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Matter 6: Affordable Housing
Affordable Housing Need
6.1) Has the Council’s affordable housing need been robustly calculated, in
accordance with national policy?
1.

The National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) provides the following definition
regarding affordable housing need:
What is the total need for affordable housing?
“The total need for affordable housing will need to be converted into
annual flows by calculating the total net need (subtract total available
stock from total gross need) and converting total net need into an
annual flow based on the plan period.
The total affordable housing need can then be considered in the
context of its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market and
affordable housing developments, taking into account the probable
percentage of affordable housing to be delivered by eligible market
housing led developments. An increase in the total housing figures
included in the plan may need to be considered where it could help
deliver the required number of affordable homes1.

2.

WPC think that it is noteworthy that the above definition has recently been
revised. The previous PPG version to which WPC referred to in its Regulation 19
representations, ended by referring to 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, whereas the revised version refers to “may
need to be” considered.

1

PPG - Paragraph: 027 Reference ID: 2a-027-20180913
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3.

It is very apparent that local affordable housing needs were considered by HDC to
provide the justification for setting a higher overall housing requirement figure in
the Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan, which was above and beyond the OAHN
figure identified in the 2016 SHMA. In Appendix 2.1 of WPC’s Regulation 19
representations, a detailed analysis of the Affordable Housing Background Paper
(March 2017) Final Report (Examination Document HOU5) was provided.

4.

The key evidence base document that underpinned the Regulation 18 Local Plan
consultation was the Wessex Economics Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) Final Report – November 2016 (HOU1a), which provided an analysis
which resulted in the identification of Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN)
figures for the overall Housing Market Area and its individual components: Hart,
Rushmoor and Surrey Heath.

5.

The 2016 SHMA2 identifies Hart’s OAHN to be 382 dpa. This equated to 8,022
dwellings over the Plan period (2011-2032).

6.

In terms of affordable housing need, Fig. 10.26 of the 2016 SHMA identified an
overall affordable housing need for Hart of 130 subsidised rent and 180
subsidised home ownership dwellings per annum3.

7.

No further update to the affordable housing requirement was produced for the
Regulation 19 Consultation.

8.

Despite the recent publication of the 2016-based Household Projections, Hart
District Council (HDC) has not produced any updated new OAN or affordable
housing requirement to take account of these, which represent the most up-todate figures for identifying housing need.

6.2) Will the proposed housing requirement deliver sufficient affordable
housing to meet identified needs?
9.

WPC’s Regulation 19 representations referred to the extent of the uplift to local
housing requirements that would be needed if HDC were to meet the assessed

2
3

Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA – Final Report (November 2016)
Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA – Final Report (November 2016)
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affordable housing need in full. WPC included Figure 1 from Appendix 1 of the
2016 SHMA Appendices (p.90), which indicated that a Total Homes Requirement
of 1,988 dwellings per annum would be required to deliver a 40% requirement of
970 Affordable Homes per annum, Minus Private Rented Sector Supply (450
homes per annum).
10.

Consequently, it is fully apparent that the above figure demonstrates the
extremely large amount of overall housing delivery that would be required in order
to deliver the full affordable housing need required in Hart each year. Evidently,
such high amounts of development are unachievable. No local authority would
realistically be able to deliver 60% affordable housing in the high numbers
specified under the current planning system. Indeed, even at 40% there will
inevitably be associated infrastructure costs that make viability difficult for a
significant number of housing schemes.

11.

The vast majority of current affordable housing provision in Hart flows off the back
of market housing provision. However, a higher overall housing requirement figure
will not automatically result in a significant increase in affordable housing
provision. There are examples of a number of residential developments within
Hart where affordable housing provision will be considerably less than the target
percentage figure. This is often a result of other site related considerations and
development costs which significantly impact upon development viability.
Perversely, Policy ED2 (see WPC’s Matter 9 Statement) prevents conversion of
offices to residential thus eliminating another source of genuinely affordable
homes.

12.

Consequently, if HDC is seeking to increase overall affordable housing provision it
needs to specifically focus upon achieving that outcome, rather than just increase
the overall housing target figure and rely upon that to result in a significant
increase in affordable housing supply.

13.

WPC has referred in its Regulation 19 representations to the fact that other local
authorities have created development companies specifically to deliver more
affordable housing provision.
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14.

However, in terms of affordable housing provision, WPC considers that the
Government’s recent announcement of the removal of the longstanding borrowing
cap imposed on local authorities, to be a complete game-changer. It has the
potential to massively boost affordable housing provision, and is likely to mean
that from now on affordable housing provision is likely to be much more local
authority led, and much less development industry driven.

15.

Consequently, it is apparent that there is no longer any justification for HDC to
seek to inflate its overall housing requirement figure in order to benefit via
increased affordable housing provision off the back of associated market housing.
Instead, local authorities will now have the freedom to provide affordable housing
directly in the form of Council funded Housing.

Policy H2

6.3) Is Policy H2 justified and consistent with national policy?
16.

WPC representation on Policy SS1 emphasises the fact that affordable housing
need has to be considered, but not met in full. Reference is made to key legal
judgments such as Kings Lynn v Elm Park Holdings (2015), which concluded that
in practice very often the calculation of unmet affordable housing need will
produce a figure which the LPA has little or no prospect of delivering in practice.

17.

It is important that for the long-term effectiveness of the Plan, HDC’s affordable
housing policy requirements comply with national planning policy. The 2012
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) refers in paragraph 17 to Local
Plans being required to “provide a practical framework within which
decisions on planning applications can be made with a high degree of
predictability and efficiency…,and …encourage the reuse of existing
resources, including conversion of existing buildings…, and …encourage
the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed
(brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value…”.

18.

The Plan specifies that Policy H2 will apply to all types of residential development
including private retirement homes, sheltered accommodation, extra care
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schemes and other housing for older people4. Clearly, this will be very onerous,
and likely to act as a deterrent to the delivery of these important types of
accommodation.
19.

Paragraph 159 of the NPPF (2012) states that Local Authorities should
“..prepare a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment to establish
realistic assumptions about the availability, suitability and the likely
economic viability of land to meet the identified need for housing over the
plan period”.

20.

In order to ensure viability and deliverability, WPC would further highlight the
content of paragraph 173 of the NPPF (2012) which emphasises the importance
of careful attention being paid to viability and costs in plan-making and decisiontaking. In order that Plans are deliverable, the sites and the scale of development
identified in them should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy
burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened “…To ensure
viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development,
such as requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure
contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of the
normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a
willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be
deliverable.”

21.

WPC is concerned that if the policy requirements ignore viability evidence and are
set at highly aspirational and rigid levels, affordable housing will not be delivered.
It is imperative that the affordable housing policy is flexible and realistic (taking
account of all other associated development costs), otherwise it will act as a
deterrent to actual affordable housing delivery.

22.

Paragraph 380 of the Draft Plan states that once a CIL Charging Schedule is
adopted by HDC, developer contributions for infrastructure directly associated
with the development may still be required through a Section 106 Obligation,
including the provision of affordable housing. The fact that HDC is intent on
adopting a CIL draws into much further doubt, the wisdom and appropriateness of

4

Paragraph 182, Hart Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016-2032 Proposed Submission Version
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setting an inflexible 40% minimum affordable housing provision requirement,
particularly when it ignores the cumulative effect of other Local Plan policy costs.
23.

HDC has seemingly failed to consider other forms and amounts of affordable
housing delivery which are capable of contributing towards meeting the District’s
overall affordable housing requirement. For instance, its own social housing
programme, or the creation of its own housing company. Such approaches
provide important opportunities to boost affordable housing delivery rates and are
increasingly being adopted by other local authorities. It is important to recognise
that HDC will now have the opportunity to deliver its own Council funded Housing
given the government’s removal of the borrowing cap.

6.4) Is the requirement for no less than 40% affordable housing justified and
based on a sound assessment of viability?
24.

No.

25.

WPC believes that the Policy is worded far too negatively by referring to only in
exceptional circumstances will the Council grant planning permission for schemes
that fail to provide at least 40% affordable housing. WPC is concerned that the
result of HDC’s rigid stance will be that developers will be seriously deterred from
bringing forward sites for developments due to the likely costs and uncertainties
associated with HDC’s policy requirements, which are not clear or transparent. As
a result, very little actual affordable housing is likely to be built.

26.

Quite evidently, many good and suitable development sites, will not be capable of
delivering 40% affordable housing. Indeed, HDC is acknowledging this fact in
relation to Hartland Village. WPC have raised concern in its representation on
Policy ED2 (Safeguarding Employment Land) as to the stringent, inflexible and
costly affordable housing and SANG requirements upon developers, which are
likely to impede affordable housing delivery.

27.

Similarly, some greenfield development sites with complex and expensive
infrastructure requirements will also be unable to deliver such a high percentage
of affordable housing. It is vital that the plan is flexible enough to acknowledge
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this fact and allow both market and affordable housing to still come forward for
delivery.
28.

With regard to exceptional circumstances, reference is made to the fact that only
where it is clearly demonstrated that it is not possible to deliver all the affordable
housing on site, the Council may accept off-site provision, or a financial
contribution of equivalent value in lieu of on-site provision (our emphasis). WPC
consider that the policy wording should be amended from ‘may’ to ‘will’. Again,
this is another example of whereby HDC is impeding, rather than assisting,
affordable housing delivery.

29.

Paragraph 181 states that applicants should always contact the Housing
Department at an early stage for advice on affordable housing mix requirements
and check the up to date guidance. The accompanying footnote refers to Hart’s
Informal Affordable Housing Development Guidance (August 2017). Quite what
status this document should be given, is unclear. It would be inappropriate for
Local Plan policies to delegate matters of any importance to a document of such
limited status, which does not even merit the status of an SPD.

30.

The paragraphs of text immediately above highlight the need for HDC to take a
realistic approach to affordable housing provision, and not to be overly rigid and
inflexible. Otherwise, there is a very significant likelihood and danger that much
needed affordable housing will not be delivered. This is considered to be a
particularly significant and important issue in relation to brownfield site
developments due to the fact that these can often have higher associated
development costs.

6.5) Policy H2 requires developments of 11 dwellings or more to make
provision for ‘no less than’ 40% affordable housing units. Will the Council
therefore seek more than 40%? If so, under what circumstances?
31.

The wording in the opening paragraph of the policy that “…the Council will
require no less than 40% of the new homes to be affordable housing…” is
poorly worded, inflexible and likely to seriously harm affordable housing delivery.
It is not considered to adhere to national guidance or be implementable.
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32.

HDC is specifying that 40% affordable housing provision will be a minimum
requirement. It would clearly be wrong for HDC to try to require more than its own
target figure of 40% affordable provision. What does the proposed Policy actually
mean? Will it be seeking an unspecified amount of affordable housing which could
be anywhere between 40% and 100% of the total number of housing units? Such
an approach offers considerable uncertainty for landowners, applicants and local
communities, and will act as a major deterrent to housing delivery.

33.

The stated requirement figure ignores viability completely. Indeed, it is not
apparent how the 40% requirement sits in relation to the content of other policies
in the Plan. We note that paragraph 122 of the Draft Plan states that in relation to
Hartland village, the Council will seek to achieve the maximum level of affordable
housing provision in accordance with Policy H2, but this should not be less than
20%.

34.

Furthermore, in respect of any new settlement within the AoS, paragraph 150
simply states that the new settlement will provide a range of dwellings types and
sizes at a mix of densities, to meet both the needs of the local housing market,
and the need to ensure that the new community is both balanced and inclusive.
The exact range of housing types and tenures will be set out in the DPD but will
include a significant proportion of affordable housing.

35.

It is inherent that HDC recognises that it can only seek affordable housing
provision, it cannot require it. This is particularly the case when there will be other
important infrastructure provision requirements for a development site, some of
which may be very costly. This is likely to be a particularly important issue in
terms of the provision of any new settlement, which is likely to have very high
associated infrastructure requirements and costs, which would seemingly make
40% affordable housing provision unviable. This fact, together with the very
lengthy time it would take to deliver a new settlement, means that a new
settlement would make a long-term and limited contribution towards meeting a
serious affordable housing need which needs addressing now.

36.

HDC’s failure to properly address the issue of viability, both in terms of the policy,
and the Local Plan in its entirety, is considered by WPC to be a serious concern.
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6.6) Is Policy H2 justified, insofar, that it applies to specialist housing? Is
this viable?
37.

WPC do not believe that the policy should be applied to specialist housing. Quite
evidently extra care housing, supported housing, retirement housing etc will differ
from mainstream market housing provision in terms of viability.

38.

Furthermore, on-site affordable housing provision might be difficult to incorporate
within specialist housing developments due to their layout and operational needs.

6.7) Are criterion d) and e) based on a sound assessment of viability and are
the thresholds justified?
39.

Proposed Modification 365 seeks to amend criterion (e) to state that where
evidenced by local need, a proportion of one or more of the affordable dwellings
will be built as wheelchair user dwellings to meet, or exceed where justified, the
requirements of Building Regulations M4(3).

40.

The thresholds set out in criterion (d) and (e) are considered to be unjustified and
at variance with paragraph 173 of the NPPF (2012). Whereas WPC notes that
Footnote 46 of the Revised NPPF (2018) Planning policies for housing should
make use of the Government’s optional technical standards for accessible and
adaptable housing, where this would address an identified need for such
properties.

41.

It is considered that the Proposed Modification will make the Policy at even
greater variance with national policy than it already is.
6.8) Who will be responsible for collecting the evidence required under
criterion e) of Policy H2?

42.

It is not apparent who will be responsible for, by what means, and the frequency,
evidence will be collected in order to identify the level of local need for affordable

5

CD11 – Schedule of Proposed Modifications to the Hart Proposed Submission Local Plan
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dwellings to be built as wheelchair user dwellings to meet the requirements of
Building Regulations M4(3).
Policy H3
6.11) Paragraph 192 of the Plan refers to rural exception sites being up to
‘20 dwellings’, is this justified and consistent with national policy?
43.

Given the fact that Winchfield is a small Parish of approximately 600 residents
scattered between several small settlements and farms, WPC would not foresee
any appropriate rural exception sites coming forward in the Parish, which would
be for more than 20 dwellings in size. However, it recognises that larger rural
settlements elsewhere in the District might have different capabilities.
6.12) Is reference to the use of compulsory purchase powers in Paragraph
189 appropriate?

44.

Proposed Modification 386 seeks to amend the paragraph by specifying that in
circumstances where agreement cannot be reached, it will consider the use of
compulsory purchase powers as a last resort to procure any land necessary for
‘exception’ development.

45.

WPC welcomes the fact that HDC states a commitment to working with Parish
Councils regarding the delivery of local affordable housing schemes. However, it
believes that it remains unclear as to in what precise circumstances the District
Council might consider using its significant compulsory purchase powers,
particularly given the potential costs that might then accrue.

PC/1399/JB
24 October 2018
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