate put in place to ensure that
accelerated growth can be delivered without it being at the expense of Special Protection
Areas. SPA mitigation (in the form of SANGs) can pose a barrier to even small scale
development. Some local authorities have limited capacity to accommodate new homes
without identifying new SANGs provision. Recommendations to EM3 that they assess the
feasibility of establishing a SANGs bank to enable housing development. If a scheme such as
this was rolled out at a sub-regional level it could be better operated as the best SANG site
for a particular development in one local authority area may be located in an adjacent
authority. The LEP may have more ready access to capital funding that could be used
upfront acquisition of SANGs. To enable this to be a sustainable option, EM3 would need to
work alongside key organisations such as Natural England, DEFRA and DCLG to explore the
potential for a more affordable and deliverable mitigation strategy for SANGs.
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Appendix G: Briefing Note 3: Social Housing and Welfare Reform
NB: a number of briefing notes were produced to inform the scope and content of the
Affordable Housing Background Paper. These briefing notes include perspectives on
national and sub-regional policy, as well as relevant information on affordable housing and
overall housing development. For sake of completeness, these briefing notes have been
included as appendices to the background paper. They have not been referenced in the
background paper, as they only provided an initial context for the deliberations and do not inthemselves present new information.
Housing and Welfare Reforms
Part 4 of the Housing and Planning Act 2016 refers to Social Housing in England. The key
topics are as follows:


Section 64 – Registered providers (RPs) of social housing may be paid grants by the
Secretary of State “in respect of right to buy discounts”. No detail in Act as to the
amount of the grant or when and how any payments will be made.
 Section 80 – the Secretary of State may “make provision about the levels of rent that
an English local housing authority must charge a high income tenants of social
housing in England.” Initially a ‘higher income’ will be defined as a household earning
more than £31,000 per year, or £40,000 in London. These thresholds will be uprated
annually in line with inflation.
 Section 92-94 and Schedule 4 deal with reducing regulation of social housing.
Removal of disposal consent requirements which could provide RPs with greater
flexibility in relation to their management strategies. RPs who own properties
acquired from local authorities will now be able to revalue those properties from the
low Existing-Use-Value basis to the higher Market-Value-Subject-To-Tenancy basis,
allowing them to raise more finance on the strength of their asset base. RPs are now
free to dispose of their dwellings without the need to obtain the consent of the Social
RPs will still need to comply with the Charities Act 2011 unless some alternative
arrangement is made.
The Chartered Institute of Housing (CIH) has concerns regarding some of the key points
addressed in the Housing and Planning Act 2016:







New homes will not be provided at the rate required if housing is almost exclusively
for home ownership. More homes of all types are needed, including more affordable
homes to rent.
Taking into account Right to Buy, high value sales and conversions to affordable
rent, England are likely to have 370,000 fewer homes for social rent by 2020,
compared to 2012 levels.
Potentially, replacement affordable rented housing will not necessarily be in the same
areas as the homes that have been sold and may not be like-for-like.
CIH considers that the thresholds above which rent will be increased are too low and
that many households who can not reasonably be classed as ‘high earners’ will be
affected. They also believe that the scheme will lessen incentives for working tenants
to increase their income, by reducing the amount of any extra earnings that they are
allowed to keep, and will be both complex and expensive for local authorities to
administer.
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CIH is concerned about the supply of affordable housing, the chief executive of CIH states
“We need housing policy for the 25-30 per cent of the population who will never be able to
afford to buy a home of their own”78. Of the Government’s target for new homes to be built
by 2020, only 12% will be affordable rented homes. It is also estimated that there will be a
9% loss in both council and housing association properties let at social rents.
The social rented sector has fallen in the last 30 years. There are now under 12,000 social
rented homes in the housing market area (Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA, 2014).
This is likely to be attributed to the Right to Buy programme and other programmes which
have led to demolition or disposal of some dwellings without replacement provision. There
has been some growth in the social rented sector in the last decade but the amount of stock
still remains low. The number of people in Hart claiming housing benefit has increased by
20% between 2009 and 2013.
Private renting too is expensive in Hart costing £750 a month to rent one of the lowest priced
private properties, which will require an annual income of approximately £25,700 (Hart,
Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA, 2014).
House prices are also still very high and almost approaching their 2007 peak in many areas
and above them in others. Despite significant amount of government support for home
ownership, new first time buyer numbers have remained the same for two years at 300,000
first time buyers a year whereas 15 years ago there were over 500,000 first time buyers
each year. This reflects the disproportionate rise in house prices compared to growth in
average incomes.
The 2016 Autumn Budget announced that £1.4 billion would be used to provide 40,000 new
affordable homes, including some for shared ownership and some for affordable rent.
Government will also continue to support Right to Buy by funding a large-scale regional pilot
of the Right to Buy for housing association tenants. There is no detail about how this will
actually be achieved. The Housing White Paper is expected to hold some of the answers,
and could potentially contain a more comprehensive package of reforms to increase supply
and address housing affordability. This Housing White Paper is due within the coming
months.

Universal Credit
Universal Credit (UC) was introduced to simplify the benefits system by consolidating six
benefits into one payment to the user. Government believes it will strengthen financial
incentives to work, make life easier for claimants, make the gains to work more transparent,
and reduce money wasted on administration and lost to fraud and error. UC operates a
constant withdrawal rate on net earnings (taper rate) which is aimed to incentivise individuals
to progress in work. Therefore as a person’s income increases, their benefits payments are
gradually reduced. The 2016 Autumn Budget reduced the taper rate from 65% to 63% which
will come into effect in April 2017.

Chartered Institute of Housing ‘Report calls for more affordable housing as first-time buyer figures
remain static’ available at: http://www.cih.org/news-article/display/vpathDCR/templatedata/cih/newsarticle/data/Report_calls_for_more_affordable_housing_as_first-time_buyer_figures_remain_static
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The Institute of Fiscal Studies (IFS) looks at the advantages and disadvantages of UC:


Working single parents and two-earner couples are relatively likely to lose out, and
one-earner couples with children are relatively likely to gain. Among those currently
receiving one of the benefits being replaced by UC, working single parents would be
over £1,000 a year worse off on average, but one-earner couples with children would
gain over £500 a year on average.
 Owner-occupiers and those with assets or unearned income are relatively likely to
lose, but working renters are relatively likely to gain. This has the implication that UC
will likely focus support more on those with long-term (rather than just temporary) low
incomes, but it also weakens the incentive for some to save.
Early evidence collected by the IFS suggests UC has had a positive impact on employment
among the small group already affected.
A large concern for many is moving towards monthly benefit payments. The idea behind this
monthly lump sum is to imitate a monthly salary which is sent direct to the user. People in
receipt of housing benefit usually have this paid directly to the landlord, thus eliminating
responsibility and the risk of arrears. UC aims to put the responsibility of paying rent into the
hands of the service user. In the long term this may increase independence and living skills.
However, in the short term, it requires the user to budget which can be daunting or
challenging for people with limited budgeting skills. Many in low paid work can often be paid
on a weekly or fortnightly basis. It may put people at risk of losing their accommodation.
Universal Credit is managed through a single application which is a positive development as
it makes the process simple and easier for claimants. However, UC claims will be digital
which means that applications and claims are to be managed online. Lower waged and
homeless people may lack internet access, IT skills or literacy skills needed to make claim.
Places which provide internet access might not be able to provide a confidential environment
for people to manage their claims.
The Government states that one of the chief purposes of welfare reform is to ‘make work
pay’ so that people will always be better off in work than on benefits. However, statistics
indicate that there are many more factors at play than simply a lack of incentive to work.
There is a risk that UC could increase homelessness due to the way it is to be paid.
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Appendix H: Briefing Note 4: Housing Delivery and Supply

NB: a number of briefing notes were produced to inform the scope and content of the
Affordable Housing Background Paper. These briefing notes include perspectives on
national and sub-regional policy, as well as relevant information on affordable housing and
overall housing development. For sake of completeness, these briefing notes have been
included as appendices to the background paper. They have not been referenced in the
background paper, as they only provided an initial context for the deliberations and do not inthemselves present new information.

Housing Delivery and Supply

The NPPF states that local planning authorities should meet their objectively assessed
housing need in full for market and affordable housing (paragraph 47). Hart considers it is
meeting the housing need for the district and demonstrates a 6.32 year supply of housing
with a 5% buffer in the Five Year Housing Land Supply statement79.
Figure 1: 2001-2011 Annual Completions of market and affordable housing
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Hart Five Year Housing Land Supply (at 1st April 2016)
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Figure 1 shows that more affordable housing was provided throughout 2003-2007 than
before or after. The economic downturn is reflected in this table as 2008 to 2011 saw very
few housing completions. In fact, 2009/2010 had a net minus figure representing
developments that have started demolishing existing housing, but the new units replacing
them had not been completed in that year. There are no affordable housing completions
from 2008 to 2010. This may be due to the impact of the Thames Basin Heaths Special
Protection Area (SPA) within the District which limited house building until January 2009
when an Interim Avoidance Strategy was adopted80.
Table 1: Housing Requirement in Hart 1996-2016

Year
1996/97
1997/98
1998/99
1999/00
2000/01
2001/02
2002/03
2003/04
2004/05
2005/06
2006/07
2007/08
2008/09
2009/10
2010/11
2011/12
2012/13
2013/14
2014/15
2015/16

Housing Requirement
317
317
317
317
317
317
317
317
317
317
317
317
317
220
220
220
220
382
382
382
6,147

Source
Structure Plan81
Structure Plan
Structure Plan
Structure Plan
Structure Plan
Structure Plan
Structure Plan
Structure Plan
Structure Plan
Structure Plan
Structure Plan
Structure Plan
Structure Plan
South East Plan82
South East Plan
South East Plan
South East Plan
SHMA83
SHMA
SHMA

Completions
308
364
163
211
294
341
443
567
642
527
396
229
52
-17
70
326
197
264
338
705
6,420

Difference
-9
47
-154
-106
-23
24
126
250
325
210
79
-88
-265
-237
-150
106
-23
-118
-44
323
273

Table 1 shows Hart’s annual completion data against the housing requirement at the time.
Following the withdrawal of the South East Plan in March 2013 and in the absence of an up
to date development plan, in accordance with the NPPG the Council has used an uplifted
OAHN figure for the District (382 dwellings per annum) following the Hop Garden Appeal.
Hart has seen peaks and troughs in its housing completions in the last 20 years. Until 2007,
completion rates were relatively high although interspersed with 4 years of the housing
requirement not being met. Between 2007 and 2011 housing delivery was slow due to the
economic recession and the designation of the Thames Basin Heath SPA which decelerated
planning permissions until a suitable mitigation strategy was put in place. In the last 4 years
80

Thames Basin Heath Interim Avoidance Strategy
Hampshire County Structure Plan Review (1996-2011) set Hart a figure of set a target for Hart of 4,750
dwellings over that period, i.e. 317 per annum.
82
The Secretary of State published the final version of the South East Plan on the 6th May 2009 and the
government formally revoked the document on the 25th March 2013.
83
382 dwellings per annum is an uplift to the 2014 SHMA OAHN figure that was considered to be a more
robust figure at the Owens Farm, Hop Garden Road Public Inquiry. Appeal Ref: APP/N1730/A/14/2226609
81
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the number of housing completions has increased every year and 2015/2016 saw Hart’s
highest completion rate in the 20 year timeframe.

Figure 2: 2011-2016 Annual Completions of market and affordable housing
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2011-2012 delivered a large proportion of affordable homes for the overall number of
completions for that year (see figure 2). This large proportion is attributed to affordable
completions on four large sites – including the Hitches Lane and Dilly Lane developments. In
the following 3 years, affordable housing delivery was slow. 2015/16 delivered a high
number of affordable dwellings however this was probably due to the high number of overall
completions that year.

Table 2: 2001-2016 Affordable housing completions on large and small sites
Year
2001/02
2002/03
2003/04
2004/05
2005/06
2006/07
2007/08
2008/09
2009/10
2010/11
2011/12
2012/13

Affordable homes on large
sites (11 units or more)
38
52
117
167
69
65
16
0
0
31
208
22

Affordable homes on small
sites (10 units or less)
1
9
5
6
-1
11
1
0
0
0
0
0
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Total affordable homes
39
61
122
173
68
76
17
0
0
31
208
22

2013/14
2014/15
2015/16

46
57
149

0
13
6

46
70
155

Table 2 demonstrates that the majority of affordable homes are delivered on large sites of 11
or more dwellings. This is consistent with NPPG paragraph 031 which states that small scale
development should not be required to provide affordable housing (on developments of 10
units or less).
Some years have seen higher numbers of affordable homes on small sites. There have been
various rural exception schemes which helps to explain these figures:




8 units at Gaston Lane, South Warnborough, completed in 2006/07
9 units at Westward Ho, Eversley, completed in 2014/15
6 units at Cowfold Lane, Rotherwick, completed in 2015/16

Figure 3: 2001-2016 Affordable housing completions on large sites
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Figure 3 shows only affordable dwelling completions on large sites and the average for this
period which is 70 units a year. Most years have seen delivery as just below or above 50
units a year. This is offset by 4 years of high delivery – 2003/04, 2004/05, 2011/12 and
2015/16. The annual average of 70 units is 10.5% of the 382dpa housing requirement for
Hart.
Table 3 shows more clearly than Table 2 or Figure 3 the proportion of affordable housing
which has been delivered in Hart on large sites. Policy ALT GEN 13 in Hart’s Saved Policies
requires new developments to deliver 40% affordable housing on site (with exceptions for
smaller sites. 2010/11 and 2011/12 are the only years which have seen a delivery rate of
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over 40%. Other years have seen relatively row delivery rates. The average of large site
affordable dwelling completions (of overall housing delivery) over the period 2001-2016 is
just 19%.
Table 3: 2001-2016 Affordable housing completions on large sites as a proportion of overall housing
delivery
Year

2001/02
2002/03
2003/04
2004/05
2005/06
2006/07
2007/08
2008/09
2009/10
2010/11
2011/12
2012/13
2013/14
2014/15
2015/16

Affordable homes on
large sites (11 units or
more)
38
52
117
167
69
65
16
0
0
31
208
22
46
57
149

Total Completions
(affordable and
market housing)
341
443
567
642
527
396
229
52
-17
70
326
197
264
338
705

Affordable homes on large
sites as a percentage of
housing delivery
11%
12%
21%
26%
13%
16%
7%
0%
0%
44%
64%
11%
17%
17%
21%

At 1st April 2016, there were 2,377 dwellings with planning permission. 653 of these will be
affordable units which is 27% of the total number permitted. The 653 affordable dwellings
are all planning on being delivered from large sites.
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