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Executive Summary
i.

This Proof of Evidence deals specifically with affordable housing and the weight to be
afforded to it in the planning balance in light of the evidence of need in the area.

ii.

The appeal proposals seek permission for up to 180 dwellings, of which up to 30% (up
to 54 dwellings) are to be provided as affordable housing. This fully accords with the
requirements of Policy 7 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012). The tenure
split in the S106 is 70% social rented to 30% intermediate.

iii.

There is irrefutable evidence of an acute national housing crisis. The former Housing
Minister recently described the shortage of housing in the UK as possibly the largest
scandal to hit the country in the past 30 years. McVey acknowledged at her RESI
Convention speech in September 2019 that the housing crisis has led “to a rise in
renting and costs, and to a fall in home ownership which has destroyed the aspiration
of a generation of working people.”

iv.

“Since the mid-1990s, house prices have risen to 8 times, 10 times, 12 times, in some
of the most expensive parts of this country 44 times the actual income of someone,
that cannot be right”, claimed the Housing Minister.

v.

Meanwhile in a House of Commons debate in September 2019 it was resolved that
this House notes with concern the ongoing shortage of housing and the housing crisis
across England; further notes with concern the number of families in temporary
accommodation and the number of people rough sleeping; [and] acknowledges that
there are over one million households on housing waiting lists…”

vi.

In a speech on 4 March 2020 to the Planning Inspectorate, the current Housing
Minister, Christopher Pincher stated that:
“I know a lot about the need for new and better homes. Because in my part of the
world, houses for purchase and rent are appreciatively more expensive than in other
parts of the West Midlands as we simply do not have enough homes.
There isn’t a week that goes by without my constituents contacting me saying, “Chris,
we just aren’t able to buy or to rent the homes that we want to live in in this beautiful
part of the world.” (emphasis added)

Executive Summary
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On a national level, in every scenario, against every annual need figure identified since
the publication of the Barker Review in 2004, the extent of the shortfall in housing
delivery in England is staggering and ranges from a shortfall of -1,100,091 to a shortfall
of -2,540,091 homes over the past 15 years depending on which annual target actual
housing completions are measured against. In January 2019, Shelter reported at least
three million homes need be built in England over 20 years to solve the housing crisis.
This merely serves to further compound the acute affordable housing needs that the
country is facing.

viii.

The most recent work commissioned by the LPA, whilst untested at examination,
describes the need for affordable housing as acute, saying, “The evidence points to a
clear and acute need for rented affordable housing from lower income households”.
Key Findings

ix.

Affordable Housing Needs in Chorley
•

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), used to inform the Core
Strategy, was published in 2009 with the Housing Market Area (HMA) consisting
of Preston, South Ribble and Chorley Councils. It found an estimated annual
shortfall of 723 affordable homes in Chorley, the highest shortfall across the HMA.

•

The Central Lancashire SHMA covers the same HMA as the 2009 SHMA. It covers
the period 2014 to 2034 and identified a net need for 12,402 affordable homes
across the HMA, equivalent to 620 per annum across the 20 years from the SHMA
base date of 2014 up to 2034. The SHMA finds an annual net need of 146
affordable homes.

•

The Central Lancashire Housing Study (Final Report) dated March 2020 addresses
amongst other considerations the affordable housing need of the three Central
Lancashire Councils. It covers the period 2018 to 2036. It finds an overall need for
590 affordable homes per annum, with an estimated need for rented affordable
housing of 132 homes per annum.

x.

Affordable Housing Delivery in Chorley
•

Over the ten-year period between 2010/11 and 2019/20 a total of 1,447 net
affordable homes were delivered in Chorley Borough. This comprises 22% of the
overall net housing completions.

•

An assessment of delivery against the only examined needs assessment can only
be undertaken for the six-year period covered by the 2009 SHMA. Against a total

Executive Summary
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need of 3,615 affordable dwellings between 2010/11 and 2014/15 the Council has
overseen net delivery of 820 affordable homes, equivalent to 137 per annum. This
resulted in a shortfall of 2,795 homes in the space of just 5 years.
•

A cumulative shortfall of 101 affordable dwellings has arisen compared to the
annual needs identified in the 2017 SHMA, with annual average delivery being 132
homes per annum in the last 7 years.

•

Overall, it is abundantly clear the Council’s delivery has fallen substantially short
of the 723 and 146 affordable dwellings per annum need identified in the 2009 and
2017 SHMA’s. This further demonstrates the poor delivery record for affordable
housing by the Borough.

xi.

Future Delivery in Chorley
•

The Council’s likely supply in the next five years from allocated sites with planning
permission is 178 affordable homes, 47 from allocated sites without planning
permission and 58 from windfalls. This is a total of 283 affordable homes or 57 a
year.

•

This appellants assessment equates to 236 affordable homes or 47 a year.

•

Off-site contributions secured could delivery 30 affordable homes or 6 a year.

•

These figures fall substantially short of the Council’s annual affordable housing
requirement of 146 net affordable dwellings in the 2017 SHMA and the 132
identified in the recent 2020 Housing Study by Iceni.

•

Compared to the average delivery of 145 net dwelling in the past 10 years, is
reasonable to conclude the affordable housing supply in Chorley has collapsed.

xii.

Affordability Indicators
•

Housing Register:
At 1 April 2020 there were a total of 655 households on the Housing Register with
an identified affordable housing need within the Borough.
Despite various alterations to the allocation policies in 2013 and 2018 it is important
to remember that these are real people, in real need, now.

•

Private Market Rents:

Executive Summary
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The average lower quartile monthly rent in Chorley Borough in 2018/19 was £4751
pcm. This represents a 6% increase from the figure reported in 2013/142 where
average lower quartile monthly rents stood at £450 pcm.
The 2018/19 figure for Chorley Borough exceeds the average for the North West
region which stood at £450 pcm over the same period.
•

House Prices:
The National Housing Federations Home Truths for the North West of England
2018/19 analysis reported that the average house price in Chorley Borough is now
£194,086.
By comparison, the average annual earnings in the Borough in 2017/18 were
£28,0853, a 38% increase from 2010/11 where the figure stood at £20,405. In terms
of house prices themselves, the NHF reported that the average house price within
Chorley in 2017/18 was £194,086, a 15% (£169,091) increase since 2010/11.
Data taken from Zoopla4 indicates that the average price paid for a home in Euxton
over the past 12 months ranged from £147,515 for a terraced property, £167,350
for a semi-detached property and £295,982 for a detached property.

•

Affordability:
For those seeking a lower quartile priced property the ratio of lower quartile house
price to incomes in Chorley Borough stands at 6.88, a 10% increase since the start
of the plan period where it stood at 5.82. It is currently the highest on record.

xiii.

In light of the key findings of my evidence and the acute need for affordable housing
within Chorley Borough, coupled with the Council’s track record of affordable housing
delivery compared with identified needs, I consider that nothing less than substantial
weight should be afforded to the delivery of up to 54 Affordable homes through the
appeal scheme in the planning balance.

1

Valuation Office Private Rental Market Statistics

2

When current records began

3

Based on Valuation Office Agency data

4

https://www.zoopla.co.uk/market/euxton/?q=Euxton%2C%20Lancashire [Accessed 19 May 2020]
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Introduction
Section 1

1.1

This Affordable Housing Proof of Evidence has been prepared by James Stacey of
Tetlow King Planning on behalf of Gladman Developments Limited.

1.2

The appeal proposals seek permission for up to 180 dwellings, of which up to 30% (up
to 54 dwellings) are to be provided as affordable housing. This fully accords with the
requirements of Policy 7 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012).

1.3

This Proof of Evidence examines the affordable housing need in Chorley Council and
considers the weight to be attributed to affordable housing in the overall planning
balance.

1.4

My credentials as an expert witness are summarised as follows:
•

I hold a Bachelor of Arts (Hons) degree in Economics and Geography from the
University of Portsmouth (1994) and a post-graduate diploma in Town Planning
from the University of the West of England (UWE) (1997). I am a member of the
Royal Town Planning Institute.

•

I have over 25 years’ professional experience in the field of town planning and
housing. I was first employed by two Local Authorities in the South West and have
been in private practice since 2001. I have been a Director of Tetlow King Planning
Ltd for the past nine years.

•

I act for a cross-section of clients and advise upon a diverse range of planning and
housing related matters.

•

During the course of my career, I have presented evidence at over 60 Section 78
appeal inquiries and hearings.

•

Both Tetlow King generally and I have acted on a wide range of housing issues
and projects for landowners, house builders and housing associations throughout
the country. Tetlow King Planning has been actively engaged nationally and
regionally to comment on emerging development plans, including the Regional
Strategy, all Local Development Framework Core Strategies and many specific
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development plan and supplementary planning documents on affordable housing
throughout the UK.
1.5

In accordance with the Planning Inspectorate’s Procedural Guidance, I hereby declare
that:
“The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this appeal is true and has been
prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance of the Royal Town Planning
Institute. I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions.”

1.6

Providing a significant boost in the delivery of housing, and in particular affordable
housing, is a key priority for the Government. This is set out in the most up-to-date
version of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG), the National Housing Strategy and the Government’s Housing White
Paper. Having a thriving active housing market that offers choice, flexibility and
affordable housing is critical to our economic and social well-being.

1.7

In researching the evidence which underpins my evidence, I have placed reliance upon
a Freedom of Information (FOI) request submitted to Chorley Council on 8 April 2020
seeking a range of information relating to affordable housing delivery. An acknowledge
was received on 9 April 2020 and a final response on 12 May 2020.

1.8

The FOI response indicates that information shall not be used for commercial purposes
without first obtaining a licence to do so. I have considered this requirement and do
not believe a licence is necessary. Tetlow King Planning and I have submitted more
than 100 FOI requests, and none have previously indicated this requirement.
Furthermore, the information requested is not in the public domain and in my opinion
the information needed, by the Inspector, to make an informed judgement on the facts
pertaining to the appeal. For instance, the level of local connections to Euxton is vastly
different to that purported by the Council in its Statement of Case5. Without the FOI,
the appellants would not be able to retort the evidence of the LPA. Copies of all relevant
correspondence relating to the FOI requests are included within Appendix JS1.

1.9

There is a clear and pressing need for more affordable homes to be delivered in
Chorley Borough and within Euxton which the appeal proposals would make a very
substantial contribution towards addressing.

1.10

5

This proof of evidence comprises the following ten sections:

See paragraphs 9.8 to 9.11
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Section 2 establishes the importance of affordable housing as an important
material planning consideration;

•

Section 3 considers the national housing crisis;

•

Section 4 discusses the extent of the national shortfall in housing delivery;

•

Section 5 analyses the Development Plan and related policy framework including
corporate documents;

•

Section 6 considers the need for affordable housing in Chorley Borough;

•

Section 7 analyses the extent to which new affordable homes are being delivered
towards meeting identified needs in Chorley Borough;

•

Section 8 considers a range of affordability indicators;

•

Section 9 provides a response to the Council’s Statement of Case;

•

Section 10 considers the weight to be attached to the proposed affordable housing
provision; and

•

Section 11 draws together my summary and conclusions.

Introduction
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Affordable Housing as an Important Material
Consideration
Section 2

2.1

The provision of affordable housing is a key part of the planning system. A community’s
need for affordable housing was first enshrined as a material consideration in PPG3 in
1992 and has continued to play an important role in subsequent national planning
policy, including the NPPF.

2.2

It has been reflected in a number of court cases including Mitchell v Secretary of State
for the Environment and Another, Court of Appeal (1994); ECC Construction Limited v
Secretary for the Environment and Carrick District Council, Queens Bench Division
(1994); R v Tower of Hamlets London Borough Council, ex parte Barratt Homes Ltd,
Queens Bench Division (2000).
National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019)

2.3

The revised NPPF was last updated on 19 February 2019 and is a material planning
consideration. It is important in setting out the role of affordable housing in the planning
and decision-making process.

2.4

It sets a strong emphasis on the delivery of sustainable development. Fundamental to
the social objective is to “support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by ensuring
that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet the needs of
present and future generations” (paragraph 8).

2.5

Chapter 5 of the revised NPPF focuses on delivering a sufficient supply of homes, in
which paragraph 59 confirms the Government’s objective of “significantly boosting the
supply of homes”.

2.6

The revised NPPF is clear that local authorities should deliver a mix of housing sizes,
types and tenures for different groups, which include “those who require affordable
housing, families with children, older people, students, people with disabilities, service
families, travellers, people who rent their homes and people wishing to commission or
build their own homes” (paragraph 61).

Affordable Housing as an Important Material Consideration
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It places a great responsibility on all major developments (involving the provision of
housing) to provide an element of affordable housing. Paragraph 64 establishes that
“at least 10% of new homes on major residential developments be available for
affordable home ownership”.

2.8

Affordable housing is defined within the revised NPPF’s glossary as affordable housing
for rent (in accordance with the Government’s rent policy for Social Rent or Affordable
Rent or is at least 20% below local market rents), starter homes, discounted market
sales housing (at least 20% below local market value) and other affordable routes to
home ownership including shared ownership, relevant equity loans, other low-cost
homes for sale (at least 20% below local market value) and rent to buy (which includes
a period of intermediate rent).
Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014, Ongoing Updates)

2.9

The PPG was first published online on 6 March 2014 and is subject to ongoing
updates. It replaced the remainder of the planning guidance documents not already
covered by the NPPF and provides further guidance on that document’s application.

2.10

Appendix JS2 sets out the paragraphs of the PPG of particular relevance to affordable
housing.
Conclusions on Affordable Housing as an Important Material Consideration

2.11

This section clearly highlights that within national policy providing affordable housing
has long been established as, and remains, a key national priority as part of the drive
to address the national housing crisis.

Affordable Housing as an Important Material Consideration
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The National Housing Crisis
Section 3

3.1

There is incontrovertible evidence that there is a national housing crisis in the UK
affecting many millions of people, who are unable to access suitable accommodation
to meet their housing needs. This section highlights some of this evidence and the
Government's response to grappling with this issue.
Laying the Foundations – A Housing Strategy for England (November 2011) –
JS3

3.2

Laying the Foundations: A Housing Strategy for England was published on
21 November 2011. The foreword by the former Prime Minister and former Deputy
Prime Minister set out the former Coalition Government’s intention to unblock the
housing market and tackle the social and economic consequences of the failure to
develop sufficient high-quality homes over recent decades.

3.3

The Executive Summary signed off by both the then Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government and the then Minister for Housing and Local
Government included the following:
•

A thriving active but stable housing market that offers choice, flexibility and
affordable housing is stated as being critical to our economic and social wellbeing;

•

‘The problems we face are stark’ and have been compounded by the impact of the
credit crunch;

•

‘Urgent action to build new homes’ is necessary as children will grow up without
the opportunities to live near their family and older people will not have the choice
and support, they need;

•

‘Housing is crucial for our social mobility, health and wellbeing’;

•

‘Housing is inextricably linked to the wider health of the economy’; and

•

Fundamental to the whole approach of the strategy is communities (including
prospective owners and tenants), landlords and developers working together.

The National Housing Crisis
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House of Commons Debate (October 2013) – Appendix JS4
3.4

A debate took place in the House of Commons on 24 October 2013 concerning the
issue of planning and housing supply; despite the debate taking place over six years
ago the issues remain, and the commentary is sadly still highly pertinent to the issues
surrounding affordable housing in Uttlesford. The former Planning Minister, Nick
Boles, provided a comprehensive and robust response to the diverse concerns raised,
emphasising the pressing need for more housing, and in particular affordable housing
across the country. He opened by stating:
“I need not start by underlining the scale of the housing crisis faced by this country, the
extent of the need for housing or the grief and hardship that the crisis is visiting on
millions of our fellow citizens.”

3.5

When asked to clarify the word “crisis” by the Member for Tewkesbury, Nick Boles
commented that in the past year the percentage of first time buyers in England who
were able to buy a home without their parents’ help had fallen to the lowest level ever,
under one third. He also commented that the first-time buyer age had crept up and up
and was now nudging 40 in many parts of the country. He stated that the crisis “is
intense within the south-east and the south, but there are also pockets in parts of
Yorkshire”.

3.6

In response to questions, Nick Boles reaffirmed that:
“Housing need is intense. I accept that my hon. Friend the Member for Tewkesbury
(Mr Robertson) does not share my view, but many hon. Members do, and there are a
lot of statistics to prove it”.

3.7

He went on to say: “It is not unreasonable, however, for the Government to tell an
authority, which is representing the people and has a duty to serve them, “Work out
what’s needed, and make plans to provide it”. That is what we do with schools. We
do not tell local authorities, “You can provide as many school places as you feel like”;
we say, “Provide as many school places as are needed”. We do not tell the NHS,
“Provide as many GPs as you feel you can afford right now”; we say, “Work out how
many GPs are needed.” The same is true of housing sites: we tell local authorities,
“Work out how many houses will be needed in your area over the next 15 years, and
then make plans to provide them.”

3.8

Mr Boles’ full response highlighted the Government’s recognition of the depth of the
housing crisis and continued commitment to addressing, in particular, affordable,

The National Housing Crisis
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housing needs. The final quote above also emphasised the importance of properly
assessing and understanding the needs; and planning to provide for them.
Building the Homes We Need (April 2014) – Appendix JS5
3.9

This report was the result of a year-long project by KPMG and Shelter to understand
the housing shortage and was intended to provide advice to the incoming 2015
Government.

3.10

The report started by setting out that “everyone now accepts that we have a desperate
housing shortage in England.” It further explained that “each year we build 100,000
fewer homes than we need, adding to a shortage that has been growing for decades.
What’s more, our current house building system seems incapable of delivering growth
on the scale required. Growing demand means that without a step change in supply
we will be locked into a spiral of increasing house prices and rents – making the
current housing crisis worse”.

3.11

The report highlighted that if we do not take firm action to build more homes there will
be very worrying consequences for our economy and society; including rising
homelessness, stalled social mobility, declining pension saving and an ever-rising
benefit bill.

3.12

The report set out the graph illustrated in figure 3.1 showing the levels of house
building in England since 1946.

The National Housing Crisis
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Source: Building the Homes We Need, Shelter and KPMG (2014)

The National Housing Crisis
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Figure 3.1 graph shows four interrelated trends:
•

An overall decline in house building since 1946, including a steep decline from
1980 and a marked further decline since 2007;

•

Relatively high levels of social housing provision by local authorities up until the
mid-1970s;

•

The growing relative contribution to affordable housing provision by housing
associations since the late 1980s; they are providing most of the new affordable
housing stock but not matching anything like the previous local authority
contribution; and

•

The gradual increase in the nominal house price through until about 1985 then
grows exponential over the subsequent 30 years. There appears to be a correlation
with the decline in new housing provision, although there are clearly other
interrelated factors.

Priced Out: Affordable Housing in England (November 2017) – Appendix JS6
3.14

The Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR) identified that affordable housing
delivery continued to fall well behind the required level of need. In this study, the IPPR
provided an overview of current affordability challenges across England, alongside a
set of recommendations to increase affordable housing delivery.

3.15

The report found that in 67% of local authorities across England, insufficient homes
were built to meet demand in 2015/16. In addition, house prices have risen by 76%
since 1995, far outstripping inflation and as a result are out of reach to many on
average incomes.

3.16

It also highlighted that the nature of affordable housing has changed in recent years.
The range of available products has increased with these products becoming
increasingly divorced from earnings and linked to market prices or rents.

3.17

Many affordable housing models are out of the reach of single people. Whilst dual
earning couples, even those with lower quartile earnings, can afford most models in
most areas, when income is diminished by the removal of a full-time earner as in the
case of couples with a child, a much larger range of models become out of reach,
particularly for those on lower incomes.

The National Housing Crisis
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Government Post-EU Referendum
3.18

The government which formed after the Brexit vote continued to pursue the issue of
increased housebuilding. In commenting upon the increase on the number of new
homes built and started in June 2016 the-then Communities Secretary Sajid Javid
said:
“We’ve got the country building again with more new homes started and built than this
time last year…
…This is real progress but there is much more to do. That’s why we are going further
and increasing our investment in house building to ensure many more people can
benefit.”

3.19

In terms of continued support for home ownership the then Housing and Planning
Minister Gavin Barwell said in response to the English Housing Survey (released 21
July 2016):
“We are determined to ensure that anyone who works hard and aspires to own their
own home has the opportunity to do so…
Since 2010 over 300,000 households have been helped into home ownership through
government-backed schemes…
The ground-breaking Housing and Planning Act will allow us to go even further
delivering our ambition to build an additional one million homes.”

3.20

This suggests that successive governments are continuing with their earlier
aspirations and policies regarding housebuilding and homeownership.
House of Commons Briefing Paper: Tackling the under-supply of Housing
(12 December 2018) – Appendix JS7

3.21

The Paper provided an analysis of evidence in relation to how much housing the UK
needs, trends in UK housing supply, barriers and solutions to supply in England and
additional responses to the Housing White Paper.

3.22

The Briefing Paper set out that “according to DCLG’s projections, the number of
households in England is expected to grow from 22.7 million in 2014 to 28.0 million in
2039. This is an average increase of around 210,000 households per year.”

3.23

It stated that “in 2015/16, the total housing stock in England increased by around
190,000 residential dwellings: 12% higher than the previous year’s increase but a long

The National Housing Crisis
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way short of the estimated 240-250,000 new homes needed to keep pace with
household formation” (my emphasis).
3.24

The Paper went on to identify that “the new supply of social housing has not kept pace
with growth in other sectors; in the long term, it has generally been lower than the
amount lost through sales and demolitions” (my emphasis).
Former Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government
Speech to Local Government Association Conference (July 2017) – Appendix
JS8

3.25

At the beginning of July 2017 the then Secretary of State for Housing, Communities
and Local Government, Sajid Javid, addressed the conference reflecting on “what has
gone wrong in local government” and outlining what the national and local
governments need to do to address the nationwide housing crisis.

3.26

On housing, Mr Javid stated that “there’s a serious shortage of decent, affordable
housing in this country”. He added “since the 1970s – under Wilson, Callaghan,
Thatcher, Major, Blair, Brown, Cameron and now May – we’ve supplied an average
of 160,000 new homes each year. That’s far below what’s needed, and that failure of
supply to keep up with demand has led to predictable results”.

3.27

Mr Javid summarised the issue, by outlining that “the simple fact is that to put this
right we need to build more homes that people want to live in, in places people want
to live”.
Former Prime Minister’s Speech (15 November 2017) – Appendix JS9

3.28

In November 2017, former Prime Minister Theresa May delivered a speech in which
she made it her ‘mission’ to speed up the delivery of more homes.

3.29

Mrs May announced that “for decades we simply have not been building enough
homes, nor have we been building them quickly enough, and we have seen prices
rise”. Whilst “the number of new homes being delivered each year has been
increasing since 2010” and acknowledged that “there is more we can do”.

3.30

She stated that “we must get back into the business of building the good quality new
homes for people who need them most” and “that is why I have made it my mission
to build the homes the country needs and take personal charge of the Government’s
response”.
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The former Prime Minister added that “today I am seeing the work now underway to
put this right and, in coming weeks and months, my Government will be going further
to ensure that we build more homes, more quickly”.

3.32

In concluding, Theresa May stated that “this will be a long journey and it will take time
for us to fix the broken housing market - but I am determined to build a Britain fit for
the future”.
Former Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government
Speech on the Housing Market (16 November 2017) – Appendix JS10

3.33

The day after the former Prime Minister pledged her commitment to providing more
homes, former Communities Secretary Sajid Javid delivered a speech setting out his
blueprint for boosting housing provision.

3.34

Mr Javid announced that following the publication of official figures, there was an
additional 217,000 new homes (net) which were delivered during the 2016/17 financial
year. He added that this was the “first time in almost a decade that the 200,000
milestone had been reached”.

3.35

However, Mr Javid acknowledged that “it is painfully obvious that there remains much,
much more to be done”, and that “fixing the broken housing market will require a much
larger effort”.

3.36

He set out that “even today, I still hear from those who say that there isn’t a problem
with housing in this country. That we don’t need to build more. That affordability is
only a problem for Millennials that spend too much on nights out and smashed
avocados. It’s nonsense…where once it would have taken an average couple 3 years
to save for a deposit – it will now take a quarter of a century. Assuming of course they
could save at all”.

3.37

Mr Javid compared the position of a first-time buyer in London saying a deposit of
more than £90,000 was needed and lamented “that’s a lot of avocados

3.38

The former Communities Secretary stated that “without affordable, secure, safe
housing we risk creating a rootless generation, drifting from one short-term tenancy
to the next, never staying long enough to play a real role in their community”.
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Former Prime Minister’s Speech to the National Housing Federation Summit
(September 2018) – Appendix JS11
3.39

There is continued acknowledgment from the-then Prime Minister that the housing
market is broken with the importance of more indistinguishable, high quality affordable
homes being a crucial to resolving the housing crisis, with housing associations being
at the forefront of increased affordable housing delivery.

3.40

In her speech to the National Housing Federation, Theresa May spoke to housing
leaders about tackling “what remains one of the greatest challenges of our time” and
how she has made it her “personal mission to fix our broken housing system”.

3.41

The former Prime Minister set out that one of the Government’s priorities is:
“doing all we can to get more of the right homes built in the right places, so we can
help more people onto the housing ladder – and ensure that those who cannot afford
to own their own home also have a decent place to live”.

3.42

She went on to make clear that:
“the housing crisis we face today did not come about overnight. It is the result of
decades of neglect. Year after year in which housebuilding of all kinds fell even as
demand rose. So, while the steps we are taking are already making a real and lasting
difference to millions of lives, we should not pretend that our broken housing system
can be fixed at the flick of a switch.”
Centre for Policy Studies Press Release (January 2019) – Appendix JS12

3.43

The press release outlines new analysis indicating that the 2010s will see
housebuilding figures in England come in below any decade since the Second World
War which is part of a 50-year pattern in which each decade has seen fewer new
homes built than the last.

3.44

It stated that despite the Government’s recent efforts to boost construction, new-build
housing completions in England between 2010 and 2019 are set to be approximately
130,000 per year - well below the 147,000 of the 2000s or 150,000 of the 1990s, and
half of the level in the 1960s and 1970.

3.45

It goes on to say the picture becomes even worse when you factor in population size.
In the 1960s, the new-build construction rate in England was roughly the equivalent of
one home for every 14 people over the decade. In the 2010s, that ratio was one to 43,
more than three times higher.
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Building for Our Future: A Vision for Social Housing (January 2019) – Appendix
JS13
3.46

The report produced by Shelter states three million homes must be built in England
over 20 years to solve the housing crisis. It advises 1.2 million homes are needed for
younger families who cannot afford to buy and face a lifetime in expensive and
insecure private renting.

3.47

The research estimates 277,000 people are homeless in England, most commonly
because they have lost their privately rented homes. The report indicates that upfront
costs of £11bn a year could come from housing benefit savings by moving tenants
from privately rented homes to social housing.

3.48

It also claims that schemes such as Help-to-Buy are a less effective use of taxpayers’
money. It reports that 59% of people who used Help to Buy said they could have
afforded the same or a similar property without using the scheme, meaning that only
24,000 households have been able to get into home ownership because of Help to
Buy.
Bleak Houses: Tackling the Crisis of Family Homelessness in England (August
2019) – Appendix JS14

3.49

The report was produced by the Children’s Commissioner to investigate the impact of
homelessness and in particular the effect of this upon children.

3.50

It identifies that family homelessness in England today is primarily a result of structural
factors, including the lack of affordable housing and recent welfare reforms. It states
that the social housing sector has been in decline for many years and that between
the early 1980s and early 2010s, the proportion of Britons living in social housing
halved, as a result of losses to stock through the Right to Buy and a drop in the amount
of social housing being built.

3.51

The research found that the decline in social housing has forced many households,
including families, into the private rented sector. High rents are a major problem:
between 2011 and 2017 rents in England grew 60% quicker than wages. It states that
“Simply put, many families cannot afford their rent. It is telling that over half of homeless
families in England are in work”.

3.52

The report particularly focused on the effect on children. In particular the report reveals
that many families face the problem of poor temporary accommodation and no choice
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but to move out of their local area, which can have a “deeply disruptive impact on family
life”. This can include lack of support (from grandparents for example) and travel costs.
3.53

It finds that a child’s education can suffer, even if they stay in the same school, because
poor quality accommodation makes it difficult to do homework and that younger
children’s educational development can also be delayed.

3.54

Temporary accommodation also prevents serious risks to children’s health, wellbeing
and safety, particularly families in B&Bs where they are often forced to share facilities
with adults engaged in crime, anti-social behaviour or those with substance abuse
issues.

3.55

Other effects include lack of space to play (particularly in cramped B&Bs where one
family shares a room) and a lack of security and stability. The report found (page 12)
that denying children their right to adequate housing has a “significant impact on many
aspects of their lives”.
House of Commons Debate on a Motion on the British Housebuilding Industry
(August 2019) – Appendix JS15

3.56

The debate pack was produced by the House of Commons Library in August 2019 in
advance of a debate on the British housebuilding industry in September 2019.

3.57

The report noted at paragraph 1.2 that there were 83,700 homeless households living
in temporary accommodation in England at the end of December 2018, a 74% increase
compared with December 2010.

3.58

Furthermore, the number of people sleeping rough in England on any given night in
Autumn 2018 was 4,677 people, 165% higher than in 2010.

3.59

In the debate itself, it resolved at Column 465, 4.59pm, that:
“This House notes with concern the ongoing shortage of housing and the housing crisis
across England; further notes with concern the number of families in temporary
accommodation and the number of people rough sleeping; [and] acknowledges that
there are over one million households on housing waiting lists…”

3.60

It concluded that it “calls on the Government to tackle the housing crisis as an urgent
priority” (my emphasis).
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Former Housing Minister’s speech to the RESI Convention 2019 (September
2019) – Appendix JS16
3.61

Following her appointment as Housing Minister on 24 July 2019, Esther McVey spoke
at the RESI Convention claiming that the shortage of housing in the UK is possibly the
largest scandal to hit the country in the past 30 years.

3.62

Ms McVey acknowledged that the housing crisis has led “to a rise in renting and costs,
and to a fall in home ownership which has destroyed the aspiration of a generation of
working people.”

3.63

Continuing to talk on the subject of affordability, the former Housing Minister stated
that:
“Since the mid-1990s, house prices have risen to 8 times, 10 times, 12 times, in some
of the most expensive parts of this country44 times the actual income of someone, that
cannot be right.”

3.64

Ms McVey detailed that “too many people feel that vital link between hard-work and
owning their own home is broken. And when that link is severed, social mobility and
opportunity falls away.”
National Housing Federation Research (September 2019) – Appendix JS17

3.65

The National Housing Federation (NHF) published new research on the state of the
housing crisis which found that 8.4 million people across England are directly affected
by the housing crisis, which amounts to one in seven people.

3.66

The NHF report that people are affected in a variety of ways, including:
•

Living in overcrowded homes;

•

Living with ex-partners or parents;

•

Living in unsuitable homes, such as homes that are not suitable for people with
mobility issues; and

•
3.67

People who are homeless or at risk of homelessness.

Of these 8.4 million, around half, some 43% or 3.6 million, would need a social rented
home to meet their needs.

3.68

Commenting on the NHF’s report the Local Government Association said that the
Government “should now go further and devolve Right to Buy so that councils retain
100 per cent of their receipts to reinvest”.
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Conservative Party Manifesto (December 2019) – CD8.02
3.69

The Conservative Party Manifesto for the December 2019 election reports at page 29
that “the biggest problem that young people face in getting on the housing ladder is
the deposit.” It commits to ensure that the Government will “offer more homes to local
families”.

3.70

At page 30 of the Manifesto it states that “home ownership is one of the most
fundamental Conservative values. People are happier, more secure and more rooted
in their communities when they own their own home – and know that they can pass it
on to future generations”. It goes on to set out that “young people need the security of
knowing that home ownership is within their reach – that they too can have a tangible
stake in society, can be rooted in their communities and have a place to raise a family”.

3.71

The Manifesto (page 30) details that “while we want to encourage as many people as
possible into home ownership, we recognise that not everyone can afford their own
home – and that those in social housing deserve the same dignity, respect and fair
treatment as private renters”. It commits to bring forward a Social Housing White Paper
to “support the continued supply of social housing” and commits to “end the blight of
rough sleeping by the end of the next parliament”.

3.72

Under the heading of ‘places we want to live in’ at page 31, the Manifesto explains that
despite increased housebuilding since 2010 “it still isn’t enough. That is why we will
continue our progress towards our target of 300,000 homes a year by the mid-2020s.
This will see us build at least a million more homes, of all tenures over the next
Parliament”.
BBC Housing Briefing (February 2020) – Appendix JS18

3.73

The BBC Housing Briefing summarises a range of secondary data and case studies
relating to the scale of housing need, quality, availability and tenure. Sections 1 to 4
cover the broad context and issues; sections 5 to 7 consider the role of the public and
private sectors in housing provision; and sections 8 to 10 cover policy mechanisms to
address housing issues. The Briefing is prepared at the national level and sets out the
overall ‘picture’ in respect of housing matters.

3.74

The Briefing was the topic of several news stories on the BBC Website and was widely
promoted on the day of its publication, including through radio phone-ins, television
news items, and the Bitesize revision service for teenagers.
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The BBC states that the Housing Briefing was prepared in order to address public
demand for “more transparency and better explanation of the facts behind the
headlines”. The acknowledgements include Dame Kate Barker who undertook a
review of the housing market in 2004, and Toby Lloyd, the former policy director of
Shelter.

3.76

Section 8 of the Briefing refers to the scale of the housing shortfall that has amassed
in recent years. It highlights at page 134 the work undertaken by Dame Kate Barker in
2004, the KPMG/Shelter study of 2014; the joint study between Heriott Watt University,
Crisis and the National Housing Federation in 2018/9; all of which are referenced at
Section 4 of this Proof of Evidence.

3.77

The Briefing contains case studies throughout which highlight the impact of the housing
crisis on real people and households. These include the numerous case studies at
pages 33, 40, 66, 69, 84, and 125 which include those in desperate need, facing
homelessness or temporary accommodation, and those trapped in rented housing
unable to afford to purchase.

3.78

The Briefing also refers to the serious impact of family homelessness upon children at
page 34 and the work undertaken by the Children’s’ Commissioner, which I have
reviewed at paragraphs 3.49 to 3.55 of this section.
Spring Budget – Policy Paper Budget 2020 - Appendix JS19

3.79

The Spring Budget 2020 was presented by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Rishi
Sunak, to Parliament on 11 March, setting out an ambitious package of investment
plans in the first Budget since the UK’s departure from the European Union (EU).

3.80

Speaking on housing in the Policy Paper - Budget 2020, the Chancellor stated the
following:

3.81

“Everyone should be able to access a safe and affordable home. Increasing housing
supply is essential to creating a fairer, more affordable housing market and boosting
productivity across the country.”

3.82

The Chancellor continued to explain in further detail the demand for more housing in
the UK, concluding his points by confirming that “the government has committed to
creating at least 1 million new homes in England by the end of this Parliament and an
average of 300,000 homes a year by the mid-2020s.”

3.83

The Chancellor also confirmed that the Government will be investing a further £9.5
billion into the Affordable Homes Programme, raising the level of investment to £12.2
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billion of grant funding from 2021-22 to support the creation of affordable homes across
England.
‘Planning for the Future’ Policy Paper (March 2020) – Appendix JS20
3.84

On 12 March 2020, and as trailed in the Budget the previous day, the Government
published a policy paper titled ‘Planning for the Future’. It provides a summary of the
reforms the Government expects to explore in more detail in the forthcoming Planning
White Paper, expected later in 2020.

3.85

The introductory paragraphs emphasise the Government’s intention to boost
homeownership, noting at paragraph 2 that “for many who are still trapped paying high
rents and struggling to save for a deposit, home ownership seems like a dream which
is increasingly out of reach”. The paper also clearly recognises the importance of
providing for those who are not homeowners. Paragraph 4 states that “We must ensure
security for those who do not own their homes” and that “We also need to prevent
people from falling into homelessness by building more affordable homes and ensure
that those living in social housing are treated with the dignity and respect they
deserve”.

3.86

Relevant measures proposed in the policy paper include those to help first time buyers
onto the property ladder (paragraph 14), through the proposed First Homes scheme,
work to deliver long-term fixed rate mortgages, and a new Shared Ownership model.
Paragraph 17 goes further in respect of affordable housing, noting that “We [the
Government] are committed to improving access to safe and high-quality housing,
improving affordability…” and proposed measures include a renewed financial
commitment to affordable housing and a package of measures to protect social and
private sector renters. Paragraphs 18 to 20 explain that, in order to inform the Planning
White Paper the Government will review the housing market and planning system and
will consider, amongst other related matters, “how to ensure affordable, quality, safe
housing”.
Conclusions on the National Housing Crisis

3.87

There is an ever-increasing wealth of evidence including from figures at the highest
levels of Government that unaffordability and inability to get on the housing ladder is a
significant problem.

3.88

What is also clear is that the messages from previous Governments have failed to
ensure enough new homes, especially affordable homes, are being built.

The National Housing Crisis

20

Agenda Page 31

3.89

Agenda Item 4a

The evidence is clear and, in my opinion, demonstrates the pressing requirement to
build more homes to meet the significant level of unmet need, particularly for homes
that are affordable.

3.90

Evidence suggests that failure to do so will present a risk to the future economic and
social stability of the United Kingdom.
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The Extent of the National Shortfall in Housing
Delivery
Section 4

4.1

In a speech to the House of Commons on 24 October 2013 the-then Planning Minister,
Nick Boles, made reference to “the scale of the housing crisis faced by this country”
and “the extent of the need for housing”.

4.2

The extent of the need for housing and the scale of the crisis as a result of the
persistent under delivery of both market and affordable housing in the UK is explored
further in this section of my evidence, starting some 15 years ago with Kate Barker’s
Review of Housing Supply in March 2004.
The Barker Review of Housing Supply (17 March 2004) – Appendix JS21

4.3

In her 2004 review into issues underlying the lack of supply and responsiveness of the
housing in the UK, Barker reported that housing is a basic human need, fundamental
to our economic and social well-being. She found that:
•

A weak supply of housing contributes to macroeconomic instability and hinders
labour market flexibility;

•

Housing has become increasingly unaffordable over time, noting that the aspiration
for home ownership is as strong as ever, yet the reality is that for many this
aspiration will remain unfulfilled unless the trend in real house prices is reduced;

•

This brings potential for an ever widening social and economic divide between
those able to access market housing and those kept out; and

•

Homes are more than shelter. They provide access to a range of services and to
communities. Housing also plays a major role as an asset in household’s balance
sheets and in household planning for their financial futures.

4.4

Barker considered that continuing at the current rate of housebuilding was not a
realistic option:
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“Unless we are prepared to accept increasing problems of homelessness, affordability
and social division, decline in standards of public service delivery and increasing costs
of doing business in the UK – hampering our economic success”.
4.5

She found that whilst demand for housing is increasing over time, driven by
demographic trends and rising incomes, in 2001 the construction of new houses in the
UK fell to its lowest level since the Second World War.

4.6

A weak response of housing supply to demand changes has been one of the factors
underlying the instability of the UK housing market with Barker reporting that “there is
growing evidence of a persistent inadequate supply” noting that in the UK the trend
rate of real house price growth over the past 30 years had been 2.4% compared to the
European average of 1.1%

4.7

She found that affordability has worsened and that in 2002 only 37% of new
households could afford to buy a property compared to 46% in the late 1980s. The
overall objective of the Barker Review included:

4.8

•

To achieve improvements in housing affordability in the market sector;

•

A more stable housing market; and

•

An adequate supply of publicly funded housing for those who need it.

Taking the baseline level of private sector housing built in 2002/03 of 140,000 gross
starts and 125,000 gross completions, Barker estimated that:
•

Reducing the trend in real house prices to 1.8% would require an additional 70,000
private sector homes per annum; and

•

More ambitiously, to reduce the trend in real house prices to 1.1% an additional
120,000 private sector homes per annum would be required.

4.9

Even in the case of the less ambitious price trend, Barker found that this would include
pricing an additional 5,000 new households into the market each year and improving
the access for the backlog of those currently priced out.

4.10

She found that an increase in supply of 17,000 affordable homes per annum would be
required to meet the needs among the flow of new households, noting that there is
also a case for the provision of up to 9,000 affordable homes per annum above this
rate in order to make inroads into the backlog of need, a total of 26,000 per annum
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Barker presented three scenarios for real house price trends ranging from slowing the
rate at which households were being priced out to a long-term reduction of house price
inflation:
•

2.4% per annum – which represented the Government’s target aimed at slowing
the rate at which households were being priced out of the market, would have
required an increase in housebuilding to 160,000 per annum;

•

1.8% per annum – to reduce the long-term trend would have required an increase
in housebuilding to 200,000 per annum; and

•

1.1% per annum – which represented the EU average at the time, and which was
considered would ‘improve the housing market’ would have required an increase
in housebuilding to 260,000 per annum.

4.12

Meeting Barker’s most optimistic objective of improving the housing market and pricing
many more households back into the marketplace would have required an estimated
260,000 homes per annum.
The Barker Review: A Decade On (24 March 2014) - Appendix JS22

4.13

In March 2014, the Home Builders Federation (HBF) undertook a review of housing
delivery against the findings of the Barker Review and the impacts of this upon the
market and affordability. They found that by 2004 the housing crisis was already
building and in the 10 years since then, even against the most modest of the housing
targets identified by Barker (which was met only once in 2005/06), the average annual
shortfall has been 45,000 homes.

4.14

Measured against the objective of improving the housing market, housebuilding had
been an average of 145,000 per annum down on the target of 260,000 per annum over
the period between 2004 and 2014.

4.15

The HBF found that when measured against the middle of Barker’s three price inflation
targets for 200,000 per annum, the shortfall of homes over the decade stood at
953,000 homes in 2014. This was on top of a backlog that had already been identified
as being large (estimated at between 93,000 and 146,000) and growing in 2004.

4.16

They reported that in 2014 even if housebuilding rose to 210,000 per annum overnight,
assessed against the middle objective of reducing the long-term rate of inflation, the
country would be four and a half years behind where it was in 2004.
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In 2014, the HBF found that a decade on from the Barker Review, the UK was 1.45
million homes short of where Kate Barker projected would have brought about an
improved housing market.

4.18

The HBF reported that a basic estimate would suggest that in order to achieve the very
modest objective of slowing the increase in the affordability gap so that fewer new
households are priced out of the market, in 2014 some 200,000 private household
starts would be required, a figure last achieved in 1972/73.

4.19

It goes further to detail that the objective of improving the housing market would, in
2014, have required 320,000 private housing starts per annum, a figure achieved in
England only four times since World War II.
Building the Homes We Need (April 2014) - Appendix JS5

4.20

The KPMG and Shelter research was intended to provide a package of new housing
policies to inform the new 2015 Government.

4.21

It reported that each year an average of 100,000 fewer homes are built that are needed
which adds to a shortfall which has been growing for decades, noting that growing
demand means that without a step-change in supply we will be locked into a spiral of
increasing house prices and rents, making the housing crisis worse.

4.22

Because of private housing becoming less affordable, the number of people in need of
affordable housing has grown and with the failure of successive governments to deliver
new social housing whilst existing stock continues to be depleted through the Right to
Buy, waiting lists have grown whilst social housing stock has shrunk as illustrated by
figure 4.16.

6

Reduction in total numbers on housing waiting lists in 2013 as a result of local authorities utilising the freedoms afforded to set
their own housing allocation criteria through the Localism Act.
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Figure 4.1: Social Housing Waiting Lists and Stock

Source: Building the Homes We Need (2014)

4.23

KPMG and Shelter found that changing demographics meant that we need to build a
minimum of 250,000 new homes per annum in England to meet rising demand. In 2013
(the most recent monitoring period available at the time of publication of the report)
just 109,660 new homes were built, the lowest annual level since 1946, the year of
recovery after the Second World War.

4.24

In addition to which the report found that estimates suggest that the backlog of housing
need may be as large as two million households and that to clear this England would
need to build well over 250,000 homes each year, which would require doubling current
output at the time of publication of the report.
The House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs: Building More
Homes (15 July 2016) - Appendix JS23

4.25

The Select Committee found that a growing population, rising immigration and rising
incomes have increased demand for housing in England in recent decades but that
too few homes have been built over this period. As a result, house prices and rents
have risen sharply and there has been a decline in home ownership over the past
decade.

4.26

They considered that we must build enough homes to make housing more affordable
for everyone, noting that aspirant home owners who are unable to afford a deposit pay
substantial proportions of their income on rent, families on waiting lists of social
housing contend with insecure tenancies and rogue landlords, and at the same time
housing benefit spending has doubled in the past two decades.

4.27

The Lords reported that as former Housing and Planning Minister Brandon Lewis had
explained to them, the Government aimed to address the problems by building one
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million homes by the end of Parliament. However, it was noted that since the Brexit
vote the Minister had effectively abandoned this target and prior to the vote had warned
that it would be difficult to achieve if the UK voted to leave the European Union.
4.28

In addition to this the Committee found that whilst the Government’s ambition was
welcomed, it must be matched by appropriate action on a much larger scale than
currently envisaged and across all tenure. They considered that the Government was
focused on building for home ownership and therefore neglecting housing for
affordable and social rent.

4.29

It was reported that it had been 10 years since 200,000 homes (the implied annual rate
from the Government’s target) were added to the housing stock in a single year, but
the evidence suggested that this will not be enough to meet future demand and the
backlog from previous years of undersupply.

4.30

The Select Committee found that in order to meet demand and have a moderating
effect on house prices, at least 300,000 homes a year need to be built for the
foreseeable future otherwise the age of a first-time buyer will continue to rise. The main
conclusions of the Select Committee included that:
“The Government’s target of one million new homes by 2020 is not based on a robust
analysis. To address the housing crisis at least 300,000 new homes are needed
annually for the foreseeable future. One million homes by 2020 will not be enough”.
National Housing Federation Press Release: ‘England Short of Four Million
Homes’ (18 May 2018) - Appendix JS24

4.31

The NHF press release7 reported that new figures reveal the true scale of the housing
crisis in England and that the research (conducted by Heriot-Watt University) shows
that England’s total housing backlog has reached four million homes.

4.32

They report that in order to both meet this backlog and provide for future demand, the
country needs to build 340,000 homes per year until 2031, noting that this is
significantly higher than current estimates which have never before taken into account
the true scale of housing need created by both homelessness and high house prices.

4.33

However, the NHF is clear that these need to be the right type of houses with a need
for 145,000 of these new homes per year to be affordable homes, compared to
previous estimates of annual affordable housing need of around 78,000 homes. It

7

https://www.housing.org.uk/press/press-releases/england-short-of-four-million-homes/
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reports that this means around two fifths (or 40%) of all new homes built every year
must be affordable homes, yet in 2016/17 only around 23% of the total built were
affordable homes.
4.34

4.35

The research breaks down exactly what type of affordable homes are needed:
•

90,000 per annum should be for social rent;

•

30,000 per annum should be for intermediate affordable rent; and

•

25,000 per annum should be for shared ownership.

Reference was drawn to the September 2017 announcement by the former Prime
Minister Theresa May that £2 billion will be invested in affordable housing and
indicating that this could deliver around 25,000 new homes for social rent over three
years, however the NHF report that even when this funding is made available, the
research shows that it would deliver less than 10% of the social rented homes needed
each year.

4.36

Government funding for social housing has been steadily declining for decades. In
1975/76 investment in social housing stood at more than £18 billion a year but had
declined to just £1.1 billion in 2015/16. Over the same period, the housing benefit bill
grew from £4 billion to £24.2 billion each year.

4.37

The NHF set out that homeownership rates have plummeted among young people,
rough sleeping has risen by 169% since 2010 and that unless the Government takes
steps to deliver more private, intermediate and social housing, the number of
households in temporary accommodation is on track to reach 100,000 by 2020.

4.38

A series of quotes accompany the NHF press release from senior industry
professionals, summaries of which are detailed below:
•

David Orr, Chief Executive of the NHF – “This ground-breaking new research
shows the epic scale of the housing crisis in England”.

•

Jon Sparkes, Chief Executive of Crisis – “Todays findings are stark and shocking,
but they also represent a huge opportunity for us as a country to get to grips with
our housing and homelessness crisis – and to end it once and for all”.

•

Terrie Alafat CBE, Chief Executive of the Chartered Institute of Housing – “This
new report once again highlights the chronic housing shortage we face in the UK
and it is clear that only a bold and ambitious plan to solve the housing crisis will
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prevent a decent, genuinely affordable homes being out of reach for our children
and their children.”
•

Campbell Robb, Chief Executive of the Joseph Rowntree Foundation – “It is
unacceptable that currently in our society millions of people are locked out of being
able to afford a decent and secure home. For years our failure to deliver enough
affordable housing in England has led to rising levels of poverty and homelessness
across our country.”

•

Polly Neate, Chief Executive of Shelter – “We are in the midst of a housing
emergency where an entire generation faces a daily struggle for a decent
home…Government can turn things around but only by building many more of the
high quality, genuinely affordable homes this country is crying out for”.

Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government Single Departmental
Plan (23 May 2018) - Appendix JS25
4.39

The Ministry’s Single Departmental Plan outlines its objectives which include to “deliver
the homes the country needs” and to “make the vision of a place you call home a
reality.”

4.40

Under the objective of delivering the homes the country needs, the Plan states that the
Ministry will:
“Support the delivery of a million homes by the end of 2020 and half a million more by
the end of 2022 and put us on track to deliver 300,000 net additional homes a year on
average by the mid-2020s, to help increase affordability.”

4.41

The Departmental Plan clearly outlines the Government’s aim to deliver 300,000 new
homes per annum in order to address the housing crisis in England.
The National Housing Shortfall

4.42

Over the course of the past 15 years a series of industry leading professionals and
figures at the highest level of Government have identified that there is a need for
between 200,000 to 340,000 homes per annum to address the housing crisis that has
engulfed the country.

4.43

Figure 4.2 below illustrates the level of house building in England between 1946 and
2017 and compares delivery over this period with the range of annual housing needs
identified between 2004 and 2019, the most recent of which of course being the
Governments own Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government
(MHCLG) target for 300,000 new homes per annum.
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Figure 4.2 shows that the Government’s current target of 300,000 new homes per
annum is a figure that the country has not seen achieved since the mid to late 1960s.
Whilst housing completions have been increasing since around 2011, they are still a
long way short of meeting the level of housing delivery that is desperately needed to
address the housing crisis in this country.

4.45

At figure 4.3 net additional dwellings in England since 2004 sourced from MHCLG Live
Table 122 are compared with the annual need figures identified in the Barker Review
(2004), the KPMG & Shelter research (2014), the HBF research (2014), the NHF
research (2018), and the MHCLG Single Departmental Plan (2019).

4.46

The results are stark. The lowest of the annual need figures since 2004, that of the
KPMG/Shelter report of 250,000 homes per annum, results in a shortfall of -1,100,091
homes in the past 15 years. To put this into context, this is equivalent to:
•

99% of the total number of households on local authority Housing Registers in the
whole of England8; and

•

Almost four times the total number of homes across the entire County of
Oxfordshire9.

4.47

At the other end of the scale, the need for 340,000 homes per annum most recently
identified in the NHF research results in a shortfall figure of -2,540,091 homes. This is
equivalent to more than twice the total number of homes in the entire West Midlands
region10.

4.48

When the Government’s most recently published target of 300,000 home per annum
taken from the MHCLG 2018 Single Departmental Plan is used for comparison, there
has been a shortfall of -1,800,091 homes since 2004. To put this into context, this is
equivalent to:
•

More than one and a half times the number of households on local authority
Housing Registers in the whole of England (see footnote 3); and

•

More than 1.4 times the total number of homes in Greater Manchester11.

Source: MHCLG Live Table 600 – 1,114,477 households on Housing Registers in England at 1 April 2018
Source: MHCLG Live Table 100 – 290,350 homes in Oxfordshire at 1 April 2018
Source: MHCLG Live Table 100 – 1,165,410 homes in West Midlands at 1 April 2018
11
Source: MHCLG Live Table 100 – 1,212,280 homes in Greater Manchester Metropolitan County at 1 April 2018
8
9

10
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Net Additions

Year

Figure 4.3: National Housing Shortfall Comparison
KPMG/Shelter (2014)

Barker Review (2004)

MHCLG Departmental Plan
(2019)

The HBF (2014)

NHF Research (2018)

250,000 pa

260,000 pa

300,000 pa

320,000 pa

340,000 pa

Annual

Cumulative

Annual

Cumulative

Annual

Cumulative

Annual

Cumulative

Annual

Cumulative

170,969

-79,031

-79,031

-89,031

-89,031

-29,031

-29,031

-149,031

-149,031

-169,031

-169,031

04/05

185,553

-64,447

-143,478

-74,447

-163,478

-114,447

-143,478

-134,447

-283,478

-154,447

-323,478

05/06

202,653

-47,347

-190,825

-57,347

-220,825

-97,347

-240,825

-117,347

-400,825

-137,347

-460,825

06/07

214,936

-35,064

-225,889

-45,064

-265,889

-85,064

-325,889

-105,064

-505,889

-125,064

-585,889

07/08

223,534

-26,466

-252,355

-36,466

-302,355

-76,466

-402,355

-96,466

-602,355

-116,466

-702,355

08/09

182,767

-67,233

-319,588

-77,233

-379,588

-117,233

-519,588

-137,233

-739,588

-157,233

-859,588

09//10

144,870

-105,130

-424,718

-115,130

-494,718

-155,130

-674,718

-175,130

-914,718

-195,130

-1,054,718

10/11

137,394

-112,606

-537,324

-122,606

-617,324

-162,606

-837,324

-182,606

-1,097,324

-202,606

-1,257,324

11/12

134,896

-115,104

-652,428

-125,104

-742,428

-165,104

-1,002,428

-185,104

-1,282,428

-205,104

-1,462,428

12/13

124,722

-125,278

-777,706

-135,278

-877,706

-175,278

-1,177,706

-195,278

-1,477,706

-215,278

-1,677,706

13/14

136,605

-113,395

-891,101

-123,395

-1,001,101

-163,395

-1,341,101

-183,395

-1,661,101

-203,395

-1,881,101

14/15

170,693

-79,307

-970,408

-89,307

-1,090,408

-129,307

-1,470,408

-149,307

-1,810,408

-169,307

-2,050,408

15/16

189,645

-60,355

-1,030,763

-70,355

-1,160,763

-110,355

-1,580,763

-130,355

-1,940,763

-150,355

-2,200,763

16/17

217,345

-32,655

-1,063,418

-42,655

-1,203,418

-82,655

-1,663,418

-102,655

-2,043,418

-122,655

-2,323,418

17/18

222,194

-27,806

-1,091,224

-37,806

-1,241,224

-77,806

-1,741,224

-97,806

-2,141,224

-117,806

-2,441,224

18/19

241,133

-8,867

-1,100,091

-18,867

-1,260,091

-58,867

-1,800,091

-78,867

-2,220,091

-98,867

-2,540,091

KPMG/Shelter
Research

-1,100,091

The Barker
Review

-1,260,091

MCHLG
Departmental
Plan

-1,800,091

The HBF

-2,220,091

Agenda Item 4a

Total Shortfalls Since
2004 compared to:

Agenda Page 42

03/04

NHF Research

-2,540,091

Source: MHCLG Live Table 122; HM Land Registry; The Barker Review (2004); HBF (2014); Building the Homes We Need, KPMG & Shelter (2014); NHF (18 May 2018);
MHCLG Single Departmental Plan (2019)
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Conclusion on the Extent of the National Housing Shortfall
4.49

The evidence before the Inspector shows that in every scenario, against every annual
need figure, the extent of the shortfall in housing delivery in England is staggering and
merely serves to further compound the acute affordability problems that the country is
facing.

4.50

It is my view that what is clear is that a significant boost in the delivery of housing, and
in particular affordable housing, in England is absolutely essential to arrest the housing
crisis and prevent further worsening of the situation.
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The Development Plan and Related Policies
Section 5

Introduction
5.1

In accordance with Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004,
the application should be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.

5.2

The Development Plan for Chorley currently comprises the Chorley Local Plan (2015),
and the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012).

5.3

Other material considerations include the NPPF (2019), the Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG), the Central Lancashire Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning
Document (2012) and the emerging Local Plan Update.
The Development Plan
Chorley Local Plan (2015) (CD7.01)

5.4

The Local Plan was adopted in 2015 and covers the period between 2012 and 2026.
It replaces the Chorley Borough Local Plan Review (2003).

5.5

Section five of the Local Plan, ‘Homes for All’ seeks to address a number of Core
Strategy objectives, including:
•

Strategic Objective SO5: to make available and maintain within Central Lancashire
a ready supply of residential development land over the plan period, to help deliver
sufficient new housing of appropriate types to meet future requirements; and

•

Strategic Objective SO8: to significantly increase the supply of affordable and
supported housing.

5.6

Paragraph 5.2 highlights that Local authorities are required to plan for a mix of housing,
informed by a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). It goes on to cross
reference the 2009 Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)
which estimated an annual shortfall of 723 affordable dwellings.

5.7

At paragraph 5.4 the Plan highlights that it does not include an affordable housing
policy as Policy 7 of the Core Strategy deals with this issue, whilst paragraph 5.5 notes
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that the Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) for affordable housing provides
additional guidance on the implementation of affordable housing policy.
5.8

The expectation of the Plan is that developers will demonstrate an appropriate mix of
dwellings to create mixed and balanced communities and that this will be determined
on a site-by-site basis taking account of identified local needs as outlined at paragraph
5.6.
Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012) (CD7.14)

5.9

The Core Strategy was adopted in 2012 and covers the combined areas of Preston,
South Ribble and Chorley for the period between 2010 and 2026.

5.10

At paragraph 1.7 the Plans sets out trends that the Core Strategy needs to plan for
over the next 15 years, explicitly stating that “there are pockets of deprivation and some
poor housing in the plan area but generally the residential offer is quite attractive albeit
there is a shortage of affordable housing” (emphasis added).

5.11

Page 33 sets the Plan vision for Central Lancashire in 2026 highlighting that it expects
residents to have “high quality affordable homes.”

5.12

The Plan’s Strategic Objectives are set out on page 36. Strategic Objective 8 seeks to
“significantly increase the supply of affordable and special needs housing…”

5.13

Section 8 of the Plan deals with ‘Homes for All”, clearly stating at paragraph 8.1 that
“the Government’s key housing policy objective is to ensure that everyone has the
opportunity of living in a decent home, which they can afford, in a community they want
to live”.

5.14

Paragraph 8.23 highlights that “the percentage of owner occupied properties is higher
within Central Lancashire than the national average, increased also through the ‘Right
to Buy’ initiative where many Council homes were transferred to private ownership.”

5.15

Paragraph 8.35 notes that “until recently the cost of purchasing housing in Central
Lancashire had been rising rapidly, whereas local income levels have risen at a far
slower rate.”

5.16

The ‘Level of Affordable Housing Need’ is dealt with at paragraphs 8.36 to 8.37 which
state that:
“The level of affordable housing required must take account of a current lack of
provision for existing households, as well as the needs of newly forming households
and future households. The Central Lancashire SHMA identified an annual average
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shortfall of 1,780 dwellings per year up until 2014, which is more than the Core Strategy
annual housing requirement. However, in affluent areas where house prices are high
it is common for the need for affordable housing to outstrip the total housing
requirement.”
5.17

The section goes on to note that the Housing Viability Study demonstrated that
although levels of economic viability varied over the plan area in most locations, market
housing developments could support 30% of the scheme being affordable.

5.18

Provision of a suitable mix is covered by paragraph 8.38 which states that “when
delivering affordable housing there needs to be a suitable mix of housing types and
tenures to suit the broad needs of the population requiring access to affordable homes,
the SHMA advises on these matters.”

5.19

Policy 7 is concerned with affordable and special needs housing. The full policy text
is presented below in Figure 5.1.
Figure 5.1: Affordable housing policy requirements
Policy 7: Affordable and Special Needs Housing
Enable sufficient provision of affordable and special housing to meet needs in the
following ways:
(a) Subject to such site and development considerations as financial viability and
contributions to community services, to achieve a target from market housing
schemes of 30% in the urban parts of Preston, South Ribble and Chorley, and
of 35% in rural areas on sites in or adjoining villages which have, or will have, a
suitable range of services; on any rural exception sites including those in the
Green Belt there will be a requirement of 100%.
(b) Aside from rural exception sites the minimum site size threshold will be 15
dwellings (0.5 hectares or part thereof) but a lower threshold of 5 dwellings (0.15
hectares or part thereof) is required in rural areas.
(c) Where robustly justified, off-site provision or financial contributions of a broadly
equivalent value instead of on-site provision will be acceptable where the site or
location is unsustainable for affordable or special housing.
(d) Special needs housing including extra care accommodation will be required to
be well located in communities in terms of reducing the need to travel to care
and other service provision and a proportion of these properties will be sought
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Policy 7: Affordable and Special Needs Housing
to be affordable subject to such site and development considerations as financial
viability and contributions to community services.
(e) Special needs housing including extra care accommodation will be required to
be well located in communities in terms of reducing the need to travel to care
and other service provision and a proportion of these properties will be required
to be affordable.
(f) An accompanying Supplementary Planning Document will establish the
following:
i. The cost at and below which housing is considered to be affordable.
ii. The proportions of socially rented and shared ownership housing that will
typically be sought across Central Lancashire.
iii. Specific spatial variations in the level and types of affordable housing need in
particular localities. iv. How the prevailing market conditions will affect what
and how much affordable housing will be sought.

5.20

Appendix D to the Core Strategy sets the ‘Performance Monitoring Framework’ for the
Plan period. Monitoring indicator 5 is concerned with Policy 7 (affordable housing) and
sets a target of 50 affordable housing completions annually in Chorley over the Plan
period. It goes on to note the trigger for review will be the “shortfall of new affordable
housing completions of more than 20% on a rolling three-year average”. It is uncertain
why such a low figure of just 50 dwellings was chosen to review the delivery of
affordable housing, as this is not reflective of any of the annual needs identified in the
various housing assessments12.
Other Material Considerations
Emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan Issues and Options (2019) (CD7.02)

5.21

The emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan will cover the period 2021 to 2036 upon
its adoption. An Issues and Options consultation was undertaken between November
2019 and February 2020.

5.22

The vision for the Plan is set out on pages 11 to 14 and notes that “residents will have
easy access to public services, good jobs and decent, high quality affordable homes.”

12

See Section 6.
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The proposed objectives of the Plan are set out on page 13. Objective four is
concerned with housing stating that Plan will seek to:
“Provide a mix of housing types and sizes to create healthy, vibrant, safe and
sustainable communities that deliver the City Deal and meet the changing housing
needs of Central Lancashire’s population, and support a range and variety of tenures
alongside a range of family homes and any potential need for the Traveller community,
with affordable housing delivery being a high priority” (my emphasis).

5.24

Section 3 deals with ‘Delivering Homes’ and highlights at paragraph 3.1 that “affordable
housing is a key priority, delivering new homes for social or affordable rent is essential
to tackling inequality and improving the life chances of those who fall into
homelessness, including young people and children.” (my emphasis).

5.25

The section considers the overall approach to housing need over the Plan period but
makes no specific refences to affordable housing need. The consultation document
does not seek any views on the wording of future policy or future level of needs.
Central Lancashire Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document
(2012) – CD8.01

5.26

The SPD was adopted in October 2012 and is intended to provide advice on how the
Council’s affordable housing policy is to be implemented.

5.27

5.28

Paragraph 11 explains that the SPD establishes the following:
•

The cost at, and below which, housing is considered to be affordable;

•

The mix of affordable housing tenures;

•

Any specific spatial variations in the level and types of affordable housing; and

•

Prevailing market conditions and impacts on viability.

Paragraph 14 details that the 2009 SHMA indicated that Chorley had an estimated
annual shortfall of 723 affordable homes, the highest in the HMA.

5.29

It goes on at paragraph 16 to set out that data from the 2009 SHMA indicated that the
highest demand from households in Chorley looking for social housing is for two- and
three-bedroom accommodation and that the demand noted for one- and two-bedroom
flats was limited and therefore developers are asked to reflect this.

5.30

The SPD reveals at paragraph 28 that the cost of affordable housing, whether rental
levels of shared ownership costs, should be affordable to eligible tenants. It states that
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in order to access market housing for purchase the cost of property should be no more
than 3.5 times the gross household income for a single household or 2.9 times gross
household income for a two-income household.
5.31

For market renting the threshold is 25% of gross household income and for shared
equity rent and mortgage repayments should total no more than 25% of gross
household income. It considers that any household falling below these thresholds is in
need of affordable housing.
Corporate Documents
Chorley Sustainable Community Strategy 2010-2020 (CD8.06)

5.32

The Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) identifies a series of priorities, amongst
these is ‘Pride in Quality Homes and Clean Communities’ under which the long-term
outcome of “provision of quality affordable housing” is identified.
Chorley Corporate Strategy 2019/20-2021/22 (CD8.07)

5.33

The Corporate Strategy provides a statement of what the Council aims to achieve over
the next three years. The strategy sets out the Council’s vision, priorities, and longterm outcomes for 2018/19 – 2020/21. It also set outs the priority activity to be
delivered through the corporate projects and how they intend to measure success over
the year ahead.

5.34

The Council’s Corporate Strategy seeks to ensure delivery of “high quality, affordable
and suitable housing” as a corporate priority. A measure of success will be 100
affordable homes delivered for the year 2019/2020.

5.35

The 100 affordable homes measure is not a recognised target in any strategic housing
market assessment or housing needs study. In 2019/20 the Council delivered just 81
affordable homes13.
Chorley Housing Strategy 2019-2024 (CD8.08)

5.36

The Housing Strategy’s overarching aim is to “ensure that everyone in the borough is
able to access affordable and good quality housing that suits their needs. The type of
tenure and where someone lives will not mean they should have to accept poorer
quality of less affordable accommodation”.

13

See Appendix JS1 – FOI response dated 12.05.2020
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The key priorities of the Strategy include “securing quality across all housing tenures”,
“preventing homelessness” and “supporting a balanced housing market”.

5.38

Under the ‘Securing quality across all housing’ priority the Strategy is clear that having
access to good quality, secure and sustainable housing is important in supporting
individuals and communities to flourish. It goes on to report that “conversely, studies
have shown that poor housing leads to poorer health and an increased demand on
public services”.

5.39

The priority aims of this section of the Strategy includes to secure quality across all
housing, regardless of the tenure.

5.40

Under the ‘Supporting a balanced housing market’ priority the Strategy explains that
in 2017 Chorley was the fourth least affordable Borough across the whole of
Lancashire for those wishing to purchase a property.

5.41

The principles of this priority outline that the Council will continue to facilitate and drive
the delivery of affordable housing in the Borough.
Conclusions on the Development Plan and Related Policies

5.42

The adopted Development Plan in Chorley currently comprises the Chorley Local Plan
(2015), and the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012).

5.43

The evidence set out in this section clearly highlights that within adopted policy and a
wide range of other plans and strategies, providing affordable housing has long been
established as, and remains, a key priority for Chorley Council.

5.44

Given the recognised shortfall in affordable housing across Chorley, the appeal
proposals provide an affordable housing contribution which would contribute
significantly towards addressing this key corporate priority.

The Development Plan and Related Policies

40

Agenda Page 51

Agenda Item 4a

Affordable Housing Needs in Chorley Borough
Section 6
Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (September 2009)
(CD8.09)
6.1

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), used to inform the Core Strategy,
was published in 2009. The SHMA used a combination of quantitative and qualitative
methods in order to obtain the information required. The research drew upon a
combination of primary research, telephone interviews and analysis of existing and
emerging secondary data sources.

6.2

The SHMA covered the period between 2009 and 2014 with the Housing Market Area
consisting of Preston, South Ribble and Chorley Councils. It found an estimated annual
shortfall of 723 affordable homes in Chorley, compared to 397 in Preston and 660 in
South Ribble. Chorley therefore has the highest shortfall across the HMA.

6.3

Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (September 2017)
(CD7.25)

6.4

The 2017 SHMA covered the same HMA as the 2009 SHMA. It covers the period 2014
to 2034 and identified a net need for 12,402 affordable homes across the HMA,
equivalent to 620 per annum across the 20 years from the SHMA base date of 2014
up to 2034.

6.5

When this is broken down to local authority level, the SHMA (Table 59) finds a total
annual need for 645 net affordable homes in Chorley. Table 59 also identifies that the
annual supply from existing stock is 498 homes, meaning there is an annual net need
of 146 affordable homes.

6.6

In analysing the tenure split, the SHMA reported a need for 13% intermediate
affordable homes and 87% social/affordable rented homes in Chorley.
Central Lancashire Housing Study (2020) – (CD8.11)

6.7

The Housing Study Final Report dated March 2020 addresses amongst other
considerations the revised definitions of affordable housing set out in the NPPF
(February 2019) and the affordable housing need of the three Central Lancashire
Councils. Other considerations such as the overall housing need and the distribution
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of housing need are addressed by the evidence of James Donagh (Barton Willmore)
on behalf of the appellants.
6.8

Table 5.6 (estimated need for rented affordable housing per annum) finds that within
Chorley in the 18-year period between 2018 and 2036 there is a net need for 132
rented affordable homes per annum. The overall need figure for Central Lancashire is
590 dwellings per annum.

6.9

Table 5.7 provides a comparison of affordable housing needs assessments with the
2017 SHMA, which found an overall need of 620 affordable homes per annum.

6.10

Crucially, at paragraph 5.22 the study identifies that, “For the individual local
authorities, the analysis in this report shows a slightly higher level of need in Chorley,
but lower in the other two authorities. Regardless, both studies clearly demonstrate a
substantial need for additional affordable housing and the Councils should seek to
maximise delivery where opportunities arise” (my emphasis).

6.11

In analysing affordable home ownership, the study found no net requirement for
provision based upon identified needs and current supply.

6.12

However, this appears to be significantly qualified in paragraph 5.45 which states that,
“Given the analysis above, it would be reasonable to conclude, on the basis of the
evidence, that in general terms there is no substantive need to provide housing under
the new definition of ‘affordable home ownership.’ Overall whilst there are clearly some
households in the gap between renting and buying, they in many cases will be able to
afford homes below lower quartile housing costs. This said, it is important to recognise
that some households will have insufficient savings to be able to afford to buy a home
on the open market (in terms of the ability to afford both a deposit and stamp duty) and
low cost home ownership homes - and shared ownership homes in particular - will
therefore continue to play a role in supporting some households in this respect14 (my
emphasis).

6.13

Furthermore, the 2020 study identifies that, “the evidence points to a clear and acute
need for rented affordable housing from lower income households, and it is important
that a supply of rented affordable housing – around 70% of which should reasonably
be social rent - is maintained to meet the needs of this group including those to which
the authorities have a statutory housing duty” (my emphasis).

14

Hence why the appeal proposal includes 30% Shared Ownership as part of the proposed Affordable Housing mix
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Affordable Housing Delivery Chorley Borough
Section 7

Past Delivery of Affordable Housing in Chorley
7.1

Figure 7.1 demonstrates the delivery of housing and affordable housing in Chorley
Brough over the 10-year period between 2009/1015 and 2018/19.
Figure 7.1: Housing and Affordable Housing Completions in Chorley Borough
Monitoring
Period

Overall Housing
Completions
(Net)

Affordable Housing
Completions
(Net)

Affordable Housing
as a %age of Overall
Housing

2009/10

440

Data not available16

Date not available

2010/11

527

173

33%

2011/12

552

170

31%

2012/13

638

183

29%

2013/14

582

129

22%

2014/15

723

165

23%

2015/16

579

85

15%

2016/17

517

87

17%

2017/18

661

172

26%

2018/19

573

202

35%

2019/20

640

81

13%

6,432

1,447

22%

Total

Source: Authority Monitoring Report (2018/19) and FOI Response (12.05.20)

7.2

Since 20010/11 there have been a total of 6,432 net overall housing completions and
1,447 net affordable housing completions, equivalent to an average of just 145 net
affordable dwellings per annum.

7.3

There has been an average rate of 22% affordable housing delivery over the period; it
should be noted however, these figures are based on the Council’s definition of net

15
16

Start of the Core Strategy plan period
FOI response dated 12.05.20 confirms “data prior to 2010 is not available”
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affordable housing completions as opposed to net impact on the availability of
affordable housing stock, so does not provide a true picture of delivery (my emphasis).
7.4

This is because the Council’s net completions data fail to take account of any losses
to stock such as sales of affordable homes through the Right to Buy, Preserved Right
to Buy or the Right to Acquire. The FOI dated 12 May 2020 confirms that the Council
do not hold the information of the number of dwellings lost in the Chorley Council region
from Right to Buy sales, Preserved Right to Buy sales, Voluntary Right to Buy sales
and Right to Acquire sales. It cannot therefore represent a true picture of actual
delivery of affordable homes to those in need.

7.5

This was acknowledged by the Inspector presiding over the appeal at land at the site
of the former North Worcestershire Golf Club Ltd, Hanging Lane, Birmingham which
was allowed in July 2019 (CD10.12). Paragraph 14.108 of the Inspector’s Report sets
out that:
“Mr Stacey’s unchallenged evidence shows that only 2,757 new affordable homes
were provided in the City over the first 6 years of the plan period. This represents less
than half of the target provision and a net increase of only 151 affordable homes if
Right to Buy sales are taken into account. On either measure there has been a very
low level of provision against a background of a pressing and growing need for new
affordable homes in Birmingham” (emphasis added).

7.6

This was later endorsed by the Secretary of State, who stated that the 800 family
homes, including up to 280 affordable homes is a benefit of significant weight. Whilst
the figures for Right to Buy sales or loses to the affordable housing stock are not known
for Chorley, the delivery of affordable will not be as high as that reported in Figure 7.1
above.
Affordable Housing Delivery Compared to Affordable Housing Needs

7.7

The Central Lancashire SHMA (2017) found an annual net need of 146 affordable
homes between 2014 and 2034. However, this has not been tested at Examination.

7.8

More recently, the Central Lancashire Housing Study (2020) found a need for 132 net
rented affordable homes per annum in Chorley between 2018 and 2036, but in the
same vein as the 2017 SHMA, it has also not been tested at Examination.

7.9

The only objectively assessed affordable housing need figure to have been tested at
Examination is that of the 2009 SHMA which found a need for 723 net affordable
homes per annum in Chorley between 2009 and 2014.
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7.10

Comparative analysis of net completions since 2009 (notwithstanding that Affordable
Housing data is not available prior to 2010) shows that a cumulative shortfall of -2,795
affordable homes had arisen by 2014/15 alone as illustrated by Figure 7.2. This is
equivalent to an average annual shortfall of 559 affordable homes for the period the
data is available. To put this another way 559 families who each year were in need of
affordable housing were denied an opportunity to have their housing needs met.
Figure 7.2: Affordable Housing Delivery Compared to 2009 SHMA

Monitoring
Period

2009 SHMA
Affordable Housing
Needs Per Annum
(Net)

Affordable Housing
Completions
(Net)

Shortfall

2009/10

723

Data not available

Data not available

2010/11

723

173

-550

2011/12

723

170

-553

2012/13

723

183

-540

2013/14

723

129

-594

2014/15

723

165

-558

4,338

820

-2,795

Totals

Source: Authority Monitoring Report (2018/19); SHMA (2009)

7.11

In the period between 2015/16 and 2018/19 a total of just 546 net affordable homes
were delivered, representing just a fifth of the shortfall identified in 2014/15 against the
SHMA that has been tested at Examination. The four-year total of 546 is less than the
average annual shortfall of 559.

7.12

Even when consideration is given to the needs identified in the 2017 SHMA (146 net
per annum in Chorley between 2014 and 2034) a shortfall has still arisen against this
substantially reduced requirement. This is shown in figure 7.3.

Affordable Housing Delivery Chorley Borough

45

Agenda Item 4a

Agenda Page 56

Figure 7.3: Affordable Housing Delivery compared to 2017 SHMA

Monitoring
Period

2017 SHMA
Affordable Housing
Needs Per Annum
(net)

Affordable Housing
Completions
(Net)

Shortfall

2013/14

146

129

-17

2014/15

146

165

+19

2015/16

146

85

-61

2016/17

146

87

-60

2017/18

146

172

+26

2018/19

146

202

+56

2019/20

146

81

-65

1,022

921

-101

Total

Source: Authority Monitoring Report (2018/19); SHMA (2017) and FOI dated 12.05.20

7.13

The already accrued shortfall of 101 affordable homes is equivalent to 69% of the
annual need. If this shortfall was to be removed in the next 5 years (the PPG approach
to removing backlog) the annual need would increase to 16617 affordable homes per
annum.
Conclusions on Affordable Housing Demand in Chorley

7.14

There is an acute need for affordable homes in Chorley with the 2009 SHMA, which
was tested at Examination, identifying a shortfall of 723 net affordable homes per
annum between 2009 and 2014. Even when consideration is given to the substantially
reduced needs figure of the 2017 SHMA, a shortfall in delivery has still arisen since
the base period of the SHMA in 2014.

7.15

Critically this is based upon completions which fail to take account of losses to stock.
In reality, the shortfall is likely to be considerably higher when Right to Buy, Preserved
Right to Buy and Right to Acquire sales are considered.

7.16

In light of the identified level of need there can be no doubt in my mind that the delivery
of up to 54 affordable dwellings on the proposed site will make an important
contribution to the affordable housing needs of Chorley Borough and should be
afforded nothing less than substantial weight in the determination of this appeal.

17

101/5 + 146 = 166
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Affordability Indicators
Section 8

Market Signals
8.1

The PPG recognises the importance of giving due consideration to market signals as
part of understanding affordability, albeit in the context of Plan making. Nevertheless,
market signals are an important consideration in assessing the weight to be ascribed
to the benefit of providing affordable housing.
Chorley Borough Housing Register

8.2

At 1 April 2020 there were a total of 655 households on the Council’s Housing Register.
Figure 8.1 provides a comparative analysis of the number of households on the
Housing Register and net affordable housing delivery in the Borough since 1 April 2009
up to 1 April 2020.
Figure 8.1: Number of Households on the Housing Register Compared with Net
Affordable Housing Delivery
1,800
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1,400
1,200
1,000
800
600
400
200
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Affordable Housing Delivery (net)
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2019

2020

Households on the Housing Register

Source: MHCLG Live Table 600 and FOI Response (12.05.20)

8.3

As Figure 8.1 clearly illustrates, affordable housing delivery has failed to keep pace
with identified need on the housing register by a considerable margin for every single
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year over the course of the past decade in Chorley. Affordable housing delivery is
manifestly failing to address needs within the Borough.
8.4

The housing register is managed for the three Central Lancashire Councils by Select
Move. In March 2013, the Council adopted a new Housing Allocations Policy, following
changes brought in through the Localism Act 2011 which allowed local authorities to
define their own criteria for those who can apply for affordable housing.

8.5

Further changes were introduced in 2018, with the publication of the Select Move SubRegional Choice Based Lettings Scheme Common Allocation Policy 2018. A copy of
this is contained in Appendix JS26.

8.6

As a result of changes introduced by the Localism Act 2011, Local Housing Authorities
have been able to set their own Housing Register criteria from June 2012. For many
authorities this has meant excluding applicants already on the list who no longer meet
their new narrower criteria but who were still in need of affordable housing. As
mentioned earlier many of these were forced to meet their housing needs by entering
the PRS.

8.7

On 11 March 2016 Inside Housing magazine reported that 159 English Councils have
struck 237,793 people off their waiting lists and barred a further 42,994 new applicants
since the Localism Act came into effect in June 2012. The Head of Policy at the
Chartered Institute of Housing commented that the requirements “generally aren’t
good practice” as they can be “discriminatory depending on how long they’re applied”.

8.8

Such an approach does not reduce the need for affordable housing but instead makes
it even harder for those unable to access open market housing to find a suitable place
to live, with even more at risk of homelessness.

8.9

The research suggests a surge in people removed or barred from waiting lists, which
is much higher than the 113,000 found by Inside Housing in April 2014. The article
acknowledges however that there have been 775 occasions since 2012 where a
decision to remove an applicant from the waiting list or refuse access has been
reversed after it was contested. A copy of the March 2016 article is included as
Appendix JS27.

8.10

This was also recognised in the House of Commons Briefing Paper: Allocating Social
Housing (June 2017) which analysed the impact of new allocations policies. It
highlighted that “there has been a reduction in the numbers of applicants registering
on local authority housing waiting lists following the introduction of revised housing
allocation schemes under the Localism Act 2011”.
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The Briefing Paper found that the reasons for these reductions were that “…English
local authorities had used powers to limit access to social housing by amending their
allocation policies…” and “…the requirements generally aren’t good practice” as they
can be “discriminatory depending on how long they’re applied”.

8.12

Indeed, there have been several legal challenges to local authority allocation schemes
since the 2011 Act came into force and Councils were “…reportedly reviewing their
allocation policies…” following a High Court judgement which held that a council’s
allocation policy indirectly discriminated against women and disabled and older people.

8.13

Such an approach does not reduce the need for affordable housing but instead makes
it even harder for those unable to access open market housing to find a suitable place
to live, with even more at risk of homelessness.

8.14

The ability of Local Authorities to set their own qualification criteria in relation to
Housing Registers was recognised by the Planning Inspector presiding over an appeal
at Oving Road, Chichester (CD10.13). In assessing the need for affordable housing in
the District, and in determining the weight to be attached to the provision of affordable
housing for the scheme which sought to provide 100 dwellings; the Inspector
acknowledged that:
“The provision of 30% policy compliant affordable houses carries weight where the
Council acknowledges that affordable housing delivery has fallen short of meeting the
total assessed affordable housing need, notwithstanding a recent increase in delivery.
With some 1,910 households on the Housing Register in need of affordable housing,
in spite of stricter eligibility criteria being introduced in 2013 there is a considerable
degree of unmet need for affordable housing in the District. Consequently, I attach
substantial weight to this element of the proposal” (my emphasis).

8.15

A similar view was expressed in the July 2019 decision by the Inspector presiding over
an appeal at Dylon International Premises in the London Borough of Bromley. Where
the Inspector commented, “Currently, there are some 3,477 households on the
Council’s, heavily circumscribed, housing waiting list. For those accepted on the
waiting list, there is an average wait time of 1.3-years for a one-bed home, 2.7-years
for a 2-bed home and 2.6 -years for a 3-bed home.”

8.16

The Inspector went on to conclude at paragraph 35 that “very substantial weight
attaches to the contribution of this scheme to the provision of market housing and
particularly the pressing need for affordable housing” (my emphasis).
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Furthermore, in the recent appeal decision at Oxford Brookes University Campus at
Wheatley, (CD 10.14) Inspector DM Young asserted that in the context of a lengthy
housing register of 2,421 households “It is sometimes easy to reduce arguments of
housing need to a mathematical exercise, but each one of those households
represents a real person or family in urgent need who have been let down by a
persistent failure to deliver enough affordable houses” (emphasis added). He went on
to state that “Although affordable housing need is not unique to this district, that
argument is of little comfort to those on the waiting list” before concluding that “Given
the importance attached to housing delivery that meets the needs of groups with
specific housing requirements and economic growth in paragraphs 59 and 80 of the
Framework, these benefits are considerations of substantial weight”.

8.18

In the planning balance the Inspector stated that, “The Framework attaches great
importance to housing delivery that meets the needs of groups with specific housing
requirements. In that context and given the seriousness of the affordable housing
shortage in South Oxfordshire, described as “acute” by the Council, the delivery of up
to 500 houses, 173 of which would be affordable, has to be afforded very substantial
weight”.

8.19

In determining the appeal, the Secretary of State concurred with these findings, thus
underlining the importance of addressing needs on the Housing Register, in the face
of acute needs and persistent under delivery

8.20

It is important to note that the Housing Register is only part of the equation relating to
housing need. The housing register does not constitute the full definition of affordable
housing need as set out in the NPPF – Annex 2 definitions i.e. affordable rented, starter
homes, discounted market sales housing and other affordable routes to home
ownership including shared ownership, relevant equity loans, other low cost homes for
sale and rent to buy, provided to eligible households whose needs are not met by the
market.

8.21

There is no “Housing Register” for households who do not meet the Council’s
qualification criteria for social or affordable rented dwellings but still need assistance
with their accommodation because they cannot afford a property on the open market.
Intermediate housing is an important part of the affordable housing needs of the
Borough, however there is no Housing Register for those needing an intermediate or
shared ownership dwelling.

8.22

In short there remains a group of households who fall within the gap of not being
eligible to enter the housing register but who also cannot afford a market property and
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as such are in need of affordable housing. It is those in this widening affordability gap
who, I suggest, the Government intends to assist by increasing the range of affordable
housing types in the new NPPF.
8.23

The Franklands Drive Secretary of State appeal decision in 2006 (CD10.22) underlines
how the Housing Register is a limited source for identifying the full current need for
affordable housing. At paragraph 7.13 the Inspector drew an important distinction
between the narrow statutory duty of the Housing Department in meeting priority
housing need under the Housing Act, and the wider ambit of the planning system to
meet the much broader need for affordable housing.

8.24

As such the number of households on the Housing register will only be an indication
of those in priority need and whom the Housing Department have a duty to house. But
it misses thousands of households who are in need of affordable housing, a large
proportion of whom will either be living in overcrowded conditions with other
households or turning to the private rented sector and paying unaffordable rents.
Private Rental Market in Chorley Borough

8.25

The average lower quartile monthly rent in Chorley Borough in 2018/19 was £47518
pcm. This represents a 6% increase from the figure reported in 2013/1419 where
average lower quartile monthly rents stood at £450 pcm.

8.26

The 2018/19 figure for Chorley Borough also exceeds the average for the North West
region which stood at £450 pcm over the same period.
Average House Prices in Chorley Borough

8.27

The National Housing Federation (NHF) produce an annual report for each of the
regions in England, looking at various elements of the housing market across each
area.

8.28

The 2018/1920 Home Truths report (Appendix JS28) for the North West reported that
the ratio of average house prices to average incomes in Chorley stood at 7.0 in
2017/18. This means that average house prices in Chorley are seven times average
incomes.

8.29

The NHF also reported that in 2017/18 an income of £44,363 per annum would be
required in order to obtain an 80% mortgage21 in Chorley. This represents a 22%

18

Valuation Office Private Rental Market Statistics
When current records began
20
Covering the year 2017/18
21
Based on 3.5 x income multiples
19
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increase since the first NHF Home Truths North West report was produced in
2011/1222 (Appendix JS29) where the figure stood at £36,234 per annum.
8.30

By comparison the average annual earnings in the Borough in 2017/18 were
£28,08523, a 38% increase from 2010/11 where the figure stood at £20,405. In terms
of house prices themselves, the NHF reported that the average house price within
Chorley in 2017/18 was £194,086, a 15% (£169,091) increase since 2010/11.
Lower Quartile House Prices in Chorley Borough

8.31

For those seeking a lower quartile priced property (typically considered to be the ‘more
affordable’ segment of the housing market), the ratio of lower quartile house price to
incomes in Chorley Borough stands at 6.88, a 10% increase since the start of the plan
period where it stood at 5.82. This is the highest on record as illustrated by figure 8.2.

8.32

It should also be noted that by comparison, over the same period the lower quartile
house price to income ratio for the North West region has decreased by 4% from 4.95
in 2009/10 to 4.67 in 2019/20.
Figure 8.2: Ratio of Lower Quartile Incomes to Earnings in Chorley Borough (2009/10
to 2019/20)
7.00
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6.20
6.00
5.80
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5.20
2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20

Lower Quartile Affordability Ratio - Chorley Borough

Source: ONS Ratio of House Price to Work-place Based Earnings Table 6C

8.33

This means that those on the lowest incomes in the Borough, seeking to purchase a
home in the lower end of the property market, now need to find almost seven times
their annual income to do so.

22
23

Utilising 2010/11 data
Based on Valuation Office Agency data
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Market Conditions in Chorley Borough and Euxton
8.34

Figure 8.3 illustrates the median house sale prices for Chorley Borough and
demonstrates that they have increased dramatically in the period between the start of
the plan period in 2009/10 and 2018/19.
Figure 8.3: Median House Price Comparison (2009/10 to 2018/19)
£175,000.00
£170,000.00
£165,000.00
£160,000.00
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Median House Sale Price - Chorley Borough

Source: ONS Dataset 9. Median price paid for administrative geographies

8.35

Data taken from Zoopla24 indicates that the average price paid for a home in Euxton
over the past 12 months ranged from £147,515 for a terraced property, £167,350 for a
semi-detached property and £295,982 for a detached property.

8.36

Figure 8.4 illustrates that average property prices in Euxton, whilst lower than the
national average, have broadly increased at the same rate.

24

https://www.zoopla.co.uk/market/euxton/?q=Euxton%2C%20Lancashire [Accessed 19 May 2020]
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Figure 8.4: Average Property Prices in Euxton Compared to UK Average (2016 to
2020)

Source: https://www.zoopla.co.uk/market/euxton/?q=Euxton%2C%20Lancashire [Accessed: 19 May
2020]

Conclusions on Affordability Indicators
8.37

As demonstrated through the analysis in this section, affordability in the Borough has
been and continues to be, in crisis. House prices and rent levels in both the average
and lower quartile segments of the market are increasing whilst at the same time the
stock of affordable homes is failing to keep pace with the level of demand. This only
serves to push buying or renting in Chorley out of the reach of more and more people.

8.38

Analysis of market signals is critical in understanding the affordability of housing. It is
my opinion that there is an acute housing crisis in Chorley Borough, with an average
house price to average income ratio of seven.

8.39

Market signals indicate a worsening trend in affordability in Chorley and within Euxton,
and by any measure of affordability, this is a Borough in the midst of an affordable
housing crisis, and one through which urgent action must be taken to deliver more
affordable homes.
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Response to LPA’s Statement of Case
Section 9

9.1

The LPA set out several matters in relation to the need for affordable housing in their
Statement of Case (SoC). These relate to:
•

Sufficient land has been allocated for housing and has a number of permissions in
Euxton on allocated sites;

•

The appeal scheme is delivering 54 affordable dwellings which is not in excess of
the requirement in Core Strategy Policy 7 (page 78) which sets down the approach
to the delivery of affordable and special needs housing;

9.2

•

The number of local preferences; and

•

No need to deliver the site now.

Paragraph 6.42 of the LPA SoC indicates that, “The Council considers, moreover, that
sufficient land has been allocated for housing in Euxton in the Local Plan in accordance
with Core Strategy Policies 1 and 4 (pages 50-51 and page 71) and has granted a
number of permissions in Euxton on allocated sites. The latest planned/completed
development on housing allocations in Euxton is as follows:
a. HS1.39 – planning permission granted for 140 dwellings – under construction;
b. HS1.40 – planning permission granted for 51 affordable dwellings – not started;
c. HS1.41 – 12 dwellings – completed; and
d. HS1.42 – planning permission granted for 36 affordable dwellings – not started.

9.3

It goes on to say, “there is no need to deliver this site now. Rather, it should await the
evaluation

and

outcome

of

the

Central

Lancashire

Local

Plan

Review

process. Accordingly, provision of market housing generally is not a material
consideration which justifies the early release of this site.”
9.4

In respect of the affordable housing benefits, the listed sites will not fully provide for all
the people remaining in need of an affordable home in Euxton, and it is important to
consider them individually and cumulatively.
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affordable housing delivery the next 5 years, based on the Council’s most recent Five
Year Housing Supply Statement (2020).
9.5

In respect of HS1.39 the benefit to those households remaining in need of an
affordable home is limited. This is because there are only 26 homes left to be built at
1st April 2020. Furthermore, the planning permission only required 25.3% of the
affordable housing to be provided on site. There was a Section 106 Agreement
securing a financial contribution equivalent to 4.7% for off-site provision. This
amounted to a sum of £600,000.

9.6

The actual additional contribution this site will make to the availability of affordable
housing is also minimal, due to a clause in the S106 Agreement, which requires that
no more than 85% of open market units to be occupied until 100% of the affordable
housing is provided. 85% of the permitted open market is 89 homes. So, for instance,
if all the affordable housing had been provided this would be an additional 35 units,
bringing the total to 124. However, given that to date 114 have been built, the maximum
affordable housing contribution left would be 10 of the 26 dwellings left to be built. The
position on site maybe that all the affordable housing units have been already provided
in the 114 built to date.

9.7

It is accepted that 87 affordable houses on sites HS1.40 and HS1.42 remain to be built
and are likely to come forward in the next 5 years. However, site HA1.41 for 12
dwellings does not assist those in need for affordable housing for two reasons. Firstly,
the site is below the threshold for requiring affordable housing and secondly the
development is complete. I comment further on the need for housing in Euxton below
at paragraph 9.11.

9.8

At paragraph 6.44 of their SoC the Borough Council boldly state, “There is no need for
this development to come forward for affordable housing to be provided…., as at
26/06/19 there were 868 people on the Housing Register of which only 34 selected
Euxton as their preferred location. Of these only 18 had a local connection to Euxton.”
However, the FOI response dated 12 May 2020 reveals that the number of households
on 1 April 2020, who selected Euxton as their preferred location, was in fact 180
households. This is a 429% increase above the figure relied upon by the Council.

9.9

The FOI further reveals that of the 180 households, 124 have an established local
connection to the wider Chorley Borough and out of the 124, 17 currently reside in
Euxton (and would qualify based on a local connection of residence). Although,
critically, the FOI response goes on to reveal that, “the 107 households who currently
do not live in Euxton may still have a local connection through family, employment or
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previous residence but this information is not available and would be something what
would be checked by the social landlords at the point of offer”.
9.10

Evidently, the information in the SoC seems to somewhat underplay the significance
of the wider local connections and in my opinion thereby misinforms the Inquiry. This
is because not least there are 180 who have expressed Euxton as their preferred
choice of location and there are 124 who have a local connection with Euxton. This is
in stark contrast to the figures of 34 and 18 presented in paragraph 6.44 by the Council.

9.11

Therefore, in contrast to the Council’s claim that the site is not needed, I consider that
there is a great and pressing need for more affordable homes in Euxton to meet the
needs identified in the FOI response. The appeal site will also contribute to the
Borough wide needs. The crucial consideration is that the Council can be assured that
all the 56 affordable homes on the appeal site will be occupied by households who
meet the Council’s qualification criteria.

9.12

At paragraph 6.43 of their SoC the Council appear to denigrate the affordable
housing offer as being merely policy compliant, indicating that, “The appeal scheme
is delivering 54 affordable dwellings however, this is not in excess of what is required
by Core Strategy Policy 7 (page 78) which sets down the approach to the delivery of
affordable and special needs housing”.

9.13

The failure by the Council to acknowledge the benefits of affordable housing has been
considered at a previous appeal, where I gave evidence. Inspector Kevin Ward in July
2015 considered (and subsequently allowed) an outline planning permission for the
erection of up to 90 dwellings with vehicular access on to Hollybush Lane and
associated public open space, landscaping and drainage work on land at Firlands
Farm, Hollybush Lane, Burghfield Common, Reading, Berkshire.

9.14

At paragraphs 57 and 58 Mr Ward identified separately the issues of new housing
delivery and affordable housing delivery, indicating the following;
“57. The proposal would make a significant contribution to the supply of new housing,
helping to meet the needs of Burghfield Common, the East Kennet Valley and the
District as a whole. This is particularly important given my findings in relation to the
inadequacy of housing land supply. It would provide 40% affordable housing (36
dwellings), a significant contribution towards meeting needs in the area. The new
housing would be well related to services and facilities within the village and help to
sustain them. The revised proposal would also include the provision of substantial
additional public open space in the form of a village green. I consider that the social
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benefits of the proposal would therefore be significant. As discussed above, I do not
consider that the appeal proposal would undermine the plan making process in relation
to the HSADPD. In addition, the fact that the proposal was subject to significant local
opposition is not in my view a factor which is specifically relevant to the assessment of
sustainable development. The preferred option sites are themselves subject to
substantial local objection.”
9.15

Mr Ward identified that new housing would make a significant contribution and
separately that affordable housing would similarly make a significant contribution.

9.16

Furthermore, at Paragraph 58 Mr Ward identified that the individual benefits of a
scheme are not transferable, as each development should be considered on its own
merits. Mr Ward indicated that:
“58. Whilst it may be that similar economic and social benefits could be achieved from
other sites including the preferred option sites, I do not consider that this is relevant to
the assessment of whether the particular proposal before me represents sustainable
development in its own right.”

9.17

The context of this decision is in relation to a previously determined appeal at Mans
Hill also located within Burghfield Common. Mr Ward set out his comments in relation
to the distinction between the two appeals at paragraphs 70 and 71, which I set out
below:
“70. I have given careful consideration to the decision of the Inspector who dealt with
the appeal at Mans Hill. It is worth emphasising that in that case the Inspector was
considering a noticeably larger proposal adjoining a different part of the village. Whilst
I have approached the issue of housing land requirements and supply from a different
perspective, I reach the same conclusion that Policy HSG.1 of the Local Plan should
not be considered up to date and the proposal should be assessed in the light of
Paragraph 14 of the NPPF.
71. As explained above I take a different view as to the weight to be given to the
emerging HSADPD and do not consider that the particular proposal before me would
undermine the plan making process. I have also taken a different view of the weight to
be attached to social and economic benefits as I consider that the proposal should be
assessed in its own right in terms of sustainable development. Notwithstanding this, it
is clear that the Inspector in the Mans Hill case had significant concerns regarding the
adverse effect on the character and appearance of the area. I do not share such
concerns in relation to the proposal before me.”
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As can be seen in relation to his comments at paragraph 58 it is for each case to be
considered on its individual merits. The Mans Hill appeal is contained in CD10.20 and
Firlands Farm as CD10.21.

9.19

A further appeal also reveals this is the wrong approach. For instance, in assessing
the overall planning balance of an appeal in South Gloucestershire (CD10.05),
Inspector Nick Fagan held that:
“The fact that the much needed affordable housing and custom-build housing are
elements that are no more than that required by policy is irrelevant – they would still
comprise significant social benefits that merit substantial weight.” (paragraph 61) [my
emphasis).

9.20

In my opinion Policy 7 of the Core Strategy is drafted as a benefit of the proposal, it is
not drafted in mitigation or to ward off a harm. The fact that the appeal offer is policy
compliant is not a reason to reduce the weight given to affordable housing in the
planning balance.

9.21

Lastly, the Council claim there is no need to deliver the site now. However, the future
delivery of Affordable Housing in Chorley is highly uncertain. As can be seen in Figure
7.1, past delivery has fluctuated considerably. The delivery of a higher number of
affordable homes one year does not guarantee this will continue for future years. The
supply of affordable housing is affected by the local market factors, including the
number of sites with planning permission and wider national factors including
availability of public funding.

9.22

The Council produced its latest five-year housing land supply (5YHLS) statement in
March 2020. Analysis contained in Appendix JS30 reveals that the Council will secure
between April 2020 and March 2015 affordable housing dwellings from either allocated
sites with planning permission, allocated site without planning permission or windfall
sites.

9.23

Based on my analysis, Appendix JS30 identifies that the Council’s likely supply from
allocated sites with planning permission is 178 affordable homes, 47 from allocated
sites without planning permission and 58 from windfalls. This is a total of 283 affordable
homes or 57 a year.

9.24

Appendix JS30 also identifies that the appellants’ likely supply is slightly less with 171
coming from allocated with planning permission, zero from allocated sites without
planning permission (site delivery is disputed by Gladman Developments) and 58 from
Windfalls. This equates to 236 affordable homes or 47 a year.
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The Council appears to have committed to an average of around 57 net affordable
dwellings per annum on site over the next five years. This figure falls substantially short
of the Council’s annual affordable housing requirement of 146 net affordable dwellings
in the 2017 SHMA and the 132 identified in the recent 2020 Housing Study by Iceni.

9.26

Furthermore, compared to the average delivery of 145 net dwelling in the past 10
years, is reasonable to conclude the affordable housing supply in Chorley has
collapsed.

9.27

It is important to note that over £3.6 million in off-site affordable housing contributions
have also been collected in the 5YHLS in lieu of providing affordable housing onsite.

9.28

However, given the recently published Government consultation (August 2018) on the
“Use of receipts from Right to Buy sales” attached as Appendix JS31, the impact on
annual delivery is minimal. The consultation indicates that the cost of building an
affordable home in the North West to be £122,000. Therefore, based on the total
£3,608,726 collected this would only delivery an additional 30 affordable homes or just
6 a year, if all were delivered in the next 5 years.

9.29

Consequently, based on the best case for the Council it would appear just 63
affordable homes a year could be delivered for the next five years. This is significantly
under half the needs identified in the two most recent housing studies. As such, I
disagree with the Council’s statement. The appeal site is very much needed now.
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The Weight to be Attributed to the Proposed
Affordable Housing Provision
Section 10

10.1

The Government attaches weight to achieving a turnaround in affordability to help meet
affordable housing needs. The revised NPPF (2019) is clear that the Government
seeks to significantly boost the supply of housing.
The Need for Affordable Housing

10.2

The National Housing Strategy sets out that a thriving housing market that offers
choice, flexibility and affordable housing is critical to our social and economic
wellbeing.

10.3

The adopted Development Plan in Chorley currently comprises the Chorley Local Plan
(2015), and the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012). The evidence clearly
highlights that within adopted policy and a wide range of other plans and strategies,
providing affordable housing has long been established as, and remains, a key priority
for Chorley Council.

10.4

There is an acute need for affordable homes in Chorley with the 2009 SHMA, which
was tested at Examination, identifying a shortfall of 723 net affordable homes per
annum between 2009 and 2014.

10.5

Critically this is based upon net completions which fails to take account of losses to
stock. In reality, the shortfall is likely to be considerably higher when Right to Buy,
Preserved Right to Buy and Right to Acquire sales are considered.

10.6

Comparative analysis of net completions since 2009 shows that a shortfall of -2,795
affordable homes had arisen by 2014/15 alone.

10.7

Even when consideration is given to the needs identified in the 2017 SHMA, (146 net
per annum in Chorley between 2014 and 2034) a shortfall of 101 affordable homes
has still arisen since the base period of the SHMA in 2014.

10.8

Given the recognised shortfall in affordable housing across Chorley, the appeal
proposals provide an affordable housing contribution which would contribute
significantly towards addressing this key corporate priority.
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The Council’s record of past delivery should be viewed in the context of the fact that at
1 April 2020 there were a total of 655 households on the Housing Register with an
identified affordable housing need within the Borough. With over 25% (27.5%) of the
register expressing a preference for a home in Euxton. It is important to remember that
these are real people, in real need, now.

10.10 The acute level of affordable housing need will detrimentally affect the ability of people
to lead the best lives they can. The National Housing Strategy requires urgent action
to build new homes, acknowledging the significant social consequences of failure to
do so.
10.11 In addition to the shortfall in delivery against the objectively assessed need for
affordable housing identified in the SHMA, other indicators further point to an
affordability crisis in the Borough. Affordability in the Borough has been and continues
to be, in crisis. House prices and rent levels in both the average and lower quartile
segments of the market are increasing whilst at the same time the stock of affordable
homes is failing to keep pace with the level of demand. This only serves to push buying
or renting in Chorley out of the reach of more and more people.
10.12 Future delivery appears to have collapsed with just 63 homes per annum likely to come
forward for each of the next 5 years.
10.13 Analysis of market signals is critical in understanding the affordability of housing. It is
my opinion that there is an acute housing crisis in Chorley Borough, with an average
house price to average income ratio of seven.
10.14 Market signals indicate a worsening trend in affordability in Chorley and within Euxton,
and by any measure of affordability, this is a Borough in the midst of an affordable
housing crisis, and one through which urgent action must be taken to deliver more
affordable homes.
10.15 This demonstrates an acute need for affordable housing in Chorley Borough and one
which the Council and decision makers need to do as much as possible to seek to
address. Indeed, they are required to do so, and proactively, by the revised NPPF
(2019).
Weight to be Afforded to the Proposed Affordable Housing
10.16 The NPPF (2019) is clear at paragraph 31 that policies should be underpinned by
relevant up-to-date evidence which is adequate and proportionate and takes into
account relevant market signals
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10.17 Paragraph 59 of the NPPF sets out the Governments clear objective of “significantly
boosting the supply of homes” with paragraph 60 setting out that in order to “determine
the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be informed by a
local housing need assessment”. The NPPF requires local authorities at paragraph 61
to assess and reflect in planning policies the size, type and tenure of housing needed
for different groups, “including those who require affordable housing”.
10.18 The Council failed to meet the identified needs in the 2009 SHMA every year, over the
five-year period between 2009/10 and 2014/15. With just 820 net affordable housing
completions at an average of 164 a year, compared to an annual need of 723. The
shortfall was enormous at 2,795 affordable homes. Furthermore, average delivery
since 2013/14 has fallen to 140 affordable homes a year over the 6 years. Whilst the
annual requirement is significantly lower at 146 affordable homes there is nevertheless
an on-going annual shortfall of 101 affordable homes in the seven year period. The
evidence clearly demonstrates that there has been a persistent under delivery of
affordable homes to meet identified needs and demand across the Borough.
10.19 The projected future delivery in Appendix JS30 does not appear to provide the answer
to the 655 households in need of an affordable home. The Current shortfall will
continue to grow over the next five years, unless more affordable homes are permitted.
10.20 Against this scale of need and poor prospects for early resolution, there can be no
doubt in my mind that the provision of up to 54 affordable homes on the appeal site
should be afforded nothing less than substantial weight in the determination of this
appeal.
Relevant Secretary of State and Appeal Decisions
10.21 The importance of affordable housing as a material consideration has been reflected
in a number of Secretary of State (SoS) and appeal decisions. Of particular interest is
the amount of weight which has been afforded to affordable housing relative to other
material considerations. Brief summaries are outlined below, and the full decisions are
included as Core Documents.
Appeal Decision: Leasowes Road and Laurels Road, Offenham (February 2014)
– CD10.15
10.22 This application sought permission for the development of 50 dwellings. The proposal
included the provision of 40% affordable housing which was in line with the emerging
South Worcestershire Development Plan requirements.
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10.23 The Inspector noted at paragraph 37 that the proposal would accord with the aims of
the Framework to boost the supply of housing, whilst the provision of 40% of this total
as affordable housing is another material consideration in support of the appeal. The
Inspector noted at paragraph 38 that the scheme would help meet the housing needs
of present and future generations, both for market and affordable housing and that in
his view these considerations carry “great weight” in favour of the proposal as they
contribute significantly towards the national economic and housing agendas
(Inspector’s Report, page 8).
10.24 The Inspector concluded that the proposal would make a strategic contribution towards
addressing the shortfall of housing, and especially affordable housing, within the
District.
Secretary of State Decision: Pulley Lane, Droitwich Spa (July 2014) – CD10.23
10.25 The Inspector recognised that the contribution of the scheme in meeting some of the
affordable housing deficit in the area cannot be underestimated (Inspector’s Report,
Page 89). The Inspector set out under paragraph 8.123 of their Report that:
“The SOS should be aware that a major plank of the Appellant’s evidence is the
significant under provision of affordable housing against the established need Figure
and the urgent need to provide affordable housing in Wychavon. If the position in
relation to the overall supply of housing demonstrate a general district-wide
requirement for further housing, that requirement becomes critical and the need
overriding in relation to the provision of affordable housing. The most recent analysis
in the SHMA (found to be a sound assessment of affordable housing needs)
demonstrates a desperate picture bearing hallmarks of overcrowding, barriers to
getting onto the housing ladder and families in crisis.”
10.26 The Inspector continued under paragraph 8.123 of his report to state that “the SHMA
indisputably records that affordability is at crisis point. Without adequate provision of
affordable housing, these acute housing needs will not be met. In terms of the NPPF’s
requirement to create inclusive and mixed communities at paragraph 50, this is a very
serious matter. Needless to say, these socially disadvantaged people were not
represented at the Inquiry.”
10.27 The level of significance attached to affordable housing provision was addressed
through paragraph 8.124 of the Inspectors Report where he stated that:
“These bleak and desperate conclusions are thrown into even sharper focus by an
examination of the current circumstances in Wychavon itself. Over the whole of the
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District's area, there is presently a need for 268 homes per annum. These are real
people in real need now. Unfortunately, there appears to be no early prospect of any
resolution to this problem...Given the continuing shortfall in affordable housing within
the District, I consider the provision of affordable housing as part of the proposed
development is a clear material consideration of significant weight that mitigates in
favour of the site being granted planning permission” (Inspectors Report, page 111).
10.28 This statement is supplemented at paragraph 8.125 by the Inspector considering that
“from all the evidence that is before me the provision of affordable housing must attract
very significant weight in any proper exercise of planning balance.”
10.29 The Secretary of State concluded that both schemes delivered “substantial and
tangible” benefits, including the delivery of 40% “much needed” affordable housing.
Appeal Decision: Land North of Upper Chapel, Launceston (11 April 2014) –
CD10.16
10.30 At paragraph 51 the Inspector noted that “irrespective of whether the five-year housing
land supply figure is met or not, NPPF does not suggest that this has be regarded as
a ceiling or upper limit on permissions. On the basis that there would be no harm from
a scheme, or that the benefits would demonstrably outweigh the harm, then the view
that satisfying a 5 year housing land supply figure should represent some kind of limit
or bar to further permissions is considerably diminished, if not rendered irrelevant”.
10.31 The Inspector acknowledged at paragraph 41 that the appeal proposal would have a
very significant social role in bringing forward 40 affordable housing units, noting that
there was an acute shortage of affordable housing in Launceston. The Inspector also
noted that the need for additional affordable housing was all the greater having regard
to other sites negotiating lower proportions of affordable housing in lieu of other
planning obligation contributions.
10.32 At paragraph 52 of their report, the Inspector considered that “there is an
acknowledged acute need for affordable housing in this locality and the proposed
scheme would bring forward 40 affordable units. This has to be a substantial benefit of
the scheme.” (my emphasis). In concluding the Inspector found that the benefits of the
proposals outweighed the small degree of policy conflict.
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Appeal Decision: Land adjacent to Cornerways, High Street, Twyning,
Tewkesbury (July 2015) – CD10.17
10.33 The appeal was in respect of a proposed development of 58 dwellings with 36%
affordable housing in Tewkesbury Borough Council administrative area.
10.34 In allowing the appeal the Inspector commented at paragraph 63 of their report that:
“Mr Smith agreed that the delivery of 21 affordable dwellings is a social benefit of the
proposal to which it was appropriate to give substantial weight. There is a great deal
of unchallenged evidence before the Inquiry to demonstrate that there is a housing
crisis in this country that manifests itself in this Borough in terms of an acute shortage
of affordable housing. Table 7.16 of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment [SHMA]
Update [CDA17] identifies that the net annual need for affordable housing in
Tewkesbury is 587 dwellings. This is more than twice the equivalent figure for the
neighbouring District of Wychavon, despite the fact that Tewkesbury’s population is
little more than two thirds of that in Wychavon. The Inspector in the Wychavon appeal
found that the provision of affordable housing in that case: “…is a clear material
consideration of significant weight that mitigates in favour of the site being granted
planning permission”; the Secretary of State agreed. Given the much larger quantum
of identified need in Tewkesbury and the magnitude of the accumulated shortfall in
affordable housing delivery, it would be appropriate to attribute very substantial weight
to this important benefit of the proposal” (my emphasis).
Appeal Decision: Oldmixon Road, Weston-super-Mare (10 April 2017) – CD10.18
10.35 The appeal proposals made provision for 150 dwellings of which 30% (45 dwellings)
would be provided as affordable housing. Paragraph 92 of the Inspectors report
acknowledged that the Sustainable Community Strategy “recognises that one of the
main challenges is the growing number of people seeking social housing in the area”
and that “it is apparent that the need for more affordable housing in North Somerset
has been, and continues to be, an issue of concern.”
10.36 The Inspector went on at paragraph 94 to note the 3,608 households on the Housing
Register at 1 April 2016 with paragraph 95 referring to the fact that the average waiting
time for an affordable home in North Somerset was 735 days. In addition to which
reference was drawn to the 34% increase in homelessness, high levels of affordability
ratios and 32% house price increase over the past five years. Following on from this
at paragraph 96 he found that “the need in the district is glaring with a significant
number of people having bleak housing prospects for the foreseeable future”.
The Weight to be Attributed to the Proposed Affordable Housing Provision

66

Agenda Page 77

Agenda Item 4a

10.37 Furthermore, the Inspector made clear at paragraph 97 that “although the Council
sought to undermine the veracity of the affordable housing obligation, in the absence
of a viability appraisal, nothing of any substance was placed before me. It is also telling
that the appellant has not considered the 30% contribution to be unrealistic on the
grounds of lack of viability”.
10.38 Paragraph 101 set out that the Inspector “remain[ed] content to afford substantial
weight to the benefit arising from the market and affordable homes which the scheme
would deliver”.
Appeal Decision: Land at the Corner of Oving Road and A27, Chichester (August
2017) – CD10.13
10.39 Within the consideration of the appeal which sought to provide 100 dwellings to the
east of Chichester, the Planning Inspector acknowledged the provisions of the
Localism Act 2011 which allowed for Local Housing Authorities to set their own set of
qualification criteria in order to register on the respective housing waiting lists.
10.40 As discussed, Local Housing Authorities such as Chichester used these freedoms to
generate a more rigid set of requirements, which inevitably resulted in a reduction on
those on housing waiting lists. However, whilst this was acknowledged by the
Inspector, it was noted at Paragraph 63:
“Moreover, the provision of 30% policy compliant affordable houses carries weight
where the Council acknowledges that affordable housing delivery has fallen short of
meeting the total assessed affordable housing need, notwithstanding a recent increase
in delivery. With some 1,910 households on the Housing Register in need of affordable
housing, in spite of stricter eligibility criteria being introduced in 2013 there is a
considerable degree of unmet need for affordable housing in the District.
Consequently, I attach substantial weight to this element of the proposal.” (my
emphasis).
10.41 The recognition by the Inspector presiding over the Chichester appeal highlights the
impact of the freedoms brought by the Localism Act 2011, and the significant reduction
in those households on Councils’ Housing Registers. The Inspector’s comments
acknowledged that there is a wider cohort that have been wiped off such waiting lists
as a result of the changes, and in my opinion, are still in desperate need for affordable
housing. The appeal was allowed on 18 August 2017.
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Appeal Decision: Land east of Park Lane, Coalpit Heath, South Gloucestershire
(September 2018) – CD10.05
10.42 Paragraph 61 of the decision states that “there are three different components of the
housing that would be delivered: market housing, affordable housing (AH) and custombuild housing (CBH). They are all important and substantial weight should be attached
to each component for the reasons raised in evidence by the appellants, which was
not substantively challenged by the Council, albeit they all form part of the overall
housing requirement and supply. The fact that the much-needed AH and CBH are
elements that are no more than that required by policy is irrelevant – they would still
comprise significant social benefits that merit substantial weight” (my emphasis).
Appeal Decision: Land at Dylon, Bromley (July 2019) – CD10.19
10.43 As referred to already, in this July 2019 decision the inspector presiding over an appeal
at Dylon International Premises in the London Borough of Bromley commented in his
decision at paragraph 33 that “Currently, there are some 3,477 households on the
Council’s, heavily circumscribed, housing waiting list. For those accepted on the
waiting list, there is an average wait time of 1.3-years for a one-bed home, 2.7-years
for a 2-bed home and 2.6 -years for a 3-bed home.”
10.44 The Inspector went on to conclude at paragraph 35 that “very substantial weight
attaches to the contribution of this scheme to the provision of market housing and
particularly the pressing need for affordable housing” (my emphasis).
Appeal Decision: Oxford Brookes University, Wheatley Campus, College Close,
Wheatley, Oxford (23 April 2020) – CD10.14
10.45 Inspector DM Young asserted that in the context of a lengthy housing register of 2,421
households “It is sometimes easy to reduce arguments of housing need to a
mathematical exercise, but each one of those households represents a real person or
family in urgent need who have been let down by a persistent failure to deliver enough
affordable houses” (emphasis added). He went on to state that “Although affordable
housing need is not unique to this district, that argument is of little comfort to those on
the waiting list” before concluding that “Given the importance attached to housing
delivery that meets the needs of groups with specific housing requirements and
economic growth in paragraphs 59 and 80 of the Framework, these benefits are
considerations of substantial weight”.
10.46 In the planning balance the Inspector stated that, “The Framework attaches great
importance to housing delivery that meets the needs of groups with specific housing
The Weight to be Attributed to the Proposed Affordable Housing Provision

68

Agenda Page 79

Agenda Item 4a

requirements. In that context and given the seriousness of the affordable housing
shortage in South Oxfordshire, described as “acute” by the Council, the delivery of up
to 500 houses, 173 of which would be affordable, has to be afforded very substantial
weight”.
10.47 In determining the appeal, the Secretary of State concurred with these findings, thus
underlining the importance of addressing needs on the Housing Register, in the face
of acute needs and persistent under delivery.
Overview of Secretary of State and Appeal Decisions
10.48 The decisions above emphasise the great weight which both Inspectors and the
Secretary of State have, on various occasions, attached to the provision of affordable
housing in the consideration of planning appeals.
10.49 Some of the key points I would highlight from these examples are that:
•

Affordable housing is an important material consideration;

•

The importance of unmet need for affordable housing being met immediately;

•

Planning Inspectors and the Secretary of State has attached very substantial
weight to the provision of affordable housing; and

•

Even where there is a five-year housing land supply the benefit of a scheme’s
provision of affordable housing can weigh heavily in favour of development.

Conclusions on Weight to be attributed to the Proposed Affordable Housing
Provision
10.50 I consider that the evidence demonstrates that there is an acute need for affordable
housing in Chorley Borough. There is an objectively assessed need for 146 net
affordable homes per annum between 2014 and 2034 or 132 if the findings of the 2020
Housing study are endorsed after examination. In any event the prospect in the next 5
years is bleak with projected annual completions of just 63 homes. The existing
shortfall will only continue to grow.
10.51 There were 655 households on the Council’s Housing Register at 1 April 2020 with an
identified need for an affordable home in Chorley Borough, with 180 expressing a
preference for a home in Euxton. In my opinion there is a very substantial need for new
affordable homes in Chorley Borough.
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10.52 The appeal proposals offer 30% affordable housing which meets the requirements of
requirements of Policy 7 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012). It is my view
that this will make a substantial contribution to meeting the identified needs in Chorley
Borough.
10.53 Given the Council’s past performance towards meeting its identified housing needs
across the Borough, I consider that nothing less than substantial weight should be
afforded to the delivery of affordable housing through the appeal scheme in the
planning balance.
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Summary and Conclusions
Section 11

11.1

My evidence deals specifically with affordable housing and the weight to be afforded
to it in the planning decision in light of the evidence of need in the area.

11.2

Britain is in the midst of an undisputed housing crisis with North West England suffering
from an acute housing crisis with too few homes built to meet local needs. The National
Housing Strategy states that a thriving housing market that offers choice, flexibility and
affordable housing is critical to our social and economic wellbeing.

11.3

The NPPF (2019) sets out the Government’s clear objective of “significantly boosting
the supply of homes”.

11.4

There is a wealth of evidence to demonstrate that there is a national housing crisis in
the UK affecting many millions of people who are unable to access suitable
accommodation to meet their housing needs.

11.5

In this context it is important to consider that the average affordability ratio in Chorley
Borough now stands at 7 and the local quartile affordability ratio, typically considered
to be the ‘more affordable’ segment of the housing market, is now 6.88. The lower
quartile affordability ratio has risen by a 10% increase since the start of the plan period
where it stood at 5.82. and is at its highest level on record.

11.6

The Council failed to meet the identified needs in the 2009 SHMA every year, over the
five-year period between 2009/10 and 2014/15. With just 820 net affordable housing
completions at an average of 164 a year, compared to an annual need of 723. The
shortfall was enormous at 2,795 affordable homes. Furthermore, average delivery
since 2013/14 has fallen to 140 affordable homes a year over the 6 years. Whilst the
annual requirement is significantly lower at 146 affordable homes there is nevertheless
an on-going annual shortfall of 101 affordable homes in the seven-year period. The
prospect of just 63 affordable homes over the next five years must be extremely painful
news for the 655 households currently on the housing register.

11.7

There is a clear and pressing need for more affordable homes to be delivered in
Chorley Borough which the appeal proposals would make a substantial contribution
towards addressing.
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Given the historic rates of affordable housing delivery across the Borough and the
limited future supply there appears to be little prospect of those in affordable housing
need having their housing needs met anytime soon without a substantial boost to the
delivery of affordable housing.

11.9

All of this must be viewed in the context of the 655 households on the Housing Register
in Chorley Borough. It is important not to lose sight of the fact that these are real
people, in real affordable housing need, now.

11.10 The acute level of affordable housing need coupled with worsening affordability will
detrimentally affect the ability of people to lead the best lives they can. The National
Housing Strategy requires urgent action to build new homes, acknowledging the
significant social consequences of failure to do so.
11.11 On a national level, in every scenario, against every annual need figure identified since
the publication of the Barker Review in 2004, the extent of the shortfall in housing
delivery in England is staggering and ranges from a shortfall of -1,100,091 to a shortfall
of -2,540,091 homes over the past 15 years depending on which annual target actual
housing completions are measured against. This merely serves to further compound
the acute affordability problems that the country is facing.
11.12 What is clear is that a significant boost in the delivery of housing, and in particular
affordable housing, in England is absolutely essential to arrest the housing crisis and
prevent further worsening of the situation.
11.13 Against the scale unmet need there is no doubt in my mind that the provision of up to
54 affordable homes will make a very substantial contribution.
11.14 In light of all the evidence I consider that the affordable housing provision through the
appeal proposals should be afforded nothing less than substantial weight in the
determination of this appeal.

Summary and Conclusions

72

Agenda Page 83

Appendix JS1
Freedom of Information Correspondence
(8 & 9 April 2020 and 12 May 2020)

Agenda Item 4a

Agenda Page 84
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Agenda Item 4a

foi
Andy Moger
FOI/20/158 Response
12 May 2020 15:36:16

Dear Andy
I am writing in response to your request for information under the terms of the Freedom of Information Act 2000
Please find below, the details of your request and our response in blue.
REQUEST:Can you please provide the following data in line with the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act.
Housing Register

1. The total number of households on the Council's Housing Register at 1st April 2020. 655.

2. The total number of households on the Council's Housing Register at 1st April 2020 specifying Euxton as their preferred choice
of location. 180.

3. Of those households in question 3 above, how many meet the local connection criteria for being housed in Euxton.
124 of the 180 have an established local connection to the wider Chorley borough (if an additional local lettings policy were to be used by
the social landlords, the landlord would be responsible for establishing any additional local connection to that specific area of the borough as
comprehensive details in regards to local connection are not stored under our Choice Based Lettings system). Out of the 124, 17 of the
households currently reside in Euxton so would have a local connection based on residence. The 107 households who currently do not live
in Euxton may still have a local connection through family, employment or previous residence but this information is not available and would
be something that would be checked by the social landlords at the point of offer.

4. The average waiting times at 1 April 2018 and 1 April 2019 for the following types of affordable property in the Chorley Council
region: This information is not available as the allocation scheme is a choice based lettings scheme and therefore waiting times
are to an extent determined by customer preference.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

A shared accommodation affordable dwelling;
1-bed affordable dwelling;
2-bed affordable dwelling;
3-bed affordable dwelling;
4-bed affordable dwelling; and
A 4+ bed affordable dwelling.

5. The average waiting times at 1 April 2019 and 1 April 2020 for the following types of affordable property in the Chorley Council
region: As above.

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

A shared accommodation affordable dwelling;
1-bed affordable dwelling;
2-bed affordable dwelling;
3-bed affordable dwelling;
4-bed affordable dwelling; and
A 4+ bed affordable dwelling.

6. Whether the Council has made any changes to its Housing Register Allocations Policy as a result of the provisions of the
Localism Act and if so, when these occurred, and what they entailed.
The Council’s Allocation Scheme for determining the allocation of accommodation is a single policy which is adopted by all three Central
Lancashire Authorities of Preston, Chorley and South Ribble along with the majority of RPs (Registered Providers) with stock in the area.
It is governed through the Select Move Partnership and is updated regularly (most recently in 2019) to reflect changes in legislation and
policy. The 2011 Localism Act provisions were included in the 2012 update of Allocations Scheme regarding qualifying persons. Those
applicants who does not qualify for Select Move (due to no local connection or already being a home owner or having substantial assets),
are placed onto the open property register which is outside the banding system but, in effect, means that they come below band E ( which is
no housing need). There are also policy requirements which means that some applicants will not qualify for the scheme, for example, rent
arrears or a history of antisocial behaviour.

Social Housing Stock

7. The total number of social housing dwelling stock at 1st April 2019 in Euxton. The council does not hold this information.
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8. The total number of social housing dwelling stock at 1st April 2020 in Euxton. – As above.

Whether all, or a part of, the Local Authority’s social housing dwelling stock as been transferred to another organisation(s). If so, when did
this occur and to whom (i.e. which housing association(s) or Arms-Length Management Organisation (ALMO)) was the stock transferred.
The Council’s housing stock was transferred to Chorley Community Housing Limited on 26 March 2007.

9.

Social Housing Lettings

10. The number of social housing lettings in the following periods in Euxton:

a. 1 April 2017 and 1 April 2018; 77
b. 1 April 2018 and 1 April 2019; 82
c. 1 April 2019 and 1 April 2020. 55

Housing Completions
11. The number of NET housing completions in the Chorley Council region broken down on a per annum basis for the period between
2000/01 and 2019/20.
Gross completions by parish – net completions by settlement not available for this period.
Settlement
2000/01
2001/2002
2002/2003
Adlington
2
8
65
Anderton
0
0
15
Anglezarke
0
1
1
Bretherton
0
0
0
Brindle
1
0
4
Charnock Richard
1
6
0
Chorley
77
194
165
Clayton-le-Woods
72
48
29
Coppull
23
24
98
Croston
0
67
55
Cuerden
2
-2
0
Eccleston
13
3
1
Euxton
47
146
78
Heapey
1
2
4
Heath Charnock
1
14
1
Heskin
0
7
2
Hoghton
0
0
6
Mawdesley
1
3
3
Rivington
1
0
1
Ulnes Walton
0
1
1
Wheelton
2
0
1
Whittle-le-Woods
15
18
7
Withnell
1
1
3
Total
260
541
540
Gross completions by settlement – net completions not available.
Settlement
Adlington
Buckshaw Village
Chorley
Clayton Brook
Clayton-le-Woods
Coppull
Eccleston
Euxton
Other Rural
Whittle-le-Woods
Withnell/Brinscall
Grand Total (gross)

2003/04
109
0
342
26
0
59
10
45
61
3
3
658

2004/05
74
79
200
27
3
7
21
36
37
5
0
489

2005/06
10
179
138
0
1
17
3
12
28
3
2
393

Settlement

2010/
11

2011/
12

2012/
13

Adlington
Buckshaw Village
Chorley
Clayton Brook/Green
Clayton-le-Woods
Coppull
Eccleston
Euxton

5
237
187
11
11
42
11
4

48
199
184
56
14
-13
4
0

19
228
278
13
0
21
29
3

2006/07
0
117
56
1
0
2
14
3
12
3
0
208

2007/08
0
226
57
0
0
0
0
0
7
0
0
290

2008/09
1
262
80
10
0
0
23
1
5
3
3
388

2009/10
11
110
211
12
2
8
3
5
87
22
0
471

2013/ 2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/
14
15
16
17
18
19 2019/20
85
290
145
10
0
2
5
5

24
159
214
14
135
52
39
2

22
141
132
3
84
76
43
6

53
126
107
0
101
50
18
3

54
160
210
19
123
14
5
0

55
129
172
19
50
4
18
63

8
171
101
76
98
38
2
59

Total

Net completions
by settlement.

373
1,840
1,730
221
616
286
174
145
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Other Rural
Whittle-le-Woods
Withnell/Brinscall
Total

12
5
2
527

34
26
0
552

35
12
0
638

27
9
4
582

66
18
0
723

23
67
0
597

36
23
0
517

35
41
0
661

22
41
0
573

54
33
0
640

344
275
6
6,010

12. The number of NET affordable housing completions in the Chorley Council region broken down on a per annum basis for the period
between 2000/01 and 2019/20. 2000-2010
Data prior to 2010 is not available.
Year
Ward
Adlington & Anderton
Astley & Buckshaw
Chisnall
Chorley East
Chorley North East
Chorley North West
Chorley South East
Chorley South West
Clayton-le-Woods North
Clayton-le-Woods &
Whittle-le-Woods
Clayton-le-Woods West
& Cuerden
Coppull
Eccleston & Mawdesley
Euxton North
Euxton South
Heath Charnock &
Rivington
Lostock
Pennine
Wheelton & Withnell
TOTAL

2010/
11
3
39
0
34
20
1
14
9
6
33

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

2018/19

2019/20

37
19
10
19
1
0
33
1
12
33

0
45
0
14
0
0
47
7
0
19

26
19
3
1
10
0
10
35
0
8

2
6
2
0
11
1
14
31
0
0

0
3
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0

6
14
0
0
0
0
18
0
0
0

3
36
0
0
5
23
29
27
0
0

26
37
0
12
12
77
0
0
0
3

0
23
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0

0

0

48

32

4

39

8

31

13
0
0
0
0

3
0
1
0
1

6
21
0
0
0

1
4
4
0
4

21
12
4
0
0

22
0
0
0
0

27
0
0
0
0

10
0
0
0
0

0
0
20
0
0

10
0
11
0
0

0
0
1
173

0
0
0
170

24
0
0
183

0
0
4
129

4
9
0
165

0
25
0
85

6
12
0
87

0
0
0
172

0
7
0
202

0
6
0
81

13. The number of NET housing completions in Euxton broken down on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2019/20.
See table above under question 11.
14. The number of NET affordable housing completions in Euxton broken down on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01
and 2019/20.
See table under question 12. Data has been collected by ward not settlement.
Right to Buy
15. The number of social rented dwellings lost in the Chorley Council region broken down on a per annum basis for the period between
2000/01 and 2019/20 through:
a. Right to Buy;
b. Preserved Right to Buy;
c. Voluntary Right to Buy; and
d. Right to Acquire
In terms of the Right to Buy information, we do not hold that information as the stock was transferred to CCH. Right to Buy information
(including Right to Acquire) would be held by the RSL’s (Registered Social Landlords).
16. The number of Right to Buy replacements funded by receipts from Right to Buy sales in the Chorley Council region broken down on a
per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2019/20.
See answer to question 15 above.
17. The number of social rented dwellings lost in Euxton broken down on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2019/20
through:
a. Right to Buy;
b. Preserved Right to Buy;
c. Voluntary Right to Buy; and
d. Right to Acquire.
See answer to question 15 above.
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18. The number of Right to Buy replacements funded by receipts from Right to Buy sales in Euxton broken down on a per annum basis
for the period between 2000/01 and 2019/20.
See answer to question 15 above.
Temporary Accommodation
21. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary accommodation within the Chorley Council region at 1st
April 2019. 15.
22. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary accommodation outside the Chorley Council region at 1st
April 2019. 0.

23. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary accommodation within the Chorley Council region at 1st
April 2020. 19
24. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary accommodation outside the Chorley Council region at 1st
April 2020. 2.

I hope the information provided here answers your enquiry. If however, you are unhappy with the outcome, or the way in which Chorley Council has
handled your request, you may wish to make an appeal. This can be done in writing to the Director of Governance, Chorley Council, Town Hall, Market
Street, Chorley, PR7 1DP, or by e-mail to: foi@chorley.gov.uk clearly stating your reasons for dissatisfaction. Please quote the above reference number in
all correspondence.
If your appeal is not upheld or you remain dissatisfied with our decision, you can complain to the Information Commissioner by completing their complaints
form which can be found at:
https://ico.org.uk/make-a-complaint/your-personal-information-concerns/personal-information-concerns/personal-information-concerns-report/
The completed form may be submitted by e-mail to casework@ico.org.uk or by post to Customer Contact, Information Commissioner’s Officer, Wycliffe
House, Water Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9 5AF.
Please note that the information provided by Chorley Borough Council is intended for your personal use. If it is your intention to re-use the information for
commercial gain, you will need to apply to the Council for a licence to re-use it, under the Re-Use of Public Sector Information Regulations 2005.
Yours sincerely
FOI
Chorley Council
( 01257 515151 | 8 chorley.gov.uk
Come and enjoy a great day out for all generation of the family at Chorley Flower Show on 27 and 28 July – for more info and advance tickets click here.
You can make service requests online at chorley.gov.uk, and it’s even faster if you use 'My Account'

This e-mail and any attached files are confidential and may also be legally privileged. They are intended solely for the intended addressee. If they
have come to you in error you must not use, copy or communicate them to anyone. Please advise the sender and permanently delete the e-mail
and attachments. Please note that while Chorley Council has policies in place requiring its staff to use e-mail in an appropriate manner, any views
expressed in this message are those of the individual sender may not necessarily reflect the views of Chorley Council. Chorley Council may
monitor e-mails sent or received.
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Gina Day
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gina Day
05 May 2020 15:11
Gina Day
FOI/20/158 Acknowledgement - Affordable Housing data

From: foi <foi@chorley.gov.uk>
Sent: 09 April 2020 11:25
To: Andy Moger <Andy.Moger@tetlow‐king.co.uk>
Subject: FOI/20/158 Acknowledgement ‐ Affordable Housing data

Dear Andy
REQUEST FOR INFORMATION UNDER THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 2000
OUR REFERENCE: FOI/20/158
Thank you for your request under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. Please quote the above reference number
in all future correspondence.
I can confirm that we have received your request for information, and that it is being dealt with under the terms of
the Freedom of Information Act 2000 or if appropriate the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, which
requires us to respond to your enquiry within 20 working days of its receipt. You should therefore expect to receive
a response by 06 May 2020, whilst we will use endeavours to provide a response within the statutory timeframe
please note that there may be some delays due to the coronavirus (Covid‐19) pandemic.
Please note that the information provided by Chorley Borough Council is intended for your personal use. If it is your
intention to re‐use the information for commercial gain, you will need to apply to the Council for a licence to re‐use
it, under the Re‐Use of Public Sector Information Regulations 2005.
Information on the regulations can be obtained from the Office of Public Sector Information and accessed directly
on their website:
http://www.opsi.gov.uk
Yours sincerely

FOI Department
Chorley Council

From: Andy Moger <Andy.Moger@tetlow‐king.co.uk>
Sent: 08 April 2020 11:10
To: foi <foi@chorley.gov.uk>
Cc: James Stacey <James.Stacey@tetlow‐king.co.uk>; Annie Gingell <Annie.Gingell@tetlow‐king.co.uk>
Subject: Freedom of Information Request ‐ Affordable Housing data
Dear Sir/Madam,
Can you please provide the following data in line with the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act.
1
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Housing Register
1. The total number of households on the Council's Housing Register at 1st April 2020.
2. The total number of households on the Council's Housing Register at 1st April 2020 specifying Euxton
as their preferred choice of location.
3. Of those households in question 3 above, how many meet the local connection criteria for being housed
in Euxton.
4. The average waiting times at 1 April 2018 and 1 April 2019 for the following types of affordable property
in the Chorley Council region:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

A shared accommodation affordable dwelling;
1-bed affordable dwelling;
2-bed affordable dwelling;
3-bed affordable dwelling;
4-bed affordable dwelling; and
A 4+ bed affordable dwelling.

5. The average waiting times at 1 April 2019 and 1 April 2020 for the following types of affordable property
in the Chorley Council region:
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.

A shared accommodation affordable dwelling;
1-bed affordable dwelling;
2-bed affordable dwelling;
3-bed affordable dwelling;
4-bed affordable dwelling; and
A 4+ bed affordable dwelling.

6. Whether the Council has made any changes to its Housing Register Allocations Policy as a result of the
provisions of the Localism Act and if so, when these occurred, and what they entailed.
Social Housing Stock
7. The total number of social housing dwelling stock at 1st April 2019 in Euxton.
8. The total number of social housing dwelling stock at 1st April 2020 in Euxton.
9. Whether all, or a part of, the Local Authority’s social housing dwelling stock as been transferred to
another organisation(s). If so, when did this occur and to whom (i.e. which housing association(s) or
Arms-Length Management Organisation (ALMO)) was the stock transferred.
Social Housing Lettings
10. The number of social housing lettings in the following periods in Euxton:
a. 1 April 2017 and 1 April 2018;
b. 1 April 2018 and 1 April 2019; and
c. 1 April 2019 and 1 April 2020.
Housing Completions
11. The number of NET housing completions in the Chorley Council region broken down on a per annum
basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2019/20.
12. The number of NET affordable housing completions in the Chorley Council region broken down on a per
annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2019/20.
2
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13. The number of NET housing completions in Euxton broken down on a per annum basis for the period
between 2000/01 and 2019/20.
14. The number of NET affordable housing completions in Euxton broken down on a per annum basis for
the period between 2000/01 and 2019/20.
Right to Buy
15. The number of social rented dwellings lost in the Chorley Council region broken down on a per annum
basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2019/20 through:
a. Right to Buy;
b. Preserved Right to Buy;
c. Voluntary Right to Buy; and
d. Right to Acquire
16. The number of Right to Buy replacements funded by receipts from Right to Buy sales in the Chorley
Council region broken down on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2019/20.
17. The number of social rented dwellings lost in Euxton broken down on a per annum basis for the period
between 2000/01 and 2019/20 through:
a. Right to Buy;
b. Preserved Right to Buy;
c. Voluntary Right to Buy; and
d. Right to Acquire.
18. The number of Right to Buy replacements funded by receipts from Right to Buy sales in Euxton broken
down on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2019/20.
Temporary Accommodation
19. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary accommodation within the
Chorley Council region at 1st April 2019.
20. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary accommodation outside the
Chorley Council region at 1st April 2019.
21. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary accommodation within the
Chorley Council region at 1st April 2020.
22. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary accommodation outside the
Chorley Council region at 1st April 2020.
I look forward to hearing from you. If there are any issues with providing any of the data then please get in
touch.
Kind regards
Andy
Andy Moger BA (Hons) MA MRTPI
Associate Director
TETLOW KING PLANNING
.

Please read our statement on COVID-19 here
Unit 2, Eclipse Office Park, High Street, Staple Hill, Bristol, BS16 5EL
T: 0117 9561916 M: 07884 667892 W: tetlow-king.co.uk

_

_

_

.

3
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This electronic transmission is intended only for the attention of the addressee. It may contain privileged and confidential information. If you have received this
electronic transmission in error please notify us immediately by telephone, delete the transmission and destroy any hard copies. Tetlow King Planning Ltd has
used all reasonable efforts to ensure that this message and any attachments are free from viruses.

This e‐mail and any attached files are confidential and may also be legally privileged. They are intended solely for
the intended addressee. If they have come to you in error you must not use, copy or communicate them to anyone.
Please advise the sender and permanently delete the e‐mail and attachments. Please note that while Chorley
Council has policies in place requiring its staff to use e‐mail in an appropriate manner, any views expressed in this
message are those of the individual sender may not necessarily reflect the views of Chorley Council. Chorley Council
may monitor e‐mails sent or received.
This e‐mail and any attached files are confidential and may also be legally privileged. They are intended solely for
the intended addressee. If they have come to you in error you must not use, copy or communicate them to anyone.
Please advise the sender and permanently delete the e‐mail and attachments. Please note that while Chorley
Council has policies in place requiring its staff to use e‐mail in an appropriate manner, any views expressed in this
message are those of the individual sender may not necessarily reflect the views of Chorley Council. Chorley Council
may monitor e‐mails sent or received.

4
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Section

Paragraph

Commentary

Housing and
Economic Needs
Assessment

006
Reference ID: 2a006-20190220

This section sets out that assessments of housing
need should include considerations of and be
adjusted to address affordability.
This paragraph sets out that “an affordability
adjustment is applied as household growth on its
own is insufficient as an indicators or future housing
need.”

Housing and
Economic Needs
Assessment

018
Reference ID 2a01820190220

Housing and
Economic Needs
Assessment

019
Reference ID 2a01920190220

Housing and
Economic Needs
Assessment

020
Reference ID 2a02020190220

This is because:
• “Household formation is constrained to the
supply of available properties – new
households cannot form if there is nowhere
for them to live; and
• people may want to live in an area in which
they do not reside currently, for example to
be near to work, but be unable to find
appropriate accommodation that they can
afford.”
Sets out that “all households whose needs are not
met by the market can be considered in affordable
housing need. The definition of affordable housing is
set out in Annex 2 of the National Planning Policy
Framework”.
States that “strategic policy making authorities will
need to estimate the current number of households
and projected number of households who lack their
own housing or who cannot afford to meet their
housing needs in the market. This should involve
working with colleagues in their relevant authority
(e.g. housing, health and social care departments).
The paragraph sets out that in order to calculate
gross need for affordable housing, “strategic policymaking authorities can establish the unmet (gross)
need for affordable housing by assessing past trends
and current estimates of:
• the number of homeless households;
• the number of those in priority need who
are currently housed in temporary
accommodation;
• the number of households in over-crowded
housing;
• the number of concealed households;
• the number of existing affordable housing
tenants in need (i.e. householders currently
housed in unsuitable dwellings); and
• the number of households from other
tenures in need and those that cannot
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Housing and
Economic Needs
Assessment

024
Reference ID 2a02420190220
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afford their own homes, either to rent, or to
own, where that is their aspiration.”
The paragraph states that “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”.
It also details that:

Housing Supply and
Delivery

031
Reference ID: 68031-20190722

“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
homes.”
With regard to how past shortfalls in housing
completions against planned requirements should
be addressed, the paragraph states:
“The level of deficit or shortfall will need to be
calculated from the base date of the adopted plan
and should be added to the plan requirements for
the next 5 year period (the Sedgefield approach)”
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Executive summary

The case for change

• investors are not investing – without the right

1. A thriving, active but stable housing market that
offers choice, flexibility and affordable housing is
critical to our economic and social wellbeing.

• affordable housing can do more – to deliver

2. The Government is clear that we need to
get the housing market – and in particular new
house building – moving again. This is central
for our plans for economic growth – but more
importantly, it is essential to the hopes and plans of
young people, families and older households across
the country.
3. But we will not achieve this by attempting
to control the market from Whitehall. The
system of setting top-down targets for housing,
vast amounts of planning guidance and excessive
regulation did not deliver the homes we need
nor the places that people want to live in. This
Government is doing things differently – freeing
up local areas to provide the homes needed for
their communities and enabling the market to
work more efficiently and responsively.
4. We know that the current housing market
is not working. We inherited a housing market
where:

• buyers can’t buy – with the average age of an
unassisted first time buyer continuing to rise
and families struggling to ‘trade up’

• lenders are not lending enough – with high

deposit requirements excluding young people
and families from home ownership

• builders are not building – without consumers
ready to buy and without enough land for
development or access to finance

framework or incentives in place

new homes and support the social mobility and
aspirations of tenants and communities

• tenants are struggling – as pressures increase
in the private rented sector.

5. The problems we face are stark – we have
not built enough new homes for more than a
generation and the impact of the credit crunch
has simply compounded this challenge.
6. In 2009/10, there were 115,000 new build
housing completions in England.1 Meanwhile, the
latest household projections suggest that the
number of households will grow by 232,000 per
year2 (average annual figure until 2033).
7. While house building starts in 2010/11 were
29 per cent higher compared with 2008/09,
and 17 per cent higher compared with 2009/10,
there is still more to do.3
8. Without urgent action to build new
homes, children will grow up without the same
opportunities to live near their families, young
people will struggle to get a place to call their own
and older people will not have the choice and
support they need. Some 60 per cent of projected
growth in households to 2033 will be aged 65
and older.
9. Housing is crucial for our social mobility,
health and wellbeing – with quality and choice
having an impact on social mobility and wellbeing
from an early age, and our homes accounting for
about half of all household wealth. Social housing
Page 2 of 5
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should provide support for those who need it,
when they need it, and should help vulnerable
people to live independently. And opportunities
for wealth must be open to all, with housing
choices helping rather than hindering people’s
ability to build assets and find employment.
10. Housing is inextricably linked to the wider
health of the economy, the financial markets and
consumer confidence. The current challenging
economic and financial circumstances make
action on housing even more important – both
to tackle immediate pressures now and to lay the
foundations for stronger growth and stability in
the future.
11. Getting house building moving again is
crucial for economic growth – housing has a
direct impact on economic output, averaging
3 per cent of GDP in the last decade.4 For every
new home built, up to two new jobs are created
for a year.5 Without building new homes our
economic recovery will take longer than it
needs to. The construction workforce has fallen
from 2.35 million just before the credit crunch to
2.1 million today and is likely to have been mostly
in house building. This 10 per cent fall is around
four times greater than the decline in the overall
workforce.6

Support to deliver new homes and
support aspiration
12. We are taking immediate action to get the
housing market moving through:

• supporting a new and innovative new build

indemnity scheme led by the Home Builders
Federation and Council of Mortgage Lenders
to provide up to 95 per cent loan to value
mortgages for new build properties in England,
backed by a housebuilder indemnity fund

• consulting on a proposal to allow

reconsideration of those planning obligations
agreed prior to April 2010 where development
is stalled

• the establishment of a new £500 million

Growing Places Fund which will support
infrastructure that unblocks housing and
economic growth
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• launching a new £400 million ‘Get Britain

Building’ investment fund, which will support
building firms in need of development finance,
including small and medium-sized builders.
This will help to unlock progress on stalled
sites which have planning permission and are
otherwise shovel ready

• freeing up public sector land with capacity to

deliver up to 100,000 new homes – with Build
Now, Pay Later deals on the table, where there
is market demand and where this is affordable
and represents value for money, to support
builders who are struggling to get finance
upfront

• supporting and encouraging more individuals

to build their own homes through a Custom
Homes programme, including making available
up to £30 million of new funding to support
provision of short-term project finance on a
repayable basis.

13. As well as taking action to get house building
moving now, we are also laying the foundations
for a more responsive, effective and stable
housing market in the future.
14. We will provide more support for local
areas that want to deliver larger scale new
development to meet the needs of their growing
communities – through locally planned large scale
development – with a programme of support for
places with the ambition to support new housing
development on various scales.
15. We are putting in place strong new incentives
for housing growth through the New Homes
Bonus, Community Infrastructure Levy and
proposals for local business rates retention.
16. We have consulted on simplifying planning
policy through the draft National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
17. We are giving communities new powers
to deliver the development they want through
Community Right to Build.

Supporting choice and quality for tenants
18. To help tenants and to deliver more rented
homes, we are supporting growth and investment
in the private rented housing market, as the key
Page 3 of 5
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to increasing choice, access and standards in the
sector. The private rented sector is continuing to
grow in size and importance7 – that is why we are
supporting landlords and investors to invest –
building on measures announced at Budget 2011.
There will be an independent review of the
barriers to investment in private homes to rent.
We are also supporting new Build to Let models
of development, where homes are built specifically
for the private rental market, with funding from
investors with a medium to long term interest.
Our work includes pilot projects to develop
this approach. This is alongside work with local
authorities to tackle the worst properties.
19. We are giving more freedom to local
authorities which have retained their housing
stock. Local authorities will have, for the first
time in generations, direct financial and strategic
responsibility for the 1.7 million council homes –
and we expect them to grasp the opportunity of
self-financing to provide a better deal for current
and future tenants.
20. We have introduced a radical programme of
reform of social housing through the Localism
Act 2011, changing the way in which people access
social housing, the types of tenancies which are
provided and the way that the homelessness duty
is discharged. Social housing must both provide
the support that people need, when they need
it, and be a springboard for social mobility, rather
than trapping people into patterns of worklessness
and benefit dependency. And we are doing more
to tackle fraud and tenancy abuse – we propose
to give social landlords the tools to identify and
recover properties that are being used unlawfully;
to charge more reasonable market orientated
rents from people earning very high salaries; and
to prevent people who already own a suitable
home from seeking social housing too.
21. And we are considering how we can
encourage more affordable housing – supporting
greater innovation and competition between social
landlords – including encouraging new private
entrants into the social housing market, and
considering innovative new approaches to funding
affordable housing in the medium term.
22. We are reinvigorating the Right to Buy – to
support social housing tenants who aspire to own
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their own home, by raising the discounts to make
it attractive to tenants across England. And to
support tenants and help build more affordable
housing, we are matching this with a commitment
that, for every additional home bought under Right
to Buy, a new affordable home will be built. Our
firm intention is to increase the caps on discounts
substantially and hence the average discount
received by buyers in England would be up to half
the value of their homes – which would be roughly
double the current average discount.

Tackling empty homes
23. We are bringing more empty homes and
buildings back into use – we are providing
£100 million of funding to bring empty homes
back into use as affordable housing and are
announcing £50 million of further funding to
tackle some of the worst concentrations of empty
homes. We are also consulting on changes to
Council Tax to help tackle empty homes and bring
them back into productive use.

Better quality homes, places and housing
support
24. We are committed to providing appropriate
support, protections and opportunities to
struggling households and to making the best use
of social housing to provide stable homes for those
who need them most. We prioritised protection
for the vulnerable in last year’s Spending Review
and have established a Ministerial Working Group
to tackle the complex causes of homelessness.
We are also setting out a new deal for older
people’s housing, with a better offer to support
older people to live independently for longer.
25. This strategy is not about building more
homes at any cost. We know that the quality,
sustainability and design of housing are just as
important as how many new homes are built, and
that getting this right is crucial if communities are
going to support new homes.
26. People want to live in a home and a place
that they can be proud of. We are committed
to improving the design and sustainability
of housing in ways which give communities
a say over the design of new homes and
Page 4 of 5
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neighbourhoods. We are funding the Design
Council to support communities in shaping
development in their area, improving the energy
efficiency of both new and existing homes,
and ensuring protection of the green belt and
protected areas as part of our commitment to
sustainable development.
27. At the heart of this is our commitment to
delivering the Zero Carbon Homes standard
for all new homes from 2016, which will mean
that all the carbon emissions covered by Building
Regulations – such as from heating, lighting, hot
water and other fixed building services – will need
to be abated.
28. This strategy sets out the actions taken across
government to support communities (including
current and prospective owners and tenants),
local authorities, landlords and developers to work
together to meet the housing needs of the country
– now and in the future.

The Rt Hon Eric Pickles MP
Secretary of State for Communities and
Local Government
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Notes
1

See: www.communities.gov.uk/housing/
housingresearch/housingstatistics/housingstatisticsby/
housebuilding/. Net additions over the past ten years
(2000/01–2009/10) have been around 160,000
per annum on average. See: www.communities.
gov.uk/housing/housingresearch/housingstatistics/
housingstatisticsby/netsupplyhousing/

2

Average annual figure until 2033. DCLG (2010)
Household Projections, 2008 to 2033, England.
See: www.communities.gov.uk/publications/corporate/
statistics/2033household1110

3

103,750 starts in 2010/11, 88,690 in 2009/10 and
80,550 in 2008/09. DCLG (2011) House Building:
September Quarter 2011, England, Table 1a.
See: www.communities.gov.uk/publications/corporate/
statistics/housebuildingq32011

4

Office for National Statistics (ONS) Construction
Output. See: www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/
re-reference-tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-224276

5

DCLG analysis (based on Scottish Government
estimates of construction employment multipliers and
previous English Partnerships guidance). See: www.
scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Statistics/Browse/Economy/
Input-Output/Mulitipliers

6

ONS Labour Market Statistics

7

From 8 per cent in the late 1980s to 16 per cent in
2010. Rugg, J and Rhodes, D (2008) The Private Rented
Sector: its contribution and potential. Centre for Housing
Policy, University of York; English Housing Survey
(2010/11)

The Rt Hon Grant Shapps MP
Minister for Housing and Local Government
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Recommendations in this report
Area for reform

policy recommendations

vision

Land Market

1.

Introduce “new homes Zones”

2.

Incentivise the use of stalled sites

3.

Build new garden cities

4.

open up the land market with far
more data

Our vision is for a land supply system that
is transparent, efficient and stable and
most importantly provides much more land
at lower prices

5.

help local builders access finance

6.

prioritise stable house prices to help
sme builders

7.

provide land for custom build

8.

level the playing field for builders with
national space standards

9.

Boost public and private investment in
affordable homes

10.

set up a national housing Investment
Bank and use public land in joint
ventures

11.

raise borrowing caps on local authority
building

12.

put housing at the heart of new city
deals

House
building
market

Affordable
housing
investment

Strategic local
leadership

13. Assess housing needs across local
authority boundaries
14. Integrate major new infrastructure with
new homes

Our vision is for a house building sector
with many more local builders and more
innovative models of development such
as custom build. We need the big players
running at full throttle, but alone they won’t
be able to solve the housing shortage. We
need to help local builders thrive once
more and new builders join the market.
Our vision is for an affordable housing
sector that’s well funded, has a variety
of developers and produces high quality
homes for a wide range of income groups,
including social rented homes for those
on low incomes and shared ownership
homes for middle earners.
Our vision is for cities and towns which
plan strategically: linking jobs, services,
transport and homes. Local leadership will
be vital to get us building the new places
we need.

15. Increase flexibility to make green belt
swaps
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Dear David Cameron, Nick Clegg and Ed Miliband,
Everyone now accepts that we have a desperate housing shortage in England.
Each year we build 100,000 fewer homes than we need, adding to a shortage that has been growing for
decades.What’s more our current house building system seems incapable of delivering growth on the
scale required. Growing demand means that without a step change in supply we will be locked into a
spiral of increasing house prices and rents – making the current housing crisis worse.
despite modest efforts to improve supply over many years, there has been no comprehensive plan to get us
rapidly building the homes the country needs. If the next government shies away from showing the strong
leadership needed, having a home of your own to rent or buy affordably will become a distant dream for an
increasing number of people in this country. rents will rise and homelessness will increase. the economic
recovery will be held back by high housing costs, an immobile workforce and unstable housing markets.
In short, the country needs a serious plan to transform housing supply. one that faces up to tough choices, but
also sets a new tone for political generations to come – and all parties need to sign up to it. solving this problem
will take leadership and vision from across the political spectrum at local and national level. All parties share
responsibility for the housing shortage, and all must commit to ending it.
kpmg and shelter have put together a comprehensive, visionary programme for the next government to get
the country building the homes it needs. taking steps to lower the cost of land for development will reduce
the profits made by some land owners, but allow better homes to be built and stimulate a new wave of sme
builders who have been squeezed out of the market. Increasing investment to build genuinely affordable homes
will mean tough fiscal choices, but reducing the cost of housing will also cut the welfare bill. Introducing new
taxes on unused housing land and empty homes will be unpopular with some, but it will get development
moving on stalled sites.
there are no easy solutions or silver bullets. coherent and co-ordinated action is needed at each stage of the
development process, to deliver a new vision in the way that housing is provided in england.
this report has been written through close collaboration between housing policy, financial and housing market
experts in kpmg and shelter. It draws on a wide range of expertise and new research to address the problems
and propose solutions. we are confident that our programme will create the new generation of homes which
are so desperately needed. we look for ward to working with you to deliver it.

marianne fallon
– Uk head of corporate Affairs,
KPMG in the UK

campbell robb
– ceo,
Shelter
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The housing shortage and its implications

We need to build more homes in England.1
with rents and house prices rising, a great many are struggling and many more are worrying
where their children and grandchildren will be able to live. Across england, a quarter of adults
under the age of 35 are living in their childhood bedroom.2
If we do not take firm action to build more homes there will be very worrying consequences
for our economy and society. the impacts will be felt in rising homelessness, stalled social
mobility, declining pension saving and an ever rising benefit bill. high house prices and often
unaffordable private rented housing is already impacting the country’s competitiveness,
particularly given that migration to the job market in london and the south east is increasing,
but it is this market that has the highest housing costs.3
changing demographics mean we need to build a minimum of 250,000 new homes per year
in england to meet rising demand. last year, we built just 110,000. But the housing shortage is
not a new phenomenon: successive governments have failed to get us building at the rate we
once did, and no party has yet presented a credible plan to fill that gap.

The broken housing supply system
over the last 40 years house prices have risen by 3% annually in real terms,4 but this price
signal has not produced a supply-side response. with every period of rapid house price growth
supply has only responded slowly and then declined rapidly when house prices have fallen.
over a long period we can see that this has ratcheted down private market supply from cycle
to cycle.

1

2
3

4

shelter in england has collaborated with kpmg on this report. housing is a devolved issue for scotland, wales and northern
Ireland. where possible, all figures in the report will be for england
ons, Young adults living with parents, 2013
home ownership has been falling in england since 2003 while house prices have risen faster than inflation or earnings over
many decades. dclg, english housing survey and survey of english housing (homeownership trends). Barker review 2004
showed that real mean house price inflation was 3.3% in england over the three preceding decades. housing as a concern
for businesses is demonstrated by cBI/kpmg, london Business survey, July 2013. Average house prices in london and in
the south east are over £300,000 in both regions, the only regions in the Uk to be above that level. ons, house price Index
January 2014
According to the Barker review 2004, the long term trend of annual average real term house price growth is 3.3% in the Uk
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Graph 1: Private sector house building, England 1946-2013
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The reasons for this systemic failure are many
and complex, because house building is a
complex, time-consuming and expensive
process. Crucially, it is one that takes place at
the intersection between three markets: in
land; construction; and home sales.

These interactions currently create a housing
supply system that consistently delivers too
few homes, of variable quality, at very high
costs. In seeking to understand and reverse
this dysfunctional pattern, our analysis
identifies four main problem areas: the
workings of the land market; the role
of competition in the house building sector;
investment in new affordable housing;
and the difficulties in gaining local support
for development.
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House building since 1946

Economic
Economic
growth growth
Negative
Negative
growth growth
(Recession)
(Recession)
Below-trend
Below-trend
growth growth
Above-trend
Above-trend
growth growth
(Boom) (Boom)

Labour

Labour

Conservative
Conservative

Labour

Labour Con

Con Labour

Labour

Conservative
Conservative

Labour

£350,000 £350,000

300,000 300,000

£300,000 £300,000

Nominal
Nominal
househouse
price price

£250,000 £250,000

Nominal house price

New dwellings per year

Agenda Page 134

350,000 350,000

250,000 250,000

New dwellings per year

£400,000 £400,000
Coalition Coalition

Labour

Local authorities
Local authorities

200,000 200,000

£200,000 £200,000

Housing
Housing
associations
associations

150,000 150,000

£150,000 £150,000

100,000 100,000

£100,000 £100,000

Nominal house price

400,000 400,000

PrivatePrivate
marketmarket

Economic growth

400,000

Labour

Conservative

Labour

Con

Labour

0 Negative growth (Recession)

Below-trend growth

Above-trend growth (Boom)

2013

2010
2013

2010

2005

2005

2000

2000

1995

1995

1990

1990

1985

1985

1980

1980

1975

1975

1970

1970

1965

1965

1960

1960

1955

1955

1950

0
1950

0

£50,000 £50,000

1946

0
1946

50,000

Conservative

Labour

Coalition

£400,000

Source: DCLG, Nationwide, HMT, Shelter analysis
350,000

6 | Building the homes we need | A programme for the 2015 government
300,000
© 2014 KPMG LLP, a UK limited liability partnership, is a subsidiary of KPMG Europe LLP and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative, a Swiss entity. All rights
reserved.

Page 6 of 15

£350,000

Building the homes we need | A programme for the 2015 government | 7
£300,000

Agenda Item 4a

50,000

Foreword
Executive summary
Part I: The housing shortage and its impacts
Part II: England’s broken supply system
Part III: The solutions
Part IV: A programme for government
Conclusion
Appendices

Agenda Page 135

The land market
land is the primary input into house building,
but the unique features of the land market
have been poorly understood. the primary
consequence of the inherent scarcity
and permanence of land, accentuated by
the planning system and amplified by the
financial system, is that land values tend to
rise over time. the gain in value that planning
permission delivers is generally very high,
encouraging strategic land trading, rather
than development and also resulting in the
most profitable beneficiaries of residential
development being the land owner – not
the developers, the community or central
or local government.

Agenda Item 4a

developers must compete fiercely for
scarce land, while remaining uncertain as
to what planning permission they will be
able to secure. the lack of transparency or
published data on land market activity only
serves to make this harder. the land market
dysfunctions result in a ‘land price trap’ where
development variety and quality is squeezed
to increase the price paid to land owners to
beat rival bidders. price competition for land
can systematically force down the quality and
size of new homes.
time lags between land purchase and home
sales make development highly vulnerable
to external shocks or local house price falls.
the result is a vicious circle in which high land
prices ensure housing output remains low
and house prices high – which in turn sustain
higher land prices.

Graphic: How the markets in building, land and housing all feed into land prices

High land prices are at the centre of our dysfunctional housing supply system
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Competition that fails to benefit
consumers
In a healthy market, competition will drive
a better deal for consumers. But in house
building, competition occurs at the
wrong stage.
the rational business strategy to manage
land market risks is to minimise build costs
and maximise sale prices by releasing
homes slowly. this strategy is only possible
because there is little competitive pressure
at the consumer end of the development
process, which might otherwise push prices
downward. competition for expensive land
makes it hard for small builders to enter
the market or grow. smes also struggle to
raise sufficient finance from increasingly
risk averse banks, leading to ever greater
concentration in the industry.

By 2012, 70% of homes in england were
built by large house building firms, operating
on very similar business models. when
house prices soften, these firms tend to
reduce output simultaneously, deepening
the downturn. these market conditions also
effectively exclude custom builders – who
typically commission their own homes
from local building firms – who in england
contribute a far smaller proportion of housing
supply than in almost all other countries.

Graphic: Competition is for land, not quality or price for consumers
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Declining investment in affordable homes

Not enough power locally

housing supply has always been a mixed
economy, and both public and non-profit
sectors have critical roles to play. since
local authorities ceased to be significant
builders in their own right, we have not built
enough homes to satisfy demand in england.
housing associations now supply most of
our affordable homes, but have never made
up the gap. despite some small recent steps
to allow councils to build again, they remain
constrained by caps on their borrowing
which are unrelated to standard prudential
borrowing rules.

planning, funding and winning popular
support for new homes in these challenging
conditions requires strong local leadership. It
also requires the ability to co-ordinate plans
and provide infrastructure across municipal
boundaries. Unfortunately, england’s city
leaders have far less autonomy than those
elsewhere in europe or America, and england
is now the only advanced economy to have
no strategic planning for homes above the
most local level.8

meanwhile, national government spending
has been steadily switched from investing
in new homes to subsidising housing costs
via housing benefit. central government
now spends more than 20 times as much
on housing benefit as on affordable house
building grants. with more people now in
expensive private rented homes than more
affordable tenures, this pressure on the public
finances may grow.5
capital economics’ analysis is that “an
increased budget for central government
capital grant is the most straight for ward,
practical and efficient method for stimulating
building.”6 capital economics recommend
increasing investment in affordable housing
by £3.4 billion per year as fiscally sustainable
and commensurate with the recovery to
date.7

5

6
7

8

city and town leaders have few incentives or
tools to build consensus, and infrastructure
provision remains largely independent from
housing. this means that support for new
house building can all too easily wilt in the
face of local opposition – particularly as,
all too often, new homes are not matched
with integrated social and transport
infrastructure and can be densely planned
with homogenous design without creating
a sense of community. local people need to
know that new developments will work for
both them and their children.

dclg english housing sur vey, 2012/13 – the number of households in the private rented sector is higher than the
number of households in the social rented sector
capital economics, Increasing Investment in affordable housing, 2014
Ibid. due to the mixed nature of this package of reforms and investment, the kpmg/shelter programme can deliver
more homes for substantially less spending than this
Jrf, International review of land Use and planning systems, 2013
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A new vision of housing supply
we need a dramatic step-change in home
building. we have to unpick the dysfunctions
of the existing house building model, and
create a viable and sustainable model for
housing supply. one that does not rely on
high house price inflation alone to increase

supply; one that can meet affordable housing
need; one that creates attractive new places,
not comparatively small homes without
access to local services. we must reverse
the model of a high cost, low output housing
sector to a low cost, high output one.

A development process that would benefit consumers

The right sort of competition
Intervention
happens here

Stable land market

Diverse
development market

Low cost, high output
housing market

Low gains from land
value

SMEs compete
on price/quality

Consumers buy homes
to live in

Competition
happens here
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Our vision is for a land supply system that is transparent, efficient and stable and
most importantly provides enough land at lower prices. one in which the gains from
development are channelled into supporting infrastructure and affordable housing, rather
than into windfall land gains.
Our vision is for a diverse, resilient house building sector, in which multiple builders
with varied business models compete for customers on quality and price. we need large
developers maintaining their delivery, but we also need to help local builders thrive once
more, and to release the latent demand for custom build.
Our vision is for a suitably funded affordable housing sector producing high quality
homes for a wide range of income groups, including social rented homes for those on
low incomes and shared ownership for middle earners.
Finally, our vision is for cities and towns which can plan strategically for infrastructure,
services and homes. local leadership will be vital to unblocking stalled development,
setting out positive local plans, and securing the support of local residents.

people on ordinary incomes should be able to
buy or rent a high quality home at a price they
can afford today, and have confidence they
will be able to afford tomorrow.
If we can solve the dysfunctions at the
heart of our housing supply system, we can
create a market that builds enough homes,

9

hall and falk, good cities, Better lives, routledge 2013
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at reasonable prices, without requiring
endless public subsidy. this has already been
achieved in comparable countries that have
intervened to create more stable housing
and land markets, and in doing so have
transformed the quality and quantity of their
housing stock. we can do so in england too.9
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Recommendations
Achieving this vision will require action across a range of issues. We propose a package of
policies to address each major dysfunction:
New powers to get more land in the right places into the hands of those who want to
build high quality homes quickly:
giving local authorities the power to designate new homes Zones on strategic sites, which,
like enterprise Zones, would foster low cost development and growth.
Unlocking stalled sites by providing infrastructure first, then levying council tax if the site
remains undeveloped.
opening up the land market with far more data, creating a level playing field so that small
builders can find sites more easily and quickly.
Building up to five new garden cities, using land market models that capture land value to
fund infrastructure and high quality development.

Policies to help expand the house building sector, so that it becomes more diverse and
resilient to market shocks:
helping small builders to access development finance, by switching some of the guarantees
allocated for help to Buy into a ‘help to Build’ scheme.
taking steps to secure a healthy, stable housing market, following a government review of
house prices and property taxes.10 medium sized builders are more vulnerable to a volatile
market and need stability to thrive.
supporting people who want to commission ‘custom built’ homes from local builders. 20% of
land from our interventions outlined above would be set aside for custom build – helping local
builders to access land.
setting minimum national space standards for new homes so that developers of all sizes have a
level playing field and encouraging the highest standards of environmental and design quality.

10

we do not explore how house prices might be stabilised in detail in this report, but as our analysis argues it is very
important to understand the link between the second hand sales market and construction
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Recommendations
A package of private and public investment to build many more genuinely affordable
homes to rent and buy:
Increasing public and private investment in housing associations, so that they can build more
homes and especially more low rent social homes. Investment by institutional investors
should also be supported for private rented homes (e.g. through land market interventions)
to relieve supply pressure.
Introducing a new not-for-profit housing Investment Bank funded by personal savings IsAs
guaranteed by government to provide steady returns. the Investment Bank could provide
low cost, long term loans to affordable home providers.
developing new models of public private partnerships to provide funding to accelerate
regeneration.
gradually giving councils more scope to finance affordable housing provision and reform the
rules governing their borrowing so that they meet international standards.

Devolving more powers and budgets to successful and growing cities, empowering
them to lead smart development locally:
putting housing at the centre of city deals, devolving house building budgets to cities which
want to grow, and incentivising councils to work together cross-boundary on long term
housing plans.
cross boundary assessments of housing need and increased support for planning
departments to make them faster and more effective.
Integrating infrastructure and housing development much more closely, so that new
transport links and homes are planned and developed together.
giving local authorities more flexibilities to swap small amounts of green belt land and
incentivising them to trade sites across boundaries.

Each of these policies is explored and set out in detail in Part III of this report.
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Areas for further investigation
Although not explored in detail in this report,
it will also be necessary to:
create the conditions to encourage
institutional new private rented sector
entrants to demonstrate a product that
can give a genuine long term comparator
to ownership.

facilitate capacity in the supply chain
through: labour market expansion &
training; innovation; and giving the
sustainability of volume that creates the
conditions for building materials providers
to capacity build.
consider house building specifically for
particular demographic needs, particularly
housing for older people.11

Programme for the next parliament
the complex interdependencies of the
house building sector mean that piecemeal
measures, or actions that address only one
part of the system, are bound to fail. clear
and decisive interventions across the whole
development process are required in order
to secure the shift to a more effective and
efficient model of house building.
the measures in this ambitious but required
package of reform are designed to be
mutually supporting. the whole package
should therefore be enacted in full and as
swiftly as possible.

11

to achieve the scale of change needed in
a politically feasible timeframe we have
mapped out a programme for the next
parliament, one that will raise output to
250,000 homes a year by 2021 and get
the new house building system
firmly established.
whoever wins the next election, we would
argue, must make this programme a leading
priority for the next parliament.

shelter has looked at housing for older people in detail in hughes, A Better fit? creating housing choices for an ageing
population, 2012
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KPMG and Shelter programme for the next government
Housebuilding since 1946

Dynamic city
economies
outside the
south east
power ahead
with new
construction
jobs and homes

Homes

300,000

400,000

Launch a
competition for
the best use of
newly released
land market data

0
1946

Homes built per year

Number of new households formed every year

Plans for up
to five Garden
Cities are set
out
Major
infrastructure
planning is
integrated with
new homes

Day 1
PM appoints housing minister to the cabinet and declares building more
homes a ‘national priority’

Require housing
need to be
assessed across
economic areas,
not arbitrary
boundaries

By day 100
Extra investment and empty sites tax in the first budget

200,000

Housing and Planning Bill 2015 to introduce ‘New Homes Zones’

Support the
creation of
thousands of
apprenticeships
for new
construction jobs
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Investment Bank
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borrowing cap
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value for money
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generation will
have a chance
of a home of
their own.

2020
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If nothing more
is done then
house building will
recover slowly,
but not enough.

Land market reform

2015
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SUMMARY
CONTEXT

England is in the midst of a housing crisis. In 67 per cent of local authorities,
insufficient houses were built to meet demand in 2015/16 (DCLG 2016; DCLG 2017).
Across England, of the 265,936 houses that are needed, just 189,650 new dwellings
(71 per cent) were provided. While other factors, such as money supply, play their
part, this is impacting on the affordability of housing. House prices have risen by
76 per cent since 1995, far outstripping inflation (ONS 2017).
Against this backdrop, the nature of affordable housing has changed in recent
years. The range of products available has increased – including models for rent,
ownership and intermediate housing – and these have become increasingly
divorced from earnings, and linked to market prices or rents instead.
The recent election of mayors in several regions of the UK could have a key
impact in delivering the housing that’s needed, at the right price and in a
manner that works for local areas. This briefing paper examines four of these
areas – the west of England, the West Midlands, Greater Manchester, and Tees
Valley – and finds that affordable housing delivery is falling well behind that
which is needed in three of the four. In many, the affordable housing products
designed to provide support for housing costs are failing to meet the needs of
those on the lowest incomes.
In this context, a number of recommendations are put forward set around a
stronger approach to affordable housing at a national level, including a clear
measure of affordability, and the devolution of greater powers to mayors to
deliver the housing their regions need.

KEY FINDINGS

•

•

•

•

New additions to dwelling stock are failing to meet housing need. As a
result, of the 265,936 homes that are needed, just 189,650 were added to
dwelling stock in 2015/16. Focussing on the areas examined in this paper, in
only Tees Valley does house-building meet estimates of need. The west of
England would need to build an additional 1,060 homes a year, and the West
Midlands 2,812. This imbalance between supply and need is greatest in Greater
Manchester, which misses its target by 42 per cent or 4,518 homes.
Affordable housing provision is falling short in 92 per cent of local
authorities. In the four combined authorities highlighted in this briefing, no
area is providing the number of affordable homes their populations need as
suggested by the government’s new housing targets.
House prices are out of the reach of many on average incomes. Median
monthly rents do not become affordable, using the 35 per cent of net monthly
income measure, until the 80th income percentile in the west of England, the
40th in the West Midlands and Greater Manchester, and the 25th in Tees valley.
Analysis of the affordability of different housing products shows that across
combined authorities many models are out of the reach of single people.
This is most acute in the west of England where house prices and median
rents are highest, but is a problem across all four areas – even the Tees Valley
which has house prices notably lower than the English average. Dual-earning
couples, even those with lower quartile earnings, can afford most models
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in most areas. However, when this income is diminished by the removal of a
full-time earning as in the case of couples with one child (1x ,FTE and 1x PTE),
a much larger range of models become out of reach, particularly for those on
lower incomes.

RECOMMENDATIONS

•

•

•

•

•
•
•
•

4

Government should take a stronger approach to affordable housing at a
national level, ensuring that a threshold of 35 per cent for affordable housing
is applied to all private developments, with a higher threshold of 50 per cent
on all public land, in line with the approach adopted by the Mayor of London.
The Government should support a large-scale council house building
programme by removing the arbitrary cap placed on borrowing through the
Housing Revenue Account (HRA). Removing the cap will allow local authorities
to borrow to invest in the building of a new generation of council homes.
Greater powers should be devolved to mayors to deliver the housing their
regions need. In the first instance, this should create a clear and consistent
framework for the devolution of housing and planning powers and apply these
equally across the country. In the longer term, mayors should gain a range of
new powers, including greater flexibility in the pooling and coordination of
housing funding streams, allowing combined authorities to gather resources
and coordinate activity in a way that ensures appropriate tenure mix while
still meeting volume requirements; the retention of stamp duty receipts on
all new-build properties, to top-up housing investment funding; and council
tax flexibility on empty sites and empty homes to accelerate the process
of bringing unused homes back into use and putting unused planning
permissions into action. In addition, the government should also:
-- devolve a proportion of the budget for the Help to Buy Equity Loan
Programme to combined authorities for the Mayors to use as they see fit.
-- re-allocate the funding for the Starter Homes programme to a programme
for investing in genuinely affordable homes for rent and devolve the
appropriate proportion to the combined authorities.
A universally understood and clear measure of affordability should be
developed, linked to earnings, and applied transparently for every affordable
housing product – with the development of an affordability matrix that sets
out when each housing product becomes affordable.
Subsidy should be targeted at those products that are clearly affordable, and
it should be withdrawn from products that do not meet the need of those they
are designed to assist.
Mayors should establish combined authority-wide Mayoral Housing
Companies, using them to bring land to market for social and affordable rent
and using mechanisms to capture public value from the land.
Local authorities and local authority pension funds should work together to
combine their land and investment to build affordable housing.
The government and mayors should consider how new and innovative
products and delivery models might contribute to meeting affordable housing
need. This should include the reform of compulsory purchase orders to enable
the purchase of land at a lower value and the funding of affordable housing at
lower costs.
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1.
INTRODUCTION
England is in the midst of a housing crisis. In the majority of areas, new building
– while increasing – is falling woefully short of delivering the houses the country
needs. In 67 per cent of local authorities, insufficient houses were built to meet
demand in 2015/16 (DCLG 2016; DCLG 2017). Across England, of the 265,936 houses
that are needed, just 189,650 (71 per cent) were constructed.
While other factors such as money supply play their part it is unsurprising then
that prices have increased substantially over recent decades. Across England,
house prices have risen by 76 per cent since 1995, far outstripping inflation (ONS
2017). Analysis conducted by housing charity Shelter has shown that if inflation
had increased as a fast as house prices a pint of milk would now cost over £10
(Carlyon 2013).
The impacts of this unaffordability are substantial, not least on those in their 30s
who are half as likely as their parents’ generation to be homeowners (Corlett and
Judge 2017). This has led to claims of a “generation rent”, who are locked out of
accessing ownership by high house prices, and therefore are forced to rent in the
insecure, and often poor quality, private rented sector.
Alongside this, the selling off of social housing through the Right to Buy Scheme
and years of low investment have meant that the social housing stock has
decreased by more than half (52 per cent) in the last 35 years (Pearce et al 2014).
Increasingly, it is targeted at those who are most vulnerable and in the greatest
housing need. Accordingly, many people who would have previously found
themselves in the social sector are also now finding their home in the private
rented sector, along with those who are unable to buy.
The broader negative impacts of high housing costs are significant. The provision
of sub-market housing has the greatest impact on reducing poverty after housing
costs (Tunstall et al 2013), and high rents lead to overcrowding, higher reliance on
borrowing and constraints when purchasing essentials, such as food and clothing
(Pennington et al 2012).
In addition, the nature of affordable housing has changed in recent years. The
range of products available has increased, including models for rent, ownership
and intermediate housing, and these have become increasing divorced from
earnings and linked to market prices or rents instead. In this context, this briefing
paper seeks to understand how the affordability crisis is playing out in a mix of
areas in England, and whether the range of affordable models are effective in
meeting the needs of households. It finds that many in these regions face issues
with affordability and the models available to address this are often insufficient.
This is particularly the case for those on the lowest incomes, for whom these
products are intended.
There is value in examining affordability across England for two reasons. Firstly,
many narratives of the housing crisis are dominated by the circumstances of the
housing market in London and the South East where the affordability crisis is
most acute – ratios of house prices to earnings in those regions are significantly
higher than in many other parts of the country. Recent research by IPPR found
that for those on single, low or middle incomes at or below £32,885 per annum
5
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(gross income), no ‘affordable’ housing products are actually affordable in the
capital (Murphy and Baxter 2017). However, it is also important to understand
the nature of affordability where house prices, household incomes and levels of
housing demand are lower, as this may impact differently on and the effectivness
of different affordable housing products.
Secondly, the recent devolution of powers – including those of housing – to
combined authorities, and the election in May 2017 of several mayors, could be key
in addressing some of the challenges around supply and affordability; not least in
recognising that local housing markets, within and between combined authorities,
are different and require bespoke approaches. This paper will review these powers
and consider their sufficiency in meeting the challenges in the housing markets in
each of these areas.
Four combined authorities have been selected: the west of England, Greater
Manchester, West Midlands and Tees Valley. Each has a mayor with some housing
powers elected in 2017, and together they reflect a range of housing market
characteristics. The west of England was selected to reflect a combined authority
with high housing costs across its member local authorities compared to the
Tees Valley with low housing costs across all of its member authorities. Greater
Manchester and the West Midlands, demonstrate closer to English average housing
costs at the combined authority level, while containing a mix or higher and
lower housing costs across their member authorities. The average income levels
in each of these areas follow a similar pattern. This diversity allows for each of
the affordable housing models to be tested in a range of housing markets. The
constituent members of each authority are set out in the table below.
TABLE 1.1
The constituent member authorities of the four combined authorities examined in this paper
West of England CA
Bath and North East
Somerset UA
Bristol, City of UA
South Gloucestershire UA

Greater Manchester CA
Bolton
Bury
Manchester
Oldham
Rochdale
Salford
Stockport
Tameside
Trafford
Wigan

Tees Valley CA
Darlington UA
Hartlepool UA
Middlesbrough UA
Northumberland UA
Redcar and Cleveland UA
Stockton-On-Tees UA

West Midlands CA
Birmingham
Coventry
Dudley
Sandwell
Solihull
Walsall
Wolverhampton

This paper shows that that affordable housing delivery is falling well behind
the level needed in each of the combined authority areas examined. This is
particularly concerning given that the analysis in this report also shows that
many of the models are out of the reach of many of those they are intended for,
particularly those on low or single incomes.
In this context, a number of recommendations are put forward around a stronger
approach to affordable housing at a national level, including a clear measure
of affordability, and the devolution of greater powers to mayors to deliver the
housing their regions need. In respect to the latter, this should include the
establishment of combined authority-wide Mayoral Housing Companies, which
ought to bring land to market to build homes for social and affordable rent; local
authorities and local authority pension funds should work together to combine
their land and investment to finance and develop affordable housing; and, mayors
should provide greater support for innovation in the affordable housing market,
encouraging the development of alternative affordable housing models.
6
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2.
A CRISIS OF SUPPLY?
While it has been known for some time that England has been failing to build
enough homes, estimates of the need for new housing supply vary. Local
authorities have tended to take individualised approaches to calculating need,
often commissioning out the task of computing an estimate. In response,
the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) are currently
consulting on a standardised methodology to be used to calculate housing need.
DCLG’s proposed approach is structured over three stages. The first sets a baseline
on estimates of household growth in the local authority area; this projection
is then adjusted to reflect market signals, using median affordability ratios;
and finally, this figure is capped so as to avoid large spikes in areas with high
desirability (DCLG 2017b).
FIGURE 2.1
The net additions to housing stock (2001/02 – 2015/16) compared to the annual housing
target, 2016–2026
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Author’s own analysis of: DCLG (2017d) ‘Live tables on dwelling stock (including vacants)’; DCLG (2017a)
‘Application of proposed formula for assessing housing need, with contextual data’

This new approach puts England’s estimated housing need at 265,936 – a 28 per
cent increase on the previous estimate of 192,248, which was based on local plans.
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FIGURE 2.2
The absolute change between old and new housing need estimates across local authority
areas in England

Source: Analysis conducted by planning magazine of housing need consultation data:
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/planning-for-the-right-homes-in-the-right-placesconsultation-proposals

Figure 2.2 shows that this new data has led to large increases in estimates in
certain areas, from existing figures calculated in local plans. These increases are
particularly located around London and the South East, but also in Bristol in the
South West, and Sheffield, Liverpool and York in the north of England. Many areas,
principally those in the midlands and north of England, see a decrease in their
housing need estimates.
This approach to estimating need, which bases itself on past trends, has the
potential to direct much attention – and potentially resource – towards London
and the South. The unaffordability of housing in this part of the country is the
result of need being unmet by supply, and efforts to redress this are much needed.
However, this should not come at the expense of other parts of the country. In
fact, this may undermine other points of government policy, such as those set
out in the recent industrial strategy green paper. In this paper, the government
set out a desire to rebalance the economy away from London and the South East,
developing regional cities and towns (HM Government 2017). Ensuring there is
sufficient building to house growing workforces will be key in attracting talent and
in avoiding the problems seen in the capital.
In addition, an approach to housing delivery focussed solely on addressing
need where an existing market is growing ignores the role of the state or public
sector as a ‘market maker’. Historically, renewal or redevelopment programmes
have focussed on areas of low housing demand, seeking to enhance these areas
through new building and encouraging a range of households to move to into
them (Wilson 2013). Such approaches may be obscured by centralised calculation
focussed largely on household growth.
The case study areas selected for this briefing paper demonstrate that housing
need is estimated to be greatest in the West Midlands and Greater Manchester,
with over 10,000 homes needed per year in each combined authority area, 4,520
8
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homes per year required in the west of England, and 2,039 in the Tees Valley. Three
of these areas – Greater Manchester, West Midlands and the Tees Valley – have
each seen a decline in their estimated housing need in the latest calculations.
While this is relatively slight in Greater Manchester and the West Midlands (around
5 per cent in each) in Tees Valley this represents a reduction of a third (33 per
cent). Incomplete data prevents an assessment of the change in need in the west
of England; however, one of its member authorities, Bristol, has seen a 40 per cent
increase in demand in their new estimate.
TABLE 2.1
The housing target for the combined authorities studied in this paper
Combined authority

Housing target, homes per year

West of England

4,520

West Midlands

10,282

Greater Manchester

10,708

Tees Valley

2,039

Source: DCLG (2017) ‘Application of proposed formula for assessing housing need, with contextual data’

What is clear is that, even in the context of lower estimates of housing need,
insufficient housing is being built to address this across England. While house-building
is on the rise, it has not yet reached pre-2008 levels. As a result, of the 265,936 homes
that need to be built, just 189,650 were constructed in 2015/16. This is a 29 per cent
in year shortfall. In 67 per cent of local authorities, insufficient houses were built in
2015/16 to meet local authorities newly calculated housing need figures.1
FIGURE 2.2
Net additions to dwelling stock in 2015-16 against the housing delivery target for each
combined authority
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Source: DCLG (2017d) Live tables on dwelling stock (including vacants)

1

For which data is available – (325 out of 353)
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The four combined authorities highlighted in this briefing reflect the national
pattern in terms of new additions to dwelling stock. Only in the Tees Valley has
output returned to pre-2008 levels. Consequently, while the Tees Valley exceeds
its target by almost half (46 per cent) due to a recent uptick in delivery, the west
of England, the West Midlands and Greater Manchester are delivering significantly
lower levels of new housing than needed to meet estimated demand. To meet its
housing target, the west of England would need to build an additional 1,060 homes,
and the West Midlands 2,812. This imbalance between supply and need is greatest in
Greater Manchester, which misses its target by 42 per cent or 4,518 homes.
FIGURE 2.3
Net additions to dwelling stock by combined authority, 2001/02–2015/16
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Author’s own analysis of: DCLG (2017d) Live tables on dwelling stock (including vacants); DCLG (2017a)
‘Application of proposed formula for assessing housing need, with contextual data’

This failure to construct enough homes should be a key concern in local housing
markets. Particularly as, while it is not the only driver of house price growth, a lack
of supply is a key driver of unaffordability. This is underpinned by the analysis of
new demand figures, which shows a positive correlation between higher prices in
a local authority and a higher shortfall between what was built in 2015/16 and the
housing need identified in the new assessment by DCLG.2
In England, the ratio of house prices to earnings has risen from 5.42 in 2002 to 8.8
in 2016, with only a slight dip during the global financial crisis. This trajectory is
followed by each of the four combined authority areas examined in this paper. In
the West Midlands, Greater Manchester and Tees Valley, the ratio of house prices
to lower quartile earnings is consistently below the English average. It should be
noted, however, that in each of these three areas the overall upward trajectory
appears to be getting less steep into 2015 and 2016, and in the Tees Valley looks
to be beginning to decline. In the west of England, the ratio of house prices to

2

10

Author’s own analysis.
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earnings has risen above national levels, despite being equal to them in 2002, and
appears to be continuing an upward trajectory.
FIGURE 2.4
The ratio of lower quartile house price to lower quartile gross annual (where available)
residence-based earnings by combined authority area, 2002 to 2016
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Source: Office for National Statistics (2017b) ‘Ratio of house price to residence-based earnings (lower
quartile and median)’

DELIVERY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Recent IPPR research into the delivery of affordable housing in London found a
significant shortfall against the London Plan target (54 per cent under target over
three years) which is itself likely to be an under-estimate (Murphy and Baxter
2017). Estimates of affordable housing need across England vary, but research by
the Town and Country Planning Association in 2011 found that there was demand
for 78,500 affordable homes a year, or approximately 33 per cent of total housing
demand of 243,000. For England, excluding London, demand was estimated to be
53,400 affordable homes a year out of total of 187,000 homes (TCPA 2011).
However, of the 266,000 estimated housing need under the government’s new
measure, no estimate has been made of the affordable housing need within that.
The TCPA approach suggests a proportion of around 33 per cent of the total, although
other estimates suggest a higher percentage requirement of around 40 per cent
(Shelter 2008). Taking a conservative estimate of 35 per cent of the total suggests that
there is a need for at least 93,000 affordable homes across England every year.
On this measure, delivery is falling woefully short with just over a third of
the affordable homes needed built in the last year (32,630) across England
(DCLG 2017c). Moreover, applying the 35 per cent reference point against the
government’s new measure for estimated housing need in each local authority
area shows that 92 per cent of local authorities are falling short of providing the
necessary level of affordable housing.3
3

Notwithstanding the fact that the need for affordable housing will vary in each area with some areas
requiring a higher proportion of affordable housing than others.
IPPR | Priced Out? Affordable housing in England

Page 13 of 42

11

Agenda Page 158

Agenda Item 4a

FIGURE 2.5
Proportion of affordable housing need met based on a 35 per cent target of the
Government’s new housing need estimates across local authority areas in England

Source: Author’s own analysis of DCLG (2017a) ‘Application of proposed formula for assessing housing
need, with contextual data’. https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/planning-for-the-righthomes-in-the-right-places-consultation-proposals

In the four combined authorities highlighted in this briefing, no area is providing
the number of affordable homes their areas need suggested by the government’s
new housing targets, though Tees Valley comes close to providing the number
needed.
TABLE 2.2
The affordable housing targets and delivery for the combined authorities studied in this
paper
Combined
authority

Housing target,
homes per year

Affordable homes
35 per cent target

Actual in 2015/16

% of target
delivered

West of England

4,520

1,582

540

34%

West Midlands

10,282

3,599

1,340

37%

Greater Manchester

10,708

3,748

820

22%

Tees Valley

2,039

714

680

95%

Source: Author’s own analysis of: DCLG (2017c) ‘Live tables on affordable housing supply’, DCLG (2017a)
‘Application of proposed formula for assessing housing need, with contextual data’

These findings should not be surprising in light of the reduction in capital
investment in social housing recent years. Research by the National Housing
Federation has shown that in 2009, government invested £11.4 billion in building
new homes in England, equivalent to 0.7 per cent of GDP, yet by 2015, this had
fallen to £5.3 billion, or 0.2 per cent of GDP (NHF 2017a).
12
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Moreover, recent analysis from the Chartered Institute for Housing (Table 2.3)
revealed that the majority of financial support by government has shifted away
from affordable housing (now only 21 per cent) and towards supporting private
home ownership. However, these comparisons are slightly misleading given that
support for affordable housing is in the form of capital spending, whereas that
which supports Help-to-Buy and some other products is an equity loan, and
therefore ultimately repayable.
TABLE 2.3
Housing financial support by policy area
Area

Support for private
markets

Support for affordable
housing

Programme

£ bn

per cent

Help to buy equity loans

12.5

30

Help to buy life time ISA

4.2

10

PRS guarantee

3.5

9

Help to Buy Mortgage
guarantee

2.3

6

Housing infrastructure fund

2.3

6

Other programmes

7.7

19

Total

32.5

79

Shared ownership and
affordable housing
programme

4.3

10

Other programmes

4.3

10

8.6

21

41.1

100

Total
Total

Source: See http://www.cih.org/resources/PDF/1UKHRper cent20briefingper cent202017.pdf

In the context of low levels of housing delivery and increasing unaffordability
many of the newly elected mayors have pledged to examine the housing offer
in their regions. There are several good reasons for mayors to do so. First and
foremost, the negative consequences of poor housing are plain to see. Affordable
housing is key in reducing the experience of poverty (Tunstall et al 2013), and
high rents lead to overcrowding, higher reliance on borrowing and constraining
household budgets (Pennington 2012).
Secondly, high housing costs impact negatively on public finances. Homelessness
costs the taxpayer up to £20,123 per person per year (Pleace 2015), and housing
people in temporary accommodation, just one element of the homelessness
system, costs London councils an estimated £663 million in 2014/15 (Rugg 2016).
Thirdly, a key motivation behind the devolution of powers to mayors has been
to drive economic growth. Ensuring that housing is affordable will be a key part
in ensuring that the growth these city regions see is more inclusive, challenging
rather than repeating the problems faced in London and the South East. In fact, this
may be a key part of the ‘offer’ presented by the city regions in attracting people
to remain in and relocate to their areas. The following section will consider what
powers mayors have available to them and how they are proposing to use them.
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3.
WHAT ROLE CAN MAYORS
PLAY IN DRIVING
FORWARD DECENT
AFFORDABLE HOUSING?
Devolution can play a key role in helping local areas to deliver the right quantity
of homes to meet local need and to allow them to ensure these are affordable.
In addition, a localised approach allows mayors and housing leads to develop
approaches and models which respond to local dynamics, reflecting the specific
housing market or markets in their areas. Already certain housing powers have been
devolved to each of the four combined authority areas examined in this report.
However, the nature of the housing levers over which mayors have control are varied
and differ across each area, with the extent of powers far greater in some areas.

WHAT POWERS DO MAYORS HAVE?

All combined authorities with devolution deals have powers over establishing
Public Land Commissions or Joint Asset Boards and Mayoral Development
Corporations. Joint Asset Boards have the power to review all public land within
the combined authority area, including that held by public bodies outside of the
local authorities, such as the NHS and Ministry of Defence. They are then able
to scope out the potential of this land for residential development. Snelling and
Davies (2016) argue that asset boards could have the potential to bring forward
alternate models of housing, such as build to rent, shared ownership or alternate
models of home ownership (Snelling and Davies 2016).
Mayoral Development Corporations target specific geographic areas and bring
these forward for regeneration. Commercial and residential developments are
considered together, with a key focus on place and community development. Tees
Valley is the first combined authority outside of London to have had a Mayoral
Development Corporation designated (TVCA 2017). Focussed on commercial
rather than residential property, the South Tees Corporation will redevelop the
former SSI steel site in Redcar, hoping to bring in new industry and employment
opportunities to the region.
In addition, all the combined authorities considered in this report except Tees
Valley have compulsory purchase (CPO) powers.4 The conferring of CPO powers
onto the mayor replicates the CPO powers of local authorities, allowing the mayor
to acquire land or property, but at the spatial scale of the combined authority.
These powers can support the work of combined authorities in bringing land to
use for residential development, for example that identified through asset boards.
Alongside these powers, Greater Manchester also has a Housing Loan Fund and the
power to pursue a Spatial Strategy. The Housing Loan Fund is worth £300 million
and designed to support projects where commercial developers may be unsure
about investment (GMCA 2017). So far, £97 million has been spent, bringing 1184
units to market over nine sites (GMA 2017).
4
14

Although all MDCs have some level of CPO power, and this is the case in Tees valley.
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The ability to devise a spatial strategy replicates the powers already held by local
authorities, allowing mayors to devise a strategy at combined authority level.
Revising the Greater Manchester spatial strategy was a key manifesto pledge of the
current mayor, Andy Burnham (Burnham 2017).
The west of England has the greatest total number of devolved powers, although
they differ in nature of those in Greater Manchester. In addition to being able
to establish an asset board, a mayoral development corporation, the ability to
devise a spatial strategy and the ability to make compulsory purchase orders, the
mayor also has the power to call in planning decisions and must be consulted on
strategic planning applications.
‘Calling in’ a planning application allows the mayor to overrule the planning
decisions made by the constituent local authorities on a case by case basis.
Currently, there is no guidance on what constitutes a ‘strategic planning
application’. In London, where the mayor also has this power, this refers to
developments which are of 150 or more units, over 30 metres in height (outside
of the City of London) or on the green belt.
TABLE 3.1
Housing powers available to combined authority mayors as part of the devolution deals
West of England

Greater
Manchester

Tees Valley

West Midlands

Public land
commission / joint
assets board
Housing Loan Fund
Compulsory
purchase orders
Mayoral
Development
Corporations
Planning call-in
powers
Consultation on
strategic planning
applications
Housing grant fund
Spatial strategy

Source: Jones (2016)

These devolution deals will allow the newly elected mayors some capacity to
increase the supply of affordable housing in their areas. However, the level of
devolution over housing powers could be much greater. Successive parliamentary
acts have granted additional powers to the Mayor of London related to housing
(HM Government 2011). In addition to having the devolved responsibility over
each of the areas above, the Mayor of London has responsibility over the
Community Infrastructure Levy and holds the investment powers of the Homes
and Communities Agency (HCA).
The result of this is that the Mayor of London has much greater control over housing
policy in the city. Key elements of this include the ability to issue grant funding for
building new homes, explicitly supporting homes for social rent in the process and
the development of London specific rent products, London Affordable Rent and
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London Living Rent. These two rental products, aimed separately at low and middle
income households, aim to reflect and meet need in the context of the London
housing market (GLA 2017). Accordingly, London’s affordable housing programme is
markedly different from elsewhere in the country.

THE APPROACHES THAT MAYORS ARE ADOPTING

Mayors have pledged to use these powers in a range of ways. In their manifestos,
the mayors across the four combined authority areas examined for this paper set
out different visions for housing delivery. These are set out below.

West of England

Tim Bowles, the Conservative Mayor for the West of England, made few
pledges on housing in his manifesto, opting to focus on the nature of
development. The mayoral pledge to prioritise Brown Field development,
which it claims has not been exhausted, was “to ease pressure for green
field development” (Magrini 2017).

West Midlands

Andy Street, the Conservative Mayor for the West Midlands' manifesto
pledged explicit support for affordable housing. It stated that the mayor
would “ensure that there is the right balance of social and private housing,
owned and rented, and that there is enough affordable housing for those
on lower incomes” (WMCA, 2017). Policies to support ownership were also
outlined, including supporting starter homes, the voluntary right to buy and
supporting the governments Help to Buy scheme.
In the delivery of new housing the mayor pledged to ensure that all local
authorities have comprehensive Local Plans to ensure the sufficient
delivery of housing and employment land and hoped to drive up the quality
of housing through working with housing associations on their own stock
and developing tougher energy efficiency standards.
The mayor also pledged support to focus development on brownfield land.
This includes a £200 million fund to treat and bring to market brownfield
sites, developing a register of such land and making it easier to convert
buildings to residential use.

Greater Manchester

Andy Burnham, the Labour Mayor of Manchester's manifesto contained a
pledge to renegotiate the terms of the Greater Manchester fund to be able
to use it more explicitly to invest in building council and social rent homes.
In addition, the mayor aims to work with housing providers to develop a
Greater Manchester-wide Rent to Own scheme, targeting it on city centres
as part of a wider approach to regeneration.
Alongside this focus on affordable housing, the mayor has pledged to end
street homelessness in the region by 2020, apply more stringent regulation
to private landlords and re-write the Greater Manchester Spatial framework.
He has also halted plans to build on the green belt.

Tees Valley

Ben Houchan, the Conservative Mayor of Tees Valley did not publish a
manifesto nor has he as yet set out a policy programme on housing.

16
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While there is much divergence across these manifesto pledges, it is also the case
that three areas of consensus emerge.
1. A need for affordable housing is recognised in all four areas.
2. Support for accessing home ownership through a number of means is
proposed and is set to a be a key part of the Mayors affordable housing plans.
3. Three of the four mayors have challenged building on the green belt, focussing
on using brown field sites to deliver sufficient housing completions.
What models of affordable housing exist?
The national funding landscape for affordable housing is confused and has been
subject to uncertainty in recent years. In 2010, support for building homes at social
rent was removed, being replaced by the new ’Affordable Rent’ model. Since then,
affordable ownership products have gained greater focus in the government’s
affordable housing programme. This focus on ownership models has since been
reversed in the most recent Autumn Statement in which the government pledged
support for sub-market rent and through Theresa May’s announcement of an
additional £2 billion for affordable housing, including homes for social rent at the
Conservative Party conference (Theresa May 2017). The government’s white paper
on housing set out seven different types of affordable housing product, covering
rental, ownership and intermediate. These range from the deep discount of social
rent to 80 per cent of market price (DCLG 2017d). Figure 3.2 sets out and explains
each of these alongside some new, innovative models.

HOUSING MODELS DEVELOPED BY LOCAL AUTHORITIES

While mayors have been in place only a short time, they may well already have a
number of areas of good practice in their regions to draw upon. Several of such
examples, led by both public and third sector organisations, are set out below.

Manchester Matrix Model

Matrix Homes is a housing investment model owned jointly by Manchester
City Council, Greater Manchester Pension fund and the Homes and
Communities Agency. It has been formed to deliver over 240 homes for
ownership and rent across three sites in Manchester (Matrix Homes 2017).
The scheme was developed in response to increased demand for housing
due to household and population growth and the need to develop new
models to finance homes against a backdrop of a market that was not
developing (Manchester City Council 2016).
The scheme is a partnership where the city council provides land that
it owns (with one site invested by the HCA), while the Pension Fund acts
as investor, funding the development (HCA 2014). Both parties then gain
capital and revenue income from the scheme. A development contractor is
brought in to design and build the properties, and a head tenant sought to
lease and manage the private rented properties (Manchester City Council
2016). This model allows the council to retain their land asset as a longterm investment, providing a longer-term source of income for the city and
giving the council a greater stake in the neighbourhoods they construct.
The homes that are built for ownership will be sold outright at market rate
and through the Help to Buy scheme (ibid). Private rentals will be let at
market rents. To be eligible, housing costs must be no greater than one
third of the tenant's household income. The council are currently planning
to engage in a second stage of development on new sites.
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Bristol Housing Company

The Bristol Housing Company is owned by Bristol City Council. In the
context of a housing crisis, it aims to develop new-build housing in order
to maximise supply to the area through circumventing the borrowing
restrictions placed on councils (Bristol City Council 2017).
The council has established a Wholly Owned Company (WOC), to which it
can transfer council owned land. So far, one site has been transferred that
will deliver 130 homes, of which 40 per cent will be let at social rents. The
council then enters into a partnership with a developer who brings capital
and expertise to build the homes, with proceeds being returned to the
WOC, and ultimately the council, in dividends (ibid). The longer-term aim is
for the revenue generated through the sale of homes on the private market
to be used to fund further investment in social housing.

Thirteen Group Empty Homes Scheme

The Empty Homes Scheme is a partnership between the Thirteen Group
and local councils, funded by the Homes and Communities Agency
(Thirteen Group 2017). The aim of the scheme is to increase the supply of
affordable housing by bringing long-term empty properties back into use,
while also combatting the negative impact that neglected properties can
have on communities (ibid).
The Thirteen Group leases these properties for a fixed period time,
providing guaranteed rental income to the owners. Prior to letting them,
the group repairs the properties, ensuring that they are brought to the
market at a high standard (Hartlepool Borough Council 2017). They then
seek out a tenant and manage the property throughout the lease period.
The cost of this is deducted from the rent paid to the landlord, interest
free (Thirteen Group 2017). The scheme is open to the landlords of
properties that have been empty for six or more months.
The scheme is currently operating in Hartlepool, Stockton, Middlesbrough and
Darlington. Since 2010, it has developed approximately 100 properties (ibid).
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TABLE 3.2
A summary of subsidised and sub-market housing options available to mayors
Model

Description

Allocation

Cost of rent / purchase

Social rent

Social rented housing
tends to be owned by
local authorities or
other non-profit private
registered providers (PRPs).
Commercial organisations
are now able to build and
manage social housing.
Normally funded through
grant subsidy, they will
remain affordable in
perpetuity, except where
properties are sold through
the Right to Buy (RTB).

Local authorities set out
their own allocations
policies but legislation
requires that they
prioritise certain groups
who are given ‘reasonable
preference’. These groups
include those who have
been made homeless, are
in severely overcrowded
conditions or are
vulnerable on welfare
grounds.

Rents are set locally and
determined by several
characteristics. These are
principally related to local
wages and costs of rented
accommodation on the
open market in the area.
Rents are also adjusted by
the number of bedrooms in
a property.

Affordable Private Rent
(APR)

APR housing is a new
product designed to suit
Build to Rent Schemes.
APR is funded through
developer subsidy (Section
106) and it is intended
that housing remains
affordable in perpetuity or
for alternative affordable
housing provision to be
made if the discount is
withdrawn. It is intended
that developers will
provide APR directly in
place of other affordable
housing products.

Allocation policies and
the income threshold for
eligibility are determined
by local authorities with
regard to local incomes
and local house prices.

Affordable private rented
homes are let at 80per cent
of the median market rent
for private accommodation
in an area or below.

Intermediate Rent / Rent
to Buy / Rent to Save

Rent to Buy is an
intermediate housing
model which aims to offer
households discounted
rent to allow them to save
for a deposit towards the
purchase of a home.

Allocation policies and
the income threshold for
eligibility are determined by
local authorities with regard
to local incomes and local
house prices. To be eligible
households must be able to
realistically save for a home
and not be able to purchase
a home on the open market.
Tenants may purchase the
home they reside within
and must be offered first
refusal on its sale.

Homes are rented at 80per
cent of market value for
up to 10 years at the end
of which it is intended that
the tenant will be able to
purchase a home.

Allocation

Cost of rent / purchase

Model
Cheyne rent to buy

Description
The Cheyne model is
a private rent-to-buy
product. New homes
will be provided through
developer subsidy (Section
106) but the subsidy will
not remain in perpetuity or
be recycled.

Will be locally determined
but to be eligible
households must be able
to reasonably move into
home ownership in five
years.

Occupants rent a home at
market rent for five years.
The cost of purchasing the
home is frozen at 90per
cent of the property price
at the beginning of the five
years. At the end of the
five-year period tenants
are able to purchase the
house at that fixed price,
using the difference
between that and the
open market price as their
deposit. If they cannot
afford to buy at that point
they will be reoffered the
home every year and prices
will increase by CPI.

IPPR | Priced Out? Affordable housing in England

Page 21 of 42

19

Agenda Page 166

Agenda Item 4a

Shared ownership

Shared ownership is
a model in which a
household purchases a
share of a property and
rent the remaining amount
from a housing provider.
New homes for shared
ownership are normally
funded through grant
subsidy and will remain
affordable in perpetuity
or the subsidy will be
recycled.

Allocation policies and
the income threshold for
eligibility are determined
by local authorities with
regard to local incomes
and local house prices.

Shared owners may
take out an initial stake
of varying amounts,
commonly 25per cent,
50per cent or 75per cent.
They can also ‘staircase’ up
or down, buying or selling
stakes back to the housing
provider. Shared owners
tend to buy their equity
with a 90per cent LTV
mortgage. The rent for the
remaining portion is set at
a maximum of 3per cent of
the unsold equity, although
it is encouraged to be set
at 2.75per cent.

Starter homes

A home ownership scheme
funded through a mix of
government and developer
subsidy (Section 106).
This subsidy will not be in
perpetuity – although there
will be a 15-year repayment
period for a starter home
so when the property is
sold on to a new owner
within this period, some
or all of the discount is
repaid.

To be eligible to purchase
a starter home, a
household’s income must
be below £80,000 (£90,000
in London).

Starter homes are priced
at 80per cent of the local
house price or less and are
subject to an overall price
cap of £450,000 in Greater
London and £250,000
elsewhere in England.

Discounted market sale

Discounted market sale
homes are those which
are made available to
households who would
otherwise be unable to
afford to purchase a home
on the open market.

Allocation policies and
the income threshold for
eligibility are determined
by local authorities with
regard to local incomes
and local house prices.

Homes are discounted so
as to be 80per cent or less
than the market price in
an area.

As set out in this paper so far, the newly elected mayors have a range of powers
at their disposal to intervene in and shape housing, and a series of areas of good
practice to draw on in delivering affordable housing. However, if mayors are to
deliver sub-market housing it is important to assess what is genuinely affordable
in these different areas. While affordable housing has for many years largely
referred to homes for social rent, in recent years a range of new models have
become available. These include products designed for rent (where the rents are
linked to the market), outright ownership, and intermediate products which are
aimed at supporting households who want to save for a deposit. The following
section will set out these different models and consider their affordability for a
range of households.
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4.
HOW EFFECTIVE IS
SUB-MARKET HOUSING?
In this section, we test the affordability of a range of housing models across
the four combined authority areas examined in this paper. Two measures are
used to determine the affordability of each of these housing models. The first
assesses monthly housing costs against net household income. The monthly costs
are assumed to be affordable if they are equal to or less than 35 per cent of a
household’s net income. The second approach applies only to ownership models
and determines whether a household would be able to access mortgage finance,
categorising the overall house price as affordable if its equal to or less than 3.5
times the household’s gross annual income. This is because, while a model may
be affordable to a household on a monthly basis, the outright costs may make the
product unattainable.
Housing costs are computed from publicly available data on median private and
social rents and median house prices. These are adjusted to reflect the rent-setting
methods of each model or to assess average monthly mortgage repayment costs.
Rent to Buy models, including the Cheyne model, are calculated on their
monthly costs and not the costs associated with the costs of ownership.
However, analysis is undertaken to determine the likelihood that these models
could ‘progress’ a household into successful ownership through allowing them
to raise a sufficient deposit.
In understanding how affordability differs by household type, we employ three
household scenarios as set out in table 4.1. These are then applied to different
points across the income scale.
TABLE 4.1
Household examples
Household type

Earnings

Single person working full time

One person on full-time earnings

Couple with one child with one person working full time
and one person working part time

One person on full-time earnings + one person on parttime earnings + child benefit

Couple both working full time

Two people on full-time earnings

In modelling the costs of each of these housing products we make several
assumptions and, of course, there are alternative methods that could be
applied. Nonetheless, we feel this approach provides a balanced, robust and
standardised approach to understanding the cost and affordability of each of
the products on offer.
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WHAT IS AFFORDABLE?

Housing costs vary widely across the four areas examined in this study. The west
of England is the combined authority with the highest monthly rent. At £943 per
month, this is 45 per cent higher than the English average. This means that, for a
single person, accommodation does not become affordable until the 90th income
decile. Tees Valley is the study area with the lowest cost housing, 11 per cent
below the English average. However, it is still the case that median price rented
accommodate would be unaffordable for a single person until the 30th income
decile. In both the West Midlands and Greater Manchester, rents – while lower
than the English average – would not become affordable until a single person was
earning over the local median income.
TABLE 4.2
The median monthly rent for a two-bedroom property in each of the combined areas (CA)
Area

Median rent

West of England CA

£943

Greater Manchester CA

£578

Tees Valley CA

£465

West Midlands CA

£577

England

£650

Source: Valuation Office Agency (2017) Private Rental Market Statistics

TABLE 4.3
The proportion of income median monthly rent accounts for by household type and
combined authority area
10

20

25

30

40

60

70

75

80

90

West of
England

84

74

70

66

60

48

43

40

37

33

West
Midlands

54

48

46

43

39

32

29

27

25

..

Greater
Manchester

54

48

46

44

40

32

29

27

25

22

Tees Valley

44

39

37

35

32

27

24

22

21

..

Source: Author’s own analysis

A similar situation is found with regards to median house prices. They are
highest in the west of England (18 per cent above the English average) and lowest
in Tees Valley (41 per cent below the English average) and outright ownership is
unattainable for many on single incomes. In all four areas, outright ownership
is unaffordable on a monthly basis for households on incomes in the lower
quartile. In the west of England, ownership for single, first time buyers would
account for 43 per cent of the median income and does not become affordable
until the 90th income decile.
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TABLE 4.4
The median house price for a first time buyer property in each of the combined areas
Area

Median first time buyer price

West of England CA

£215,933

West Midlands CA

£129,619

Greater Manchester Ca

£123,603

Tees valley CA

£109,258

England

£183,680

Source: Author’s own analysis of ONS (2017c)

KEY
The different housing models are similarly variably in their affordability.
Tables 4.5 to 4.9 demonstrate whether or not a product is affordable based on the two
measures set out in the introduction to this section. Colour coding for each is set out below:
Affordable at 35% of net income and purchase price
(where applicable) is below 3.5 times the household’s
gross annual income
Affordable at 35% of net income but the purchase price
minus the deposit (where applicable) is above 3.5 times
the household’s gross annual income
Unaffordable at 35% of net income

TABLE 4.5
The proportion of income First time Buyer (FTB) housing costs take up household type and
combined authority area 								
10

20

25

30

40

60

70

75

80

90

West of
England

84

74

70

66

60

48

43

40

37

33

West
Midlands

65

58

55

52

47

38

34

32

30

..

Greater
Manchester

62

55

52

50

45

37

33

31

29

25

Tees Valley

55

49

47

45

40

34

30

28

26

..
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TABLE 4.6
Affordability against a 35 per cent income target for a range of households in the West
of England
West of England
Single Person

£

Rental

Rent to
Buy /
Shared
ownership

Ownership

Couple with one child

LQ

Median

UQ

LQ

Median

UQ

16,202

26,291

34,854

39,895

Couple
LQ
32,404

Median

UQ

42,314

56,233

28,117

22,851

Median rent

70

43

40

50

32

28

35

27

20

Social rent

20

13

12

14

9

8

10

8

6

Affordable
private rent

56

34

32

40

26

23

28

21

16

Rent to Buy

56

34

32

40

26

23

28

21

16

Cheyne
model

70

43

40

50

32

28

35

27

20

Shared
ownership

52

32

30

37

24

21

26

20

15

Median
house price

85

53

49

61

40

35

43

33

25

FTB

70

43

40

50

33

28

35

27

20

Discounted
market sale

56

35

32

40

26

23

28

21

16

Starter
homes

56

35

32

40

26

23

28

21

16

Help to Buy

58

36

34

41

27

24

29

22

17

In the west of England, many affordable housing models are unaffordable to a
range of households and incomes. For single people, only social rent is affordable
to all income strata, while Rent to Buy, affordable private rent and shared
ownership become affordable at or above median income. Discounted market
sale, starter homes and Help to Buy are affordable as assessed against the
35 per cent net income measure, however are unaffordable on the 3.5:1 measure.
The affordability of the models increases for those in couples. For those with one
child, all products are affordable at and above the local median income. However,
many ownership models become unattainable using the 3.5:1 ratio. Discounted
market sale and starter homes are unaffordable for those on median incomes and
Help to Buy is not affordable for any income group.
Except for median priced owned accommodation, which is out of the reach of
single households on lower quartile earnings, all models affordable at 35 per cent
of net income for dual earning couples at all income points. However, discounted
sale and starter homes are unaffordable using the 3.5:1 measure for lower quartile
earnings and Help to Buy for median earners.
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TABLE 4.7
Affordability against a 35 per cent income target for a range of households in West Midlands
West Midlands
Single person

£

Rental

Rent to
Buy /
Shared
ownership

Ownership

Couple with one child

Couple

LQ

Median

UQ

LQ

Median

UQ

LQ

Median

UQ

15,134

19,721

25,888

21,771

28,147

37,038

30,268

39,442

51,777

Median
rent

46

35

27

Social rent
Affordable
private
rent

32

25

19

23

18

13

22

17

13

15

12

9

15

8

6

37

28

21

25

20

15

25

14

11

Rent to Buy

37

28

21

25

20

15

25

14

11

Cheyne
model

46

35

27

32

25

19

32

18

13

Shared
ownership

36

28

21

25

19

15

25

14

11

Median
house price

55

42

32

38

30

22

38

21

16

FTB

44

34

26

31

24

18

31

17

13

Discounted
market sale

36

27

21

25

19

15

25

14

10

Starter
homes

36

27

21

25

19

15

25

14

10

Help to Buy

37

28

22

26

20

15

26

14

11

In the West Midlands, the greatest problem with unaffordability is related to
single people with lower quartile earnings. Except for social rent, all models are
unaffordable for those in this category.
All affordable housing models are affordable at 35 per cent of net income for
single people at median income or above and for couples with and without
children at all income levels. However, discounted market sale, starter homes and
Help to Buy are unaffordable using the 3.5:1 measure for single households on
median incomes and lower quartile earning couples with children.
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TABLE 4.8
Affordability against a 35 per cent income target for a range of households in Greater
Manchester
Greater Manchester
Single Person

£

Rental

Rent to Buy
/ Shared
ownership

Ownership

Couple with one child

Couple

LQ

Median

UQ

LQ

Median

UQ

LQ

15,204

23,900

28,117

21,758

32,447

37,362

32,404

Median

UQ

39,063

51,168

Median rent

46

29

25

32

21

19

21

18

14

Social rent

20

13

11

14

9

8

9

8

6

Affordable
private rent

36

23

20

25

17

15

17

14

11

Rent to Buy

36

23

20

25

17

15

17

14

11

Cheyne
model

46

29

25

32

21

19

21

18

14

Shared
ownership

33

21

18

23

16

13

16

13

10

Median
house price

84

53

45

59

39

34

39

33

25

FTB

69

44

37

48

32

28

32

27

20

Discounted
market sale

55

35

30

39

26

22

26

21

16

Starter
homes

55

35

30

39

26

22

26

21

16

Help to Buy

57

37

31

40

27

23

27

22

17

Rental models in Greater Manchester are affordable for most household types and
income levels. Affordable private rent, the Cheyne rent to buy model and Rent to
Buy are only unaffordable for single households on lower quartile incomes. For all
other households, these come in at under the 35 per cent of net income threshold.
Except for shared ownership, which is affordable to all groups, ownership
models are not affordable to lower quartile and median income single
households or lower quartile earning couples with one child. Discounted market
sale and starter homes fall below the 35 per cent of net income threshold
but are not below the 3.5:1 ratio. All models are affordable across the income
spectrum for dual earner households.
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TABLE 4.9
Affordability against a 35 per cent income target for a range of households in the Tees
valley
Tees Valley
Single person

£

Rental

Rent to
Buy /
Shared
ownership

Ownership

Couple with one child

LQ

Median

UQ

LQ

14,992

23,368

25,288

21,503

Couple

Median

UQ

LQ

Median

UQ

31,983

46,736

50,577

36,483

29,984

Median rent

37

24

22

26

17

15

19

12

11

Social rent

19

12

11

13

9

8

10

6

6

Affordable
private rent

30

19

18

21

14

12

15

10

9

Rent to Buy

30

19

18

21

14

12

15

10

9

Cheyne
model

37

24

22

26

17

15

19

12

11

Shared
ownership

32

20

19

22

15

13

16

10

9

Median
house price

47

30

28

33

22

19

23

15

14

FTB

38

24

22

26

18

16

19

12

11

Discounted
market sale

30

19

18

21

14

12

15

10

9

Starter
homes

30

19

18

21

14

12

15

10

9

Help to Buy

32

20

19

22

15

13

16

10

9

Tees Valley has the greatest levels affordability of all the four areas. At the 35 per
cent of net income threshold, the only alternate product that is unaffordable is the
Cheyne rent to buy model, although this is confined only to single households on
lower quartile incomes.
Nonetheless, several home ownership models are unaffordable under the 3.5:1
ratio. No home ownership models are affordable to single households on lower
quartile and median earnings or to couples with lower quartile earnings.
These tables reveal that across combined authorities there are few options for
single people. This is most acute in the west of England, where house prices and
median rents are highest, but is a problem across all four areas, even the Tees
Valley, which has house prices notably lower than the English average.
Dual-earning couples, even those with lower quartile earnings, can afford most
models in most areas. However, when this income is diminished by the removal
of a full-time earning as in the case of couples with one child (1x FTE and 1x PTE)
a much larger range of models become out of reach, particularly for those on
lower incomes.
Many households are priced out of affordable home ownership models. While in
many cases households can afford the monthly costs (using the 35 per cent of
net income measure), the overall purchase price is too high for them to access a
mortgage. In all areas, although most severely the west of England, this effects
a much greater number of households and raises the unaffordability to higher
income deciles.
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The ability of intermediate housing models has been assessed separately. Analysis
has been undertaken, presented in Table 4.10 to determine whether households
will be able to ‘progress’ to ownership by raising a deposit.
TABLE 4.10
Proportion of a combined authority in which a model scales up to a deposit, by model
Rent to Buy
FTB

Cheyne

Shared Ownership

FTB

Shared Ownership

5 Years

10 years

5 Years

10 years

5 Years

10 years

5 Years

10 years

West of
England

0%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

N/A

N/A

Greater
Manchester

0%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

N/A

N/A

Tees Valley

0%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

N/A

N/A

West
Midlands

0%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

N/A

N/A

The Rent to Buy model, in which a tenant receives rent subsidised to 80 per cent
of market value and is expected to save to the remaining 20 per cent towards a
deposit, is found to be effective. Over both 5 and 10 years, the model is effective
in raising a sufficient deposit towards a shared ownership home, and over 10 years
for outright ownership in all areas.
The Cheyne model, in which a tenant can buy their property after living in it for 5
years for 90 per cent of the market value at the time the tenancy was taken out,
using the difference to secure a mortgage, is effective in all areas at both 5 and 10
years for both shared and outright ownership.
Given their affordability at 35 per cent of net income for a number of household
and income combinations and their capacity in raising a deposit, these schemes
appear to be effective in these areas in progressing households to ownership.
However, this is of course confined largely to couples and those on average or
above average incomes.
Drawing this information together shows that those on single, low or middle
incomes have fewer affordable housing options available to them. This is a
problem across all combined authority areas, where single people, or households
on single incomes, are much less likely to be able to afford the monthly costs
associated with different housing models. For those on the lower quartile,
single adults can afford few models across the four areas. Ownership models
particularly are failing to support those on low incomes. In the west of England,
ownership models are not affordable to any household type while in the other
study areas, these models do not become affordable to households until they
have 1.5 or 2 incomes.
Nonetheless, given that affordable ownership housing models are failing to
support those on the lowest incomes, those receiving this support are likely to be
relatively affluent households. This should be a key area of reflection for mayors in
determining the nature of the affordable housing they build.
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5.
CONCLUSION: TOWARDS
A MAYORAL AFFORDABLE
HOUSING POLICY
The data analysed in this paper adds further evidence to the fact that England
faces a severe housing crisis, marked by a failure to build sufficient new homes
and ever decreasing affordability. The areas picked as case studies represent
a range of housing markets. In each, affordable housing delivery is falling well
behind estimated need and for a range of households maintaining housing costs is
likely to be a challenge.
Beneath top line figures which show above average affordability in the three of the
four areas we have examined, many face issues with affordability, and the models
available to address this are insufficient. This then raises significant questions
about the appropriate use of public subsidy and whether it is in fact going to
the right people and addressing the correct problems. Drawing on this analysis
and examples of good practice across the four areas, it is possible to present
recommendations for mayors in these areas and in the rest of the country.
1. A stronger approach to affordable housing at a national level
In London, the mayor has introduced the ‘35 per cent threshold approach’ to
affordable housing in new housing guidance which, broadly, waives the need for a
viability assessment if a development provides for at least 35 per cent affordable
homes (measured by habitable rooms). The intention of this proposal is to set
a new benchmark for the proportion of affordable homes delivered in each
development to drive up affordable supply.
We argue, as others have (NHF 2017b), that the government should follow this
approach outside of London and set a national minimum threshold of 35 per cent
for affordable housing on all private developments, with a higher threshold of 50
per cent on all public land.
In line with the London approach, this would help eliminate costly delays and the
need for viability assessments above these levels. It would ensure that the need
for the provision of affordable housing was reflected in land values and help drive
up affordable housing output.
2. Lift the Housing Revenue Account borrowing cap
The government should support a large-scale council house building programme
by removing the arbitrary cap placed on borrowing through the Housing Revenue
Account. Removing the cap will allow local authorities to borrow to invest in the
building of a new generation of council homes.
3. Devolve greater powers to Mayors to deliver the housing their regions need
Examining the combined authorities’ devolution deals set out in this paper
reveals a lack of uniformity in the nature of powers transferred to mayors. This is
borne from the deal-based approach to devolution, from which an overarching
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framework has been lacking (Hunter 2017). In committing to address the housing
crisis, government should work with combined authorities to offer a new,
comprehensive devolution offer for housing.
A number of additional powers are needed to allow mayors to get on with building
more homes. Previous work by Snelling and Davies (2017) has set out what these
powers should be. They are:
•
greater flexibility in the pooling and coordination of housing funding
streams, allowing combined authorities to gather resources and coordinate
activity in a way that ensures appropriate tenure mix while still meeting
volume requirements
•
retention of stamp duty receipts on all new-build properties, to top up
housing investment funding
a lifting of National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) land use restrictions
•
where brownfield opportunities alone are insufficient to deliver the housing
supply that is estimated
•
powers to set planning fees to improve capacity in planning departments
•
council tax flexibility on empty sites and empty homes to accelerate the
process of bringing unused homes back into use and putting unused planning
permissions into action
•
powers to set design code standards and viability frameworks at a
combined authority level, and to de-risk planning and improve the quality
of the built environment.
In addition, the government should also:
devolve a proportion of the budget for the Help to Buy Equity Loan Programme
•
to combined authorities, for the mayors to use as they see fit
•
re-allocate the funding for the Starter Homes programme to a programme for
investing in genuinely affordable homes for rent, and devolve the appropriate
proportion to the combined authorities.
4. A clear measure of affordability, and mapping the affordability of sub-market
housing products
Recent changes by central government to affordable housing have driven a rapid
change in what is understood as ‘affordable’. Increasingly, affordable housing
products have become divorced from earnings and linked to market prices or rents
instead. The generally understood definition of affordable housing, 35 per cent of
net earnings, is rarely applied to new affordable housing products. The analysis
contained in this report shows that the extent to which these models meet the
needs of households differs across a range of housing markets. Accordingly, there
is a need for a universally understood affordability measure, linked to earnings,
which should be developed and agreed by mayors and applied transparently
for every affordable housing product – with the development of an affordability
matrix that sets out when each product becomes affordable.
5. Clear targeting of subsidy to meet stated aims
This research has demonstrated that many home ownership products designed
to help people on lower to middle incomes in to home ownership are actually
only affordable in a large number of cases to those on higher incomes. Moreover,
the evidence suggests that many products are assisting those who would have
been able to buy anyway. Subsidy should be targeted at those products which are
clearly affordable, and it should be withdrawn from products that do not meet the
need of those for whom they are designed to assist.
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6. Mayors should establish combined authority-wide Mayoral Housing
Companies, using them to bring land to market for social and affordable rent
and using mechanisms to capture public value from the land
Mayors should build on the successes of the local authorities who have, in varying
ways, established publicly-owned vehicles for bringing land to use, capturing value
for residents. Scaling up these organisations to a combined authority level will
allow them to bolstered by the mayor’s powers, principally the ability to establish
asset boards and their compulsory purchase order powers.
One method by which could be achieved is set out below.
1. The mayor establishes a Mayoral Housing Company (MHC) and works with
combined authority asset boards to examine the land across all public-sector
organisations in the region and identify a potential site or sites.
2. The MHC partners with a development partner to construct the homes on
the site.
3. The MHC retains the value of the land, securing a long-term income stream
which can be reinvested into other projects or paid out in dividend to the
combined authority.
4. The MHC develops and constructs a mix of properties for rent on different
models, including social rent and other affordable rent products (where they
are affordable locally). This creates a mixed community and meets the range
of housing needs.
While different models may work more effectively in different areas and contexts –
for example, areas with significant regenerations may find a Mayoral Development
Corporation to be the most effective model – a MHC should abide by two
principles. Firstly, the homes it builds should be genuinely affordable, responding
to local need. Secondly, the public should hold some or all the value of the land in
the long term.
7. Local authorities and local authority pension should work together to
combine their land and investment to build affordable housing
Building on the success of existing schemes such as the Manchester Matrix
model, local pension schemes and local authorities should work together to bring
forward land and funding for affordable housing schemes, generating a stable
return on investment for both parties and bringing on to market much needed
affordable housing.
8. Support of innovation and encouragement of the development of alternative
affordable housing models
There are clear examples of innovation outside the traditional products within
affordable housing, some of which are highlighted in this report. The government
and mayors should consider how new and innovative products might contribute
to meeting affordable housing need. It will also be essential to consider other
alternative delivery models. The Conservative Party manifesto at the general
election set out bold plans for new council housing deals, which included the
reform of compulsory purchase orders to make them easier and less expensive for
councils to use, and to enable them to buy land at a lower value.
The newly elected mayors should pursue the devolution and implementation of
such powers from central government. This would allow affordable housing to
be funded at lower costs, ensuring more affordable housing to rent or buy and
greater potential benefits for local communities. This model of delivery would also
allow greater innovation in the type of affordable products delivered.
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ANNEX
To understand how genuinely affordable each affordable housing product is, we
compared the affordability of each product to rent and to buy against a 35 per cent
of net income target. For each product to buy, we also applied a loan-to-income
ratio of 3.5:1 to ensure it was realistic that each household could access a mortgage.

OWNERSHIP MODELS

House prices
Median house price: The median house price used in the affordability modelling
was based on Land Registry data (ONS 2017b) using third quarter of 2016 data.
First-time buyer price and house price used in the modelling for each home
ownership product: The first-time buyer price and the house prices used for each
home ownership product have been based on a modelled first-time buyer price for
across London and in each local authority. Median first-time buyer prices are not
available at the borough level. The average ratio of the all-property price available
from Nationwide House Price Index compared with the first-time buyer price
was calculated over four quarters (third and fourth quarter of 2016 and first and
second quarter of 2017) (Nationwide 2017a, 2017b) and then applied to the median
house price figure available from ONS data (ONS 2017b) using third quarter of 2016
data. There is likely to be some variation of first-time buyer prices across the areas
studied which the ratio will not sufficiently account for – however the ratio has
been applied to the starting price for each home ownership product and therefore
impacts each one in the same way.

MORTGAGE, DEPOSIT AND RENT CALCULATIONS

Outright ownership (median house price and first-time buyer price): The mortgage
costs are calculated assuming a 90 per cent loan-to-value (LTV) mortgage over 25
years with an annual interest rate of 3.34 per cent APR.5 It is assumed that each
buyer can provide a 10 per cent deposit of the value of the property.
Help to Buy: The mortgage costs are calculated assuming a 75 per cent LTV
mortgage over 25 years with an annual interest rate of 3.34 per cent APR. It is
assumed that each buyer provides the minimum five per cent deposit of the value
of the property and takes out a Help to Buy equity loan of 20 per cent. Equity loans
through Help to Buy are fee free for the first five years, and these calculations have
not included the fee which is levied from the sixth year. The fee is 1.75 per cent
of the loan’s value in the sixth year and then increases every year according to
the Retail Prices Index plus one per cent. The value of the property against which
these calculations are made is the modelled first-time buyer price, set out above,
at the London level and the borough level.
Starter homes and discounted market sale: The mortgage costs are calculated
assuming a 90 per cent LTV mortgage over 25 years with an annual interest rate
of 3.34 per cent APR. It is assumed that each buyer can provide a 10 per cent
deposit of the value of the property. The value of the property against which these
calculations are made is the modelled first-time buyer price, set out above, with
the 20 per cent discount applied on top.
5

34

Based on the current UK average mortgage rate. See: http://www.totallymoney.com/mortgages/
rate-predictions/
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Shared ownership: Shared ownership costs are calculated based on a household
taking out a 25 per cent stake in their property with a 90 per cent LTV mortgage
over 25 years with an annual interest rate of 3.34 per cent APR. It is assumed that
each buyer can provide a 10 per cent deposit of the value of the stake of the
property being purchased (25 per cent). Average national service charge costs
(£93.58) are added to the monthly cost.6 The value of the property against which
these calculations are made is the modelled first-time buyer price, set out above.
Cheyne model: As with all of the rent-to-buy models, the monthly costs are
calculated based on the rental costs (i.e. those needed to first access the property)
rather than the potential mortgage costs if the household were to purchase the
property. For the Cheyne model, the rental costs used are the monthly median
private rent of a two-bedroom property (VOA 2017).
For the purposes of the loan-to-income calculation, it is assumed that each buyer
will access a 75 per cent LTV mortgage providing a 25 per cent deposit of the value
of the property based on the average deposit that can be saved through the
Cheyne model.7
Rent to Buy: As with all of the rent-to-buy models, the monthly costs are
calculated based on the rental costs (i.e. those needed to first access the
property) rather than the potential mortgage costs if the household were to
purchase the property. For the Rent to Buy model, the rental costs used are
80 per cent of the monthly median private rent (VOA 2017).
For the purposes of the loan-to-income calculation, it is assumed that each buyer
will access a 90 per cent LTV mortgage providing a 10 per cent deposit of the value
of the property – however, as outlined in the analysis, it would not be possible in
most cases for the deposit to be raised through saving the difference between the
discounted rent and the market rent alone.

LOAN-TO-INCOME RATIO

To calculate whether a household would actually be able to attain a mortgage, we
have used a standard loan-to-income ratio of 3.5:1. For each product, the loan value
used in this calculation depends on the assumptions set out for each model above.

RENTAL MODELS

Social rent: The rental costs used are an average of the local authority
average weekly rents (DCLG 2017d) and private registered provider weekly
rents (DCLG 2017e).
Affordable Private Rent: The rental costs used are 80 per cent of the monthly
median private rent of a two-bedroom property in local authority area (VOA 2017).
Lower quartile rent: The rental costs used are the monthly lower quartile private
rent of a two-bedroom property in each local authority area (VOA 2017).
Median rent: The rental costs used are the monthly median private rent of a twobedroom property in each local authority area (VOA 2017).

6
7

Based on a market study by the Competition & Markets Authority. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.
uk/media/547d99b8e5274a42900001e1/Property_management_market_study.pdf
PPR analysis of information provided by Cheyne.
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DEPOSIT MODELLING

For the purpose of modelling how much could be saved for a deposit, a calculation
was made for each model based on what could be saved for each year over a fiveyear and then a 10-year period.
Rent to Buy: Rent levels are assumed to be 80 per cent of median rent for a twobedroom property, with households saving the difference between that and the
market rate over a five-year and then a 10-year period.
Cheyne rent to buy: It is assumed that at the end of the fifth year, households are
able to purchase the property at 90 per cent of its original value (providing an
automatic deposit of 10 per cent), with the value of the house price inflation (HPI)
over that period added to the discount. At the end of the 10th year, it is assumed
that households are able to purchase a property at its original value plus five
years of consumer price inflation (CPI), again with the value of the house price
inflation over that period added to the discount.

INCOME
TABLE A.1
For the affordability analysis, three household types were used
Household type

Earnings

A single person working full time

Full-time earnings for all employees (ONS 2016b)

A couple with one child, with one person working full time
and one person working part time

Full-time earnings for all employees + part-time earning
for all employees + child benefit for one child (ONS 2016b)

A couple both working full time

Full-time earnings for all employees x 2 (ONS 2016b)

To calculate net income, a standard tax calculator was used to produce income
figures after income tax and National Insurance.
The following figures are used to test affordability by decile in each of the
combined authority areas.
TABLE A.2
Area

36

Income percentiles
10

20

25

30

40

60

70

75

80

90

West of
England CA

14,617

16,534

17,552

18,690

20,438

25,415

28,513

30,460

33,167

37,183

Greater
Manchester
CA

13,934

15,614

16,471

17,173

18,989

23,286

25,996

27,716

29,690

34,777

Tees Valley
CA

13,720

15,449

16,241

17,051

18,918

22,646

25,502

27,396

29,216

–

West
Midlands CA

13,915

15,618

16,395

17,260

19,131

23,507

26,118

28,046

30,044

–
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LIMITATIONS

A number of assumptions have been made in order to produce an affordability
assessment of a varied number of housing models. Different assumptions could
be made to produce the analysis but the authors believe this is a reasonable and
balanced analysis which provides a macro picture of the affordability of a different
range of affordable and subsidised housing products.
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Summary
According to current projections, an average of 210,000 new households will form in
England in each year between 2014 and 2039. In 2015/16, the total housing stock in
England increased by around 190,000 residential dwellings: 12% higher than the previous
year’s increase but a long way short of the estimated 240-250,000 new homes needed to
keep pace with household formation.
Housing need manifests itself in a variety of ways, such as increased levels of
overcrowding, acute affordability issues, more young people living with their parents for
longer periods, impaired labour mobility resulting in businesses finding it difficult to recruit
and retain staff, and increased levels of homelessness.
The 2015 Government set out an ambition to deliver 1 million net additions to the
housing stock by the end of the Parliament in 2020. Net additions includes, for example,
conversions and changes of use. Critics said that the figure did not take account of the
backlog of housing need. The House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs
concluded in Building More Homes (2016) that the target “was not based on a robust
analysis” and went on to recommend that the housing crisis required the development of
at least 300,000 new homes annually “for the foreseeable future” In addition to
questioning whether a target of 1 million homes is ambitious enough, there is some doubt
over whether even this number is achievable.
There is general consensus around the long-term under-supply housing and the need to
address this, but there is less agreement within the industry about how best to achieve the
necessary step-change in supply. Commentators agree that there is no ‘silver bullet’ and
call for a range of solutions across a number of policy areas.
The 2015 Government took action to stimulate housing supply through a variety of
schemes. These schemes were referred to in the Government’s response to Building More
Homes which acknowledged that “we have much more to do as a country to build more
homes and that the Government has a role to play in making sure our housing market
works for everyone.” February 2017 saw the publication of the Housing White paper
Fixing our broken housing market, which set out “a comprehensive package of reform to
increase housing supply and halt the decline in housing affordability.” The White Paper
identified a threefold problem of “not enough local authorities planning for the homes
they need; housebuilding that is simply too slow; and a construction industry that is too
reliant on a small number of big players.” The White Paper focused on four main areas:
•

Building the right homes in the right places.

•

Building them faster.

•

Widening the range of builders and construction methods.

•

‘Helping people now’ including investing in new affordable housing and preventing
homelessness.

Consultation on proposals in chapters 1 and 2 of the White Paper closed on 2 May 2017.
A separate consultation exercise on Planning and affordable housing for Build to Rent was
launched alongside the White Paper.
This briefing paper considers key trends in housing supply in the UK and goes on to focus
on some of the of the key barriers and potential solutions to increasing supply in England.
The paper has been updated to take account of the key measures announced by the 2015
Government in Fixing our broken housing market.
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The barriers and solutions cover issues including:
•

The potential contribution of the local authority and housing association sectors.
The delivery of more than 200,000 homes per year in England has, since 1939, only
happened largely as a result of major public sector (local authority) housebuilding
programmes.

•

How to ensure that more land suitable for development is brought forward at a
reasonable price, including how more public land can brought forward more
quickly.

•

How to properly resource local authority planning departments and tackle a
planning system that is widely seen as slow, costly and complex. There is some
agreement on the need to incentivise authorities and communities to approve
development, and for measures to encourage developers to build-out permissioned
land without unnecessary delays.

•

Consideration of how essential infrastructure to support housing development can
be funded.

•

How to encourage and support more small and medium sized building firms into a
market that is currently dominated by a small number of large companies.

•

How to ensure that the construction industry is in a fit state to deliver the
housebuilding capacity that England requires. The Government commissioned
Farmer Review of the UK Construction Labour Model (2016) concluded that “many
features of the industry are synonymous with a sick, or even a dying patient.”

Recent Government action to stimulate housing supply can be found in Library briefing
paper 06416: Stimulating housing supply - Government initiatives (England).
Other relevant Library papers include:
•

Planning for Housing (March 2017 – updated to take account of the Housing White
Paper)

•

Commons Library analysis of the Neighbourhood Planning Bill (September 2016)

•

Neighbourhood Planning Bill: Report on Committee Stage (November 2016)

•

Planning Reform Proposals (March 2017 – updated to take account of the Housing
White Paper)

Statistics in this briefing paper
Sections 1 and 2 of this briefing paper explain trends in housing need and supply. Where
possible, statistics for the whole UK are provided. However, statistics for England only are
provided where this is the only data available, or where the focus is on an English policy
change.
Tables summarising the data used in this briefing paper can be downloaded from the
landing page.
The Library has also produced an interactive tool, Housing supply for local authorities, for
comparing trends in local housing supply in England.
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In charts: Housing supply in England1

1

Sources (top to bottom) DCLG, Live Table 120; DCLG, Live Table 209; DCLG, Live Table 120 and Holmans,

Historical Statistics of Housing in Great Britain; DCLG, Live Table 104
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1. How much new housing does
England need?
Summary
Estimating the need for housing depends on making a judgement about the amount of
housing space people should live in, being able to predict how many new households will
form, and understanding the existing backlog of households that don’t have suitable
accommodation.
According to current projections, an average of 210,000 new households will form each year
between 2014 and 2039. Other estimates say that 240-250,000 new homes will need to be
built to meet newly-arising need.

1.1 Defining housing need
There is no strict definition of housing need, but it can be understood
as the amount of housing required for all households to live in
accommodation that meets a certain normative standard. By contrast,
housing demand usually refers to the amount of housing that
households will choose to buy, given their preferences and ability to
pay. 2 The amount and type of new supply required by the housing
market is affected by both need and demand.
Projected growth in the number of households is often used as a proxy
for housing need, but it doesn't give the whole picture. There is an
existing backlog of need: for example, households living in unsuitable
or overcrowded accommodation. Additionally, many households take
up more housing space than they might be said to ‘need’ – those who
can afford to may choose to live in a house with a spare bedroom, or
buy a second home. Dame Kate Barker’s evidence to the Treasury Select
Committee’s inquiry into housing policy emphasised the role of income
growth in driving housing demand:
Indeed, house prices respond a lot to income growth because—
this point is made in the review but not brought out enough—
when people get richer they want more space. If you simply work
on household projections then you will not supply as much space
as people would like, given their incomes, and the result of that is
that people with money do get the space they want. People
without money do not get the space. 3

2
3

DCLG, November 2010. Estimating housing need.
HC 861, 7 December 2016, Q2
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1.2 Estimating housing need
Projections for the number of households in
England
According to DCLG’s projections, the number of households in England
is expected to grow from 22.7 million in 2014 to 28.0 million in 2039.
This is an average increase of around 210,000 households per year. 4
These figures are projections rather than predictions – they are based on
past demographic trends and do not attempt to model the effect of
future policies or other circumstances. They are put together by
combining assumptions about how much the population will grow and
the size of households that people will live in.
DCLG’s projections are based on the ONS’ population projections for
the UK. The most recent version is based on the 2011 Census and is
updated with estimates of births, deaths and migration up to 2014.
Migration and increasing life expectancy have the most impact on
projected household growth:
•

The number of households headed by someone aged 65 or over is
expected to grow by 155,000 per year. Within this group, the
number of over-65s living alone is expected to grow by around
43,000 per year.

•

DCLG estimates that net migration into England from outside the
UK accounts for 37% of projected household growth. 5

Average household size is expected to decrease slightly, meaning that
the number of households will grow faster than the number of
individuals in the population.

Other estimates of need
As discussed above, DCLG’s projections are based on past demographic
trends – they do not attempt to predict the future. However, it has been
argued that the projections are based on trends which are unlikely to
continue. 6
DCLG’s projections are based in changes in the number of households
between the 2001 and 2011 Censuses. The number of new households
in 2011 was lower than expected, which led to a conservative projection
for new household formation beyond 2011.
It has been suggested that the lower-than-expected growth in
households between 2001 and 2011 was partly caused by families
continuing to live in one household (e.g. young adults continuing to live
with their parents), and that this was mainly caused by the recession.
Additionally, levels of immigration were higher between 2001 and 2011
than previously, and research suggests that recent migrants tend to live
4
5

6

DCLG, July 2016. 2014-based household projections in England, 2014 to 2039.
The principal migration projection from the ONS result in 37% more households
than the ONS’ theoretical projection in which there is zero net migration.
E.g. by A.E. Holmans in Housing need and effective demand in England (2014) and
New estimates of housing demand and need in England, 2011 to 2031.
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in larger household groups than long-term UK residents. This would
keep the number of new households low relative to the growth in
population. 7
Trends in household formation and migration are difficult to predict. A
set of alternative estimates of housing need were made by the Town
and Country Planning Association (TCPA) in 2013. 8 The alternative
estimates adjusted DCLG’s initial 2011-based projections by making the
assumption that the economy would improve, causing new household
formation to increase. Migration was assumed to follow similar trends
to 2001-11. 9 This led to an estimate that 240-245,000 homes would
have to be built in each year to meet ‘newly arising demand and need’.
Shelter in 2015 put forward a similar figure based on a review of the
literature. They estimate that around 250,000 new homes would be
needed in each year to keep up with new household formation, and
add:
Demand is not uniform across the country, with some areas
experiencing much higher population growth. Unsurprisingly, the
highest levels of projected household growth over the next
decade are in London and the South East, with high growth also
expected in the South West and Yorkshire and Humber.
Years of undersupply have also left a backlog of housing need,
manifested in concealed households, rising overcrowding,
homelessness and the rise in young adults living with their
parents. The most recent estimates suggest the backlog may be as
large as two million households. To clear this, England would
need to build well over 250,000 homes each year for many years,
or change the distribution of the existing housing stock - or most
likely both. 10

Current new housing supply is lower than these estimates of housing
need. DCLG’s main house building series has often been cited (e.g. in
the Shelter report above) as evidence that supply has long been well
below the level required. The series records 139,000 dwellings built in
England in 2015/16. 11 However, DCLG also publish a separate, more
complete series on net housing supply which shows levels of supply
which are somewhat closer to identified need. The figures include more
housing completions than the main house building series 12, as well as
gains from conversions of existing property. Together, these add up to a
net increase in dwelling stock of approximately 190,000 in 2015/16.
The series goes back to 2006/07 and peaks with a net increase of
224,000 dwellings in 2007/08 – still lower than the estimates of need
discussed above. See sections 2.3 and 2.4 for more discussion of
housing supply trends.
7
8

9

10

11
12

Ibid.
A.E. Holmans (2013), New estimates of housing demand and need in England, 2011
to 2031.
In reality, migration is now higher than it was in 2011 (see ONS, Migration Statistics
Quarterly Report, December 2016). Projections do not take account of future policy
changes affecting migration, e.g. as a result of the UK exiting the European Union.
Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, pp. 19-20
DCLG, Live Table 209
DCLG, Live Table 120
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2. Trends in UK housing supply
2.1 Growth in housing supply
On 31 March 2014, there were approximately 28.07 million
residential dwellings in the UK. Of these, 23.5 million were in
England, 1.41 million were in Wales, 2.53 million were in
Scotland and 0.77 million were in Northern Ireland.
st

The total housing supply in England has increased by more than
four times since the start of the 20th century (see chart, right).
The table below has more detail on growth since 1951 in the
regions of the UK. Overall, the dwelling stock in the UK
increased by 94% between 1951 and 2011. Scotland saw less
growth (an increase of 81%), while the stock more than
doubled in Northern Ireland.
Change between the 1991 and 2011 censuses can be
examined in finer detail (see map, below). In both England and
the UK the overall increase was 16%, but many regions saw
less growth than this – the North East (9%) and the North West
(11%) had the lowest growth. The South West had the largest
increase in dwelling stock in England (22%), while Northern
Ireland had the largest in the UK (32%).

Total dwelling stock (millions),
England 1901-2011
1901
1911
1921
1931
1945
1951
1961
1971
1981
1991
2001
2011
-

5

10

15

Growth in the number of dwellings, UK and regions 13
Number of dwellings
(thousands)
1951
England
North East
North West
Yorkshire & the Humber
East Midlands
West Midlands
East of England
London
South East
South West
Wales
Scotland
Northern Ireland
UK

13

11,678

1991

2011

Change
1951 to
2011

Change
1991 to
2011

19,671

22,814

95%

16%

1,072

1,164

9%

2,792

3,111

2,021

2,294

1,634

1,961

2,079

2,358

22%

3,099

3,683

1,968

2,403

..
..
..
..
..
..
..
..
..

711

1,184

1,384

95%

17%

1,375

2,160

2,495

81%

16%

354

573

759

114%

32%

14,118

23,588

27,452

94%

16%

..
..
..
..
..
..
..
..
..

2,093

2,520

2,912

3,318

20

Source: A.E. Holmans, Historical
Statistics of Housing in Britain (1945
data); DCLG, Live Table 104 (all other
years)

11%
14%
20%
13%
20%
14%
19%

Source: DCLG, Live Tables 104, 106, 107, 108 and 109
All figures are taken from the censuses for each year, with the exception of 1991,
which uses December 1990 data for Scotland and Northern Ireland.
.. = data not available.
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2.2 Expenditure on housing
While it is difficult to produce a consistent estimate of public spending
on new housing supply, figures on broader expenditure on housing and
related areas are available from the Treasury’s Public Expenditure
Statistical Analyses (PESA).
PESA records spending by the UK government on ‘housing and
community amenities’ – a category that includes spending on items
such as water supply, street lighting and planning. However, the bulk of
spending in this category is on ‘housing development’, including
building, improvements, land acquisition and administration. Housing
development accounted for 57% of housing and community amenities
spending in 2014-15.
PESA’s longest time series covers spending on housing and community
amenities in the UK. As the chart below shows, spending on housing
and community amenities increased fairly steadily from 1998-99
onwards, reaching a peak of £16.3bn in 2009-10. 14 Spending decreased
sharply after the Coalition government came to power, although 201415 saw a slight increase in spending (to £10.9bn).
Data on housing development spending is only available for 2010-11
onwards but shows a similar trend. £9.0bn was spent on housing
development in 2010-11 compared to £6.2bn in 2014-15.
Spending on housing & community amenities and housing
development 15
UK, 1998-99 to 2014-15 (£bn, 2014-15 prices)
20.0
15.0

Housing and
Community Amenities

10.0
5.0
0.0
1998-99

Of which, Housing
Development
2001-02

2004-05

2007-08

2010-11

2013-14

Recent cuts in housing expenditure have varied regionally. As the table
overleaf shows, per capita spending in England fell by 33% between
2009-10 and 2013-14. The South East and South West experienced
more of a decrease than other regions. In 2013-14, the South West had
the lowest per capita spend of all the regions and London had the
highest.

14

15

All spending in this section is given in 2014-15 prices. Adjustments made using the
Treasury’s GDP deflators for December 2016.
HM Treasury, PESA 2015, Tables 4.2 and 5.2
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Expenditure on housing & community amenities per head 16
English regions, 2009-10 to 2013-14

2009-10

2013-14

% change

North East

£326

£227

-30%

North West

£220

£140

-36%

Yorkshire and the Humber

£220

£138

-38%

East Midlands

£165

£144

-13%

West Midlands

£200

£128

-36%

East of England

£170

£116

-32%

London

£489

£336

-31%

South East

£177

£104

-41%

South West

£172

£101

-42%

England

£242

£161

-33%

Comparison with Housing Benefit expenditure
Comparisons have been made between the Government’s investment in
housing supply and its expenditure on Housing Benefit. For example, in
a 2014 report Shelter commented:
Housing benefit is widely recognised as having facilitated a switch
from supply side to demand side subsidies. The period following
1975 saw a move away from investment in bricks and mortar with
a corresponding rise in expenditure on housing benefit. This was
not an accidental shift. Successive governments remained
committed to the idea that support should be targeted at
individuals rather than bricks and mortar investment to increase
the supply of housing. 17

It is possible to draw an approximate comparison between Housing
Benefit expenditure and housing expenditure as recorded in PESA.
However, there are some limitations to this analysis:
•

The geographical extent of the two sources is different. PESA
statistics cover all spending in the UK. Housing Benefit
expenditure recorded by the Department for Work and Pensions
(DWP) covers Great Britain.

•

As discussed above, PESA statistics cover spending in a broad
range of areas related to housing and community development.
Spending in this area is intended to meet a broader range of
needs than Housing Benefit spending.

The chart overleaf shows how spending in the two areas compares.
Although spending on both Housing Benefit and housing and
community amenities increased during the 1990s and 2000s, the gap
between the two narrowed. Housing Benefit expenditure was 3.2 times
higher than housing and community amenities expenditure in 1999-00;
by 2010-11 the ratio had fallen to 1.7.
16

17

HM Treasury, PESA 2015, Table 9.10 and Annex F, Population numbers by country
and region
Shelter, 2014, Bricks or Benefits?, p.9
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After 2010-11, decreased spending on housing and community
amenities coincided with an increase in Housing Benefit expenditure,
meaning that by 2014-15 the ratio had increased again to 2.2.
Data on spending on housing development offers a slightly more precise
comparison. Housing Benefit went from being 2.5 times higher than
spending on housing development to being 3.9 times higher.
Ratio of Housing Benefit spending (GB) to other housing spending (UK)
1998-99 to 2014-15 18

18

HM Treasury HM Treasury, PESA 2015, Tables 4.2 and 5.2; DWP, Benefit
expenditure and caseload tables. Outturn and forecast: March budget 2016, Table
1a
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2.3 Components of new housing supply
Change in dwelling stock is not just a product of building new houses.
Conversions and change of use can add to the dwelling stock (or
deplete it), while demolitions and other damage also reduce it. The
charts below break down the components of change in housing supply.
The first chart shows the average annual components of change
through the 20th century. Before 1980, the net increase in housing stock
was generally lower than the number of houses completed because of
high levels of demolition activity. Losses due to enemy action also
played a role during WWII, although overall net changed remained
marginally positive. The 1960s saw more demolition activity – mostly
slum clearance – and more building than any point previously.
Since 1980, the net increase in housing stock has tended to be higher
than the number of completions as activity has shifted away from
demolition and towards conversion of existing properties.
There was a net gain of around 190,000 properties in 2015-16. This is
close to the estimated annual average for the 1970s (196,000
properties) despite a lower number of new building completions.
This is partly because demolitions were considerably lower in more
recent decades. Additionally, conversions (of existing residential
properties) and change-of-use (of non-residential property) have started
to make up an increasing proportion of new housing supply. 35,400
new dwellings in 2014-15 came from these categories, compared to
27,800 in 2006-07. 19
These figures aren’t directly comparable, however: figures up to 201011 are adjusted to take account of 2011 Census results. Later figures
may likewise be revised upwards after a future Census.

Quality of housebuilding statistics
The housing completions figures used in the charts overleaf don’t match those
used elsewhere in the briefing paper. This is because DCLG publishes two
separate series: one on net housing supply and a broader house building series.
DCLG say that their net housing supply series is ‘more comprehensive but less
timely’ than their main house building series. House building figures recorded
as part of the net housing supply series are more accurate, but those published
in the broader house building series cover a longer time-span, provide a
breakdown by tenure and cover the whole of the UK.
For these reasons, the main house building series is used in this briefing paper
where a comparison by time, tenure or geography is likely to be useful.

19

Source: DCLG, Live Table 120
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Components of change in housing supply, GB and England, 1931-2000 20
Thousands of dwellings, annual average

Components of change in housing supply, England 2006-07 to 2015-16 21
Thousands of dwellings

20

21

Source: A.E. Holmans, Historical Statistics of Housing in Great Britain, Table B.17
Holmans reports the total number of dwellings for each time period; this chart
shows the average per year.
‘Slum clearance’ refers to demolitions carried out by local authorities using specific
powers for removing unfit dwellings under the Housing Act 1930 and Housing
Repairs and Rents Act 1954.
Source: DCLG, Live Table 120
Figures from 2010/11 onwards are provisional and subject to revisions after the
release of future census data.
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2.4 Trends in house building
Housebuilding is the main driver of change in overall
housing supply, although other factors are involved (see
Components of new housing supply, above).

Housebuilding, UK 1935-2016
400

Housing starts and completions

300

The first chart on the right shows trends in housebuilding
in the UK since 1935. Housebuilding recovered after
dropping substantially during WWII, reaching peak levels in
the late 1960s (the highest number of completions was
413,000 in 1968). Housebuilding has seen an overall
decline since then, with the most recent drop taking place
after the 2008 financial crisis. The 2012/13 financial year
had the smallest number of completions since 1947.

200

The second chart shows the difference between the
number of dwellings started in each year since 1970 and
the number of dwellings completed. Trends in dwelling
starts tend to be starker: the speed of completions is
limited by a range of factors, whereas starts are more
directly impacted by planning and financial changes. For
example, starts dropped by 46% between 2007/08 and
2008/09, whereas completions decreased more gradually
over the following years.

House building by type of developer
The chart overleaf shows housing completions broken
down by type of developer: private enterprise, local
authorities and housing associations. The annotations
show some of the trends and policies that shaped the
number and type of homes being built.

100
0
1935

1955

1975

1995

2015

Source: B.R. Mitchell, British Historical
Statistics (1935 to 1969,
financial/calendar years); DCLG, Live
Table 209 (1970 to 2016, financial years)

Dwellings started and completed, UK
1970-2015
400

200

0
1970

1980

1990

2000

2010

Dwellings started
Dwellings completed
Source: DCLG, Live Tables 208 and 209
(financial years)

The type of developer building a property doesn’t always
correspond to the property’s final use. For example, homes built by
private enterprise may end up being let in the social rented sector.
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Housing completions by type of developer
England and Wales, 1924 to 2016
Private enterprise
0

100,000

Housing associations
200,000

Local authorities
300,000

400,000

1924
1929
1934
1939
1944

Housing (Financial and Misc. Provisions) Act 1946, New
Towns Act 1946 and Town and Country Planning Act 1947
encouraged publicly-funded housebuilding.

1949

Housing Act 1952 increased the annual subsidy
for local authority building.

1954

Housing Subsidies Act 1956 revised
subsidies to focus on slum clearance
and redevelopment of high rise blocks.

1959
1964
1969
1974

Housing Acts 1961 and 1964
and Housing Subsidies Act
1967 used subsidies to
encourage further slum
clearance and area
improvement. New build led to
industrialised building systems.
Housing Rents and Subsidies Act 1975
consolidated subsidies and added some
new ones.

1979
1984
1989

1979: New government acted to cut public
expenditure for housing.
Housing Act 1988 shifts
funding away from local
authorities towards housing
associations.

1994
1999
2004
2009

2008: start of financial crisis

2014
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The proportion of homes built by the social housing sector has changed
considerably since 1945. The charts below show trends in the
proportion of dwellings built by local authorities and housing
associations in this period.
Proportion of new houses built by local authorities and housing
associations, 1945 to 2016 22
England and Wales
100%

Local authorities

75%

Housing
associations

50%
25%
0%
1945

1955

1965

1975

1985

1995

2005

2015

Scotland
100%

Local authorities

75%

Housing
associations

50%
25%
0%
1945

1955

1965

1975

1985

1995

2005

2015

Northern Ireland
100%

Local
authorities

75%

Housing
associations

50%
25%
0%
1945

1955

1965

1975

1985

1995

2005

2015

All nations have seen a major decline in local authority housebuilding.
Building by housing associations has generally increased since the
1970s, but building by the social rented sector remains a much lower
proportion of the overall total than in the post-war period.
Local authority housebuilding peaked in the 1940s to 1950s, particularly
in Scotland (where 97% of homes were built by local authorities in
1950). In England and Wales, the peak was 87% in 1951, while in
Northern Ireland it was lower (76% in 1953). Scotland and Northern
22

Sources: B.R. Mitchell, British Historical Statistics (1935 to 1969); DCLG, Live Table
209 (1970 onwards).
Figures from 1946 to 1969 is at 31 December of that year; all other figures are at 1
April.
Data for housing associations is available from 1970 onwards; prior to this housing
association activity would have been counted under private enterprise.
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Ireland maintained relatively high proportions throughout the post-war
period, while in England and Wales the proportion had dropped below
50% by the end of the 1950s.
By the end of the 1980s, local authorities accounted for less than a
quarter of all house building across the UK. Building by housing
associations increased, however, and now makes up slightly less than a
quarter of all house building. Scotland is the only nation to have seen a
notable increase in local authority house building: 7% of Scottish house
building was completed by local authorities in 2015/16, compared to
1% in England and Wales.
In all nations, the overall proportion of building by the social sector
increased relative to the private sector in the years following the
financial crisis, even though the actual number of completions reduced.
The private sector experienced a greater drop in the volume of
completions during this period.
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Profile of new builds in England
The English Housing Survey (EHS) provides data on the characteristics of
new dwellings built in England (i.e. those built during or after 2005).
According to their estimates for 2014, new-builds are more likely to be
flats (44% are, compared to 18% of older dwellings). They also tend to
be smaller. Over half (54%) of new-builds have one or two bedrooms,
compared to 37% of older dwellings. The total number of habitable
rooms in a new-build is also likely to be lower: 44% of new homes had
three or fewer habitable rooms compared to 23% of older homes.
Floor space is generally lower for new-builds in the owner-occupied and
private rented sectors. However, new-builds which are currently in the
social rented sector tend to have more floor space than older social
rented homes.
In general, new-builds are more likely to be let by a housing association
and less likely to be let by a local authority. They are also more likely to
be rented privately and less likely to be owner-occupied compared to
older dwellings.
Profile of dwelling stock by date built: England, 2014 23
New dwellings
(2005+)

Old dwellings
(pre-2005)

Mean floor area (m2) by current tenure
New dwellings

Dwelling type
Terrace

24%

30%

Semi-detached

13%

28%

Detached

19%

23%

Flat

44%

18%

Number of bedrooms
1
14%

10%

2

40%

27%

3

24%

43%

4 or more

22%

20%

87

Owner occupied 98
Private rented 72
Social rented
73
Old dwellings

94

Owner occupied 107
Private rented 77
Social rented
67

Number of habitable rooms
3 or less

44%

23%

4

16%

22%

5

16%

29%

6 or more

23%

26%

Owner occupied

57%

63%

Private rented

24%

19%

Local authority

1%

8%

Housing association 18%

10%

Current tenure

23

Source: English Housing Survey 2014-15, Housing stock report, Annex Tables 2.1,
2.3 and 2.4
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2.5 Trends in the tenure of housing stock
National tenure trends
The proportion of dwelling stock in each tenure group has changed
over the last 45 years – the chart below shows proportions at census
years since 1971.
Half of UK dwellings were owner-occupied in 1971. This figure
increased to 69% in 2001 alongside a decline in private and social
rented accommodation. However, the proportion of owner-occupied
homes decreased to 65% in 2011. Private renting increased in the same
time period, from 10% in 2001 to 17% in 2011.
These trends have continued in recent years. DCLG estimates that in
April 2014, 63% of dwellings were owner-occupied and 19% were
privately rented in the UK. This is the first year in the series in which the
private-sector has been larger than the social-rented sector (18% of
properties were social rented). 24
Proportion of dwelling stock by tenure group 25
UK, 1971-2011

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
1971

1981

1991

2001

2011

Owner occupied

Private rented

Rented from local authority

Rented from housing association

Regional tenure trends
The table and maps overleaf show how the tenure of the housing stock
has changed regionally.
The private rented sector grew substantially in the period from 1991 to
2011, particularly in the North, the Midlands and in London. The South
West and Wales were the only regions that did not at least double their
private rented stock.

24
25

DCLG, Live Table 101. Series begins in 1971.
Source: DCLG, Live Tables 104,106, 107, 108 and 109.
All figures are from the census for each year (i.e. for April), with the exception of
1991 (which uses December 1990 data for Scotland and Northern Ireland) and 2001
(which uses December 2000 data for Northern Ireland).
Housing associations were not counted as a separate category until the 1981
census. Prior to this, housing association homes were counted as private rented.
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The North and Midlands also saw a bigger proportional reduction in
their social rented stock, along with Scotland and Northern Ireland. In
general, the regions that had a bigger drop had more social rented
stock to start with. The composition of the social rented sector also
changed. Local authority owned stock reduced, often by more than
half, across the UK; this drop was mitigated to varying extents by
growth in the number of housing association properties.
There was mild growth in the owner-occupied sector, mainly in regions
that saw overall growth in their housing stock. The stock in Scotland
and Northern Ireland, and to a lesser extent Wales, grew more than in
England. Within England, the South West saw the most growth and
London was the only region with a decline in owner occupied stock.
Percentage change in the number of dwellings by tenure and region
UK, 1991 to 2011 26

26

DCLG, Live Table 109
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Percentage change in the number of dwellings by tenure and region
UK, 1991 to 2011 27

Owner
occupied

Private
rented

Social rented

Of which:
Housing
Association

England

Local
Authority

271%
334%
296%
293%
339%
316%
324%
147%
247%
475%

-56%
-65%
-81%
-50%
-41%
-56%
-53%
-41%
-52%
-63%

-29%

379%
382%
200%

-60%
-61%
-43%

-15%

283%

-56%

10%

134%

-12%

North East

11%

202%

-27%

North West

7%

170%

-20%

Yorkshire & the Humber

9%

150%

-20%

East Midlands

14%

149%

-10%

West Midlands

12%

146%

-17%

East of England

14%

118%

-3%

London

-2%

138%

-8%

South East

10%

113%

5%

South West

17%

92%

0%

Wales

17%

86%

-11%

Scotland

40%

108%

-32%

Northern Ireland

36%

505%

UK

13%

134%

Why has the social rented stock declined in
England?
Sales and demolitions
Homes can be removed from the social rented stock by being
demolished or sold. The chart below shows recent trends in demolitions
and sales of local authority and housing association properties.
Social housing sales and demolitions 28
Total at end of financial year, England
120,000
100,000
80,000

Demolitions

60,000

Other sales

40,000

Right to Buy

20,000
0
1997-98

27
28

2000-01

2003-04

DCLG, Live Table 109
Source: DCLG, Live Tables 678 and 684

2006-07

2009-10

2012-13

2015-16
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Right to Buy (RTB) accounted for the bulk of social housing losses
between 1998 and 2008. By 2009, however, RTB sales had declined to
the extent that they were outnumbered by other sales and demolitions.
Following the Coalition Government’s efforts to ‘reinvigorate’ RTB, sales
increased in each year from 2012-13, before levelling out between
2014-15 and 2015-16.
New supply
The new supply of social housing has not kept pace with growth in
other sectors; in the long term, it has generally been lower than the
amount lost through sales and demolitions (see chart below).
Reductions in the stock were greater than gains from 1994-95 until
2008-09. From 2011-12, social housing providers have had the option
of letting properties at affordable rents (which can be set at up to 80%
of market rent) as well as social rents (for which a target rent level is set
nationally). Supply of new affordable-rented homes has increased
steadily following their introduction, but declined sharply between
2014-15 and 2015-16. In 2015-16, total new supply of social-rented
homes was lower than any other point recorded (the series starts in
1997-98).
Net supply of social-sector housing was positive from around 2008-09
onwards, although it dipped marginally into the negative in 2015-16.
Net supply of social housing 29
Thousands of dwellings, England 1997-98 to 2015-16
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Social rent additions
Affordable rent additions
Sales and demolitions
Net supply

29

Source: DCLG, Live Tables 1000, 678 and 684
Totals for social and affordable rent additions include both new builds and
acquisitions.
Social and affordable rent additions figures for 2014-15 are provisional.
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3. Increasing supply in England:
barriers and solutions
Box 1: Manifesto commitments General Election 2017
Conservative Party: A commitment to meet the 2015 commitment to deliver a million homes by the
end of 2020 and deliver half a million more by the end of 2022. The Manifesto refers to the
implementation of proposals in the Housing White Paper (February 2017).
Labour Party: A commitment to invest to build over one million new homes over the Parliament. By
the end of the Parliament councils and housing associations would be building at least 100,000 homes
a year.
Liberal Democrats: A commitment to build 300,000 homes per year by 2022.
Green Party: A commitment to build affordable, zero carbon homes, including 100,000 social rented
homes each year by 2022.
UKIP: A focus on factory-build modular homes which, together with a traditional home building
programme “could build another one million homes by 2022.”

Although there is general consensus around the long-term under-supply
of housing and the need to address this, there is less agreement within
the industry about how best to achieve the necessary step-change in
supply. Commentators agree that there is no ‘silver bullet’ and call for a
range of solutions across a number of policy areas. For example, the UK
Housing Review 2015 called for “a comprehensive housing strategy”
with “actions coordinated and sustained over at least a decade.” 30
Shelter and KPMG in Building the homes we need: a programme for the
2015 government (2015), set out a series of measures aimed at
reversing “the model of a high cost, low output housing sector to a
low cost, high output one” having identified that there are “a
number of self-sustaining and self-reinforcing problems that must all
be addressed if the housing shortage is to be rectified.” 31
The 2015 Government set out an ambition to deliver 1 million net
additions to the housing stock in England by the end of the Parliament,
which was expected to be in 2020. 32 This translated into around
200,000 net additions per year. This ‘target’ was arrived at after
consideration of the household formation statistics. 33 Critics said that
the figure did not take account of the backlog of housing need, section
1.2 of this paper refers to studies which have identified a need for
between 240-245,000 homes new homes in each year to meet newly
arising demand and need. Some estimates go higher; Shelter’s 2015

30
31

32

33

There is no ‘silver
bullet’ that will
increase housing
supply. A range of
policy responses is
required.

The 2015
Government’s
ambition was to
deliver 1 million net
additions to the
housing stock – to
include conversions
and changes of use.

UK Housing Review 2015, Steve Wilcox, John Perry and Peter Williams, March 2015
Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p32 and p50
Net additions includes, for example, conversions and changes of use in addition to
newly built housing.
22 Mar 2016 - Economics of the United Kingdom Housing Market - oral evidence,
Q237
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literature review identified a need to develop 250,000 new homes
annually. 34
In addition to questioning whether a target to deliver 1 million homes is
ambitious enough, there is some doubt over whether even this number
is achievable. The House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs
put this question to the then Housing Minister, Brandon Lewis, during
its Building More Homes inquiry. The Committee concluded that the
target “was not based on a robust analysis” and went on to
recommend that the housing crisis required the development of at least
300,000 new homes annually “for the foreseeable future”. 35 The
Committee called on the Government to “recognise the inability of the
private sector, as currently incentivised, to build the number of homes
needed.” 36
The 2015 Government took action to stimulate housing supply through
a variety of schemes. 37 In its response to Building More Homes, the
Government referred to these schemes and also to additional funding
and measures announced during the Autumn Statement 2016. 38 The
response acknowledged that “we have much more to do as a country
to build more homes and that the Government has a role to play in
making sure our housing market works for everyone.” 39
February 2017 saw the publication of the Housing White paper Fixing
our broken housing market, 40 which set out “a comprehensive package
of reform to increase housing supply and halt the decline in housing
affordability.” 41 When giving evidence to the Public Accounts
Committee in February 2017, Melanie Dawes, Permanent Secretary at
DCLG, was questioned on when the gap between net additions to the
stock and the demand for new housing, estimated to be 189,000 and
277,000 respectively, would be eliminated. She replied:
It will continue as it has done for decades. I agree, and that will
show itself primarily in affordability and in some places in
homelessness. I am simply being honest with you. For something
on this scale and of this magnitude, we do not have some neat
line that tells us when those paths will cross. 42

The following sections highlight some of the key barriers and potential
solutions to increasing housing supply which have been identified by
commentators. As noted above, there is a lack of consensus around all
of the issues and possible approaches, some proposals, such as building
on the green belt, are particularly contentious. The paper has been
34

35

36
37

38

39
40
41
42

Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, pp19-20
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 84
Ibid., para 85
For more information see Library briefing paper 06416: Stimulating housing supply Government initiatives (England)
Government response to the House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee Report:
"Building more homes" CM 9384, December 2016
Ibid.
Cm 9352, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017
Cm 9362, Autumn Statement 2016, November 2016, para 3.11
HC 958, 22 February 2017, Q132
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updated to include reference to proposals contained in the Housing
White Paper where appropriate.
A request made by the economist, Dame Kate Barker, when giving
evidence to both the House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee43 and
the Treasury Committee, during its inquiry into housing policy following
the Autumn Statement 2016, 44 was for housing policy to be joined up
between the Treasury, Department for Work and Pensions (DWP),
Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) and the
Bank of England.

3.1 The local authority and housing
association contribution
The table on page 17 of this paper demonstrates that the delivery of
more than 200,000 homes per year in England has, since 1939, only
happened largely as a result of major public sector (local authority)
housebuilding programmes. The Shelter and KPMG report Building the
homes we need: a programme for the 2015 government (2015) states
that, since World War II, private housebuilding has been through three
major periods of expansion followed by contractions and after each
crash, the recovery has been slower with the result that:

Since 1939, the
delivery of 200,000
new homes per
year in England has
largely been due to
major public sector
building
programmes.

…for more than half the period, private house building has either
been contracting or stagnant, and total output has ratcheted
steadily down with each cycle. 45

In this context, the contribution of the local authority and housing
association sectors could be significant in achieving the necessary stepchange in housing supply. The House of Lords Select Committee on
Economic Affairs was emphatic on this point:
To achieve its target the Government must recognise the inability
of the private sector, as currently incentivised, to build the number
of homes needed. 46
Local authorities and housing associations need to make a much
bigger contribution to housebuilding if it is to reach required
levels. 47 A further argument which is used to support the
development of more social and affordable rented housing, is its
potential to reduce Housing Benefit expenditure over the longterm. 48

The NHF said that
with Government
help, housing
associations could
deliver 335,000
homes over the
lifetime of this
Parliament – which
was expected to
run up to 2020.

The local authority and housing association sectors are keen to do more
and argue that they have the capacity to deliver. The National Housing
Federation’s (NHF) 49 submission on the 2016 Autumn Statement
expressed a desire in the housing association sector to work with the
43

44
45

46

47
48
49

Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 59
HC 861, 7 December 2016, Q50
Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p20
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 85
Ibid., para 56
Ibid., para 201
The representative body of housing associations.
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Government to “deliver 335,000 homes over the lifetime of this
Parliament” with an offer of “£6 of private investment for every £1 of
public money, maximum flexibility in the way we use our existing
resources and a guarantee that all profits are reinvested in homes and
communities.” 50 The NHF set out five Government measures that would
assist associations in achieving this level of new supply, these ‘asks’ are
explained below. 51
Flexible funding – a move away from the focus on tenure and towards
housebuilding numbers in order to help ramp-up supply. The Autumn
Statement 2016 delivered on this point with the announcement of a
relaxation of grant restrictions “to ensure that providers are able to
deliver homes across Shared Ownership, Rent to Buy, and Affordable
Rent.”52 The NHF also called for a more flexible approach to housing
investment over the long-term. For example, associations would
contract to build a given number of homes over a period in exchange
for an agreed level of Government investment. Associations would be
free to deliver a mix of tenures to meet local needs.
Additional investment – while acknowledging the level of existing
Government investment, the NHF argued that the scale of the crisis
warranted the use of “the power of government to drive up supply.”
The submission included a request for £3 billion in flexible funding to
allow associations to build an additional 100,000 houses. The Autumn
Statement 2016 offered an additional £1.4 billion of funding to build
40,000 new affordable homes:
This flexibility and additional investment for affordable housing
providers is a proven mechanism to boost supply and will ensure
that providers have the resources to meet the housing needs of
people at different stages in their lives. 53

The NHF called for
an additional £3bn
in flexible funding –
the Autumn
Statement 2016
allocated an
additional £1.4bn
for 40,000
affordable homes.

The 2015 Shelter and KPMG report also called for the prioritisation of
capital investment in affordable homes. Analysis conducted by Capital
Economics for the report concluded that:
…an increased budget for central government capital grant is the
most straight forward, practical and efficient method for
stimulating building. 54

A further advantage of increasing the level of upfront ‘bricks and
mortar’ subsidies for new housing is seen as the impact this can have on
reducing housing costs, and therefore reliance on Housing Benefit, in
the longer-term. Shelter made the case for this approach in its 2012
report: Bricks or benefits? Rebalancing housing investment. 55
Support for innovation – the NHF is keen to use flexible funding to
develop innovative products such as ‘buy as you go’ – a product aimed
at those who struggle to save a deposit and under which rent payments
50
51
52

53
54

55

NHF, An offer for everyone, October 2016
Ibid.
Government response to the House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee Report:
"Building more homes" CM 9384, December 2016
Ibid.
Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p10
Shelter, Bricks or benefits? Rebalancing housing investment, 2012, pp19-20
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would be lower than market rents and would enable tenants to acquire
equity and move to full ownership after 25 years.
Access to land – the NHF called on the Government to reach an
agreement with the sector on priority access to public land in return for
speeding up building rates. The NHF said that by incentivising bidding
on the basis of number and speed of homes built on public land, rather
than price alone, the Government could further drive up supply. A need
to review Treasury guidance on best value was also identified.
The NHF also identified opportunities that could arise out of devolution
deals in England with the development of a mechanism for the
“identification, assessment and release of land and assets for housing
development.”56 One suggested mechanism is via a Land Commission
following examples in the West Midlands, or a Joint Assets Board as in
the North East. The NHF said that “further clarity is still required
regarding the powers these commissions will have to bring public land
forward more quickly and at a price that supports the delivery of
affordable housing.” 57
Unlocking private finance – associations use public funding in order
to lever in private finance for housing development. The NHF argued
that there was a “strong case” for the continuation of the Affordable
Homes Guarantee scheme (AHGS) which had given them access to
long-term, competitively priced finance to deliver affordable homes:
By the time the scheme is complete, it will have provided £2.5bn
of guaranteed lending to 70 housing associations to deliver
27,000 new affordable homes. In addition to the affordable
homes directly funded under the AHGS, by virtue of its lower cost
of finance, the programme has produced an estimated interest
saving capable of financing a further 6,000–6,500 homes.
The sector’s no default record means it came at no cost to the
taxpayer, so there is a strong case for it continuing. A total of
£10bn of guarantee capacity was committed by the Coalition
Government via the Infrastructure (Financial Assistance) Act 2012.
We understand that there is up to £4bn of unused guarantee
capacity that could be allocated to support additional affordable
housebuilding. To make more effective use of the Government’s
strong balance sheet, and the confidence funders have in the
sector, this guarantee capacity could also be extended to cover
refinancing of existing debt. This would allow housing
associations to lower the cost of historic debt and take on more
private finance to fund affordable housing. 58

Shelter and KPMG proposed the establishment of a national
Housing and Infrastructure Bank funded from Housing ISAs along
the lines of the Dutch Bank, Nederlandse Gemeenten (BNG):
A similar structure could be set up in the United Kingdom, with
ownership of the bank exclusively in the hands of the
government, shared with local authorities or as a not-for-profit
vehicle. The bank would need to raise finance so that it could
extend loans to housing associations and other providers of new
56
57
58

NHF, An offer for everyone, October 2016
Ibid.
Ibid.
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affordable housing. This could come from issuing bonds to the
capital markets, as is the case with BNG, and the bank could also
use special savings accounts (housing ISAs) to raise finance from
retail deposits, as in the french livrét A scheme. The Bank could be
a new institution, or part of an existing or planned institution such
as the Green Investment Bank, British Investment Bank or homes
and communities Agency (HCA). 59

In addition to the five specific requests set out above, the NHF has long
argued for flexibility for associations to set their own rents. The
sector had welcomed the Coalition Government’s announcement of a
ten-year rent increase settlement of CPI plus 1% in 2013; however, the
certainty delivered by this announcement was short lived as in the
Summer Budget 2015 the Chancellor announced that rents in social
housing would be reduced by 1% a year for four years resulting in a
12% reduction in average rents by 2020-21. The NHF estimated a
significant reduction in development as a result of this measure:
Our own estimates suggest that the reduction will result in a loss
of almost £3.85bn in rental income over the four years. Simply
dividing this by the average build cost in the 2011-15 programme
of £141,000, suggests that at least 27,000 new affordable homes
won’t be built as a result of the change. This of course assumes
the lost income wouldn’t be matched by any government grant or
used to leverage in private finance, so the actual total could be
higher. 60

The Housing White
Paper promised
clarity on a rent
policy for social
landlords beyond
2020 to enable
them to plan
ahead. The sector
would be consulted
but no timescale for
this was
announced.

In A Plan For Homes, launched on 13 July 2015, the NHF called on the
Government to offer, inter alia, greater flexibility in setting rents within
an overall envelope in order to achieve “genuinely affordable rents
while creating the most effective income stream.” With this and other
measures, the NHF claimed that associations could develop 120,000
new homes per year. 61
Fixing our broken housing market promised the development of a longterm rent policy for housing associations and local authorities:
To support housing associations to build more, the Government
will: set out, in due course, a rent policy for social housing
landlords (housing associations and local authority landlords) for
the period beyond 2020 to help them to borrow against future
income, and will undertake further discussions with the sector
before doing so. Our aim is to ensure that they have the
confidence they need about their future income in order to plan
ahead. The Government also confirms that the 1% rent reduction
will remain in place in the period up to 2020. 62

59

60
61
62

The ability of
associations to
deliver more homes
relies on the
confidence of
investors. The
investors also want
certainty on rents
post-2020

Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p75
Summer Budget 2015 Briefing, National Housing Federation (NHF), 10 July 2015
A Plan For Homes, NHF, 13 July 2015
Cm 9352, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017, para 3.26
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The local authority contribution to new housing supply has been
contracting since the early 1980s, but some authorities are keen to
explore how they can increase their contribution. The self-financing
settlement, which became operational from April 2012, was seen as
giving authorities the opportunity, within certain parameters, to use
their rental income to support housing investment. 63 These
opportunities have been limited by the imposition of borrowing caps
and, more recently, the requirement on social landlords to reduce rents
by 1% in each year for four years from April 2016.

Authorities that are
keen to develop
new social housing
have taken a
cautious approach
due to borrowing
caps and social
sector rent
reductions.

A report by the Chartered Institute of Housing (CIH) and the Chartered
Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA), Investing in Council
Housing (2016), estimated that the 2012 settlement originally offered
the potential for authorities to develop 550,000 new build properties
over 30 years. Inflationary changes have reduced this to 160,000 units
while rent reductions have reduced capacity further to 45,000 units. 64
Financial uncertainty, coupled with challenges posed by Government
proposals on selling higher-value properties and changes to Housing
Benefit entitlement, which, in turn, threaten local authorities’ rental
streams, means that authorities have tended to take a cautious
approach to new housing development.
Since 2012 there have been various calls for a relaxation of local
authority borrowing caps. 65 Opponents of the caps argue that local
authorities should be able to borrow to build social housing within the
existing prudential regime. The Government has resisted these calls on
the basis that additional borrowing would have an impact on the Public
Sector Borrowing Requirement (PSBR):
The borrowing caps were introduced as part of the Housing
Revenue Account self-financing settlement, which entailed a once
and for all rebalancing of housing debt. There are no plans to lift
the caps, which are part of the government's strategy to manage
the overall level of public debt.

Both the Labour
and Liberal
Democrat 2017
manifestos
committed to lift
local authority
borrowing
restrictions to
stimulate house
building.

Local authorities do have the capacity to borrow to build new
homes, there is nearly £3.4 billion headroom available nationally
and £2.9 billion in reserves. 66

The Local Government Association (LGA) and CIH favour a move to
calculating public debt using international rules which exclude
council-owned housing. 67 In Building More Homes, the House of
Lords Economic Affairs Select Committee described restrictions on
authorities’ ability to borrow to build housing as “arbitrary and
anomalous” and recommended “that the Government allows local

63

64
65

66
67

See Library briefing paper 06776, Local housing authorities - the self-financing
regime: progress and issues
CIH and CIPFA, Investing in Council Housing, July 2016
See Library briefing paper 06776, Local housing authorities - the self-financing
regime: progress and issues
HL3457 – Written Question - 7 December 2016
See for example section 4 of Library briefing paper 06776, Local housing authorities
- the self-financing regime: progress and issues
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authorities to borrow under the prudential regime to build all types of
housing.” 68
The CIH submission to the Autumn Statement 2016 suggested that an
offer could be made to individual authorities to halt the rent
reduction policy for future years “in return for concrete and
deliverable commitments to increase their contribution to housing
supply.” CIH estimated that this could deliver around 2,000 additional
units per year if authorities with tight borrowing cap limits were given
flexibility to borrow more. 69 More detail on how local authorities
Housing Revenue Accounts (HRAs) could be ‘reshaped’ to release new
supply within the Treasury’s assumed overall envelope for local authority
borrowing is set out in Investing in Council Housing (2016).
When challenged on borrowing caps, the Government has referred to
the fact that authorities are not utilising their existing borrowing
headroom. Evidence submitted to the Communities and Local
Government Committee’s inquiry, Capacity in the homebuilding
industry (April 2017), suggested that this is a reaction to funding cuts
and uncertainty: “They argue that the chance for increased borrowing
headroom is no longer seen as an opportunity to take additional action,
but as a necessary protection from further cuts and intervention.” 70
There is no correlation between an authority’s need and desire to invest
in its existing stock or develop new housing and its ability to utilise
additional borrowing capacity under self-financing. London Councils’
evidence to the Communities and Local Government Select
Committee’s inquiry into Financing New Housing Supply
(2010-12) highlighted this issue and proposed that authorities
should be able to share their borrowing capacity:
This would in effect merely re-distribute existing debt around local
authorities and would not add to the aggregate HRA-related debt.
However, at the moment it is not possible and would need central
government’s approval to happen. As such a move would not add
to the aggregate debt, and would allow boroughs to act far more
like the housing business managers that HRA devolution implies,
the freedom to swap headroom in this manner is something that
we would strongly urge the Government to actively consider in
the coming months. 71

This approach, which the Committee recommended, was also
supported by Labour Party-commissioned Lyons housing review
(2014). 72 The Coalition Government rejected the proposition. 73

68

69
70
71

72
73

Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 220
CIH submission to the Autumn Statement 2016, October 2016
HC 46, Tenth Report of session 2016-17, 29 April 2017, para 54
HC 1652, Eleventh Report of 2010-12 Volume I, Financing New Housing Supply,
May 2012, Ev 134-5
The Lyons housing review, 2014 p145
Cm 8401, July 2012, para 17
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A further issue highlighted by CIPFA and the CIH’s work is how stock
holding authorities might be compensated for selling highervalue properties. 74 The suggested approach is to:
•

allow them to reinvest the receipt to generate a replacement
income stream, or

•

let them deduct the present value of residual costs from the sale
receipt, or

•

permit them to redeem debt, or

•

a combination of the above. 75

The Minister’s
evidence to CLG
Committee in
February 2017
conceded that RTB
replacements would
not be on track in
the future.

There is also scope, according to the CIH, for authorities to be
empowered to replace properties sold through the Right to Buy
(RTB) by:
…allowing councils to keep all of the receipts from sales and
relaxing rules on how these are reinvested, for example by
extending the three year time limit and removing restrictions
which prevent receipts from being used to fund more than 30 per
cent of the cost of a new home. 76

The 2013 Autumn Statement announced that the Coalition
Government would launch a review into the role local authorities could
play in supporting overall housing supply. 77 The Elphicke-House report
of January 2015 also expressed concerns about the ability of local
authorities to offer local one-for-one replacement of sold RTB properties
and supported additional borrowing flexibilities in certain limited
circumstances:
Government considers within its overall current spending plans
flexibilities in any possible further HRA borrowing programme to
enable councils to use both additional borrowing and 1:1 receipts
to enable councils to deliver replacement units for Right to Buy
stock. 78

Overall, The Elphicke-House report recommended that local authorities
should become “housing delivery enablers”, through the use of
innovative financing mechanisms including: the creation of housing
companies funded by the General Fund; private finance initiatives; and
housing investment from local authority pension funds:
A number of stock owning council respondents indicated that
they would not be able to build more homes without additional
borrowing capacity. However, local authorities with little or no
borrowing headroom have developed innovative finance models,
including via local housing delivery vehicles, to lever-in private
finance to support house building programmes. 79

74

75
76
77
78
79

It is expected that proceeds from these sales will be used to finance the extension of
the Right to Buy to housing association tenants.
CIH and CIPFA, Investing in Council Housing, July 2016
CIH submission to the Autumn Statement 2016, October 2016
Cm 8747, 2013 Autumn Statement, December 2013, para 1.229
The Elphicke-House report, January 2015, para 4.27
The Elphicke-House report, From statutory provider to housing-delivery enabler,
January 2015, para 4.24
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The CIH submission to the Autumn Statement 2016 noted that many
councils are exploring alternative models for housebuilding such as
housing companies and other means of funding development
outside of the HRA. The CIH called on the Government to “consider
options to support this kind of development.” 80 On 9 December Inside
Housing reported that over a third of authorities in England have, or are
considering setting up a housing company. 81
Fixing our broken housing market expressed support for local housing
companies:
There are a number of good examples of Local Development
Corporations, local housing companies and/or joint venture
models building mixed sites, which include new market housing
for sale or private rent, as well as affordable housing. We
welcome innovations like these, and want more local authorities
to get building. To that end we will seek to address the issues that
hold them back. However, we want to see tenants that local
authorities place in new affordable properties offered equivalent
terms to those in council housing, including a right to buy their
home. 82

The Housing White
Paper said the
Government would
seek to support
local authority
owned housing
companies and help
them to build.
(para 3.28)

Commentators are concerned that a requirement to offer the Right to
Buy to tenants occupying properties built by council owned housing
companies could threaten the viability of schemes. 83
The White Paper also included a commitment to consider ‘bespoke
deals’ with local authorities:
Housing markets are different right across the country, and we
are interested in the scope for bespoke housing deals with
authorities in high demand areas, which have a genuine ambition
to build. We will look seriously at any request from local
authorities for Government powers to be used to support delivery
in their local area, and will be prepared to consider all the levers at
our disposal to do so, so long as this results in genuinely
additional housing being delivered. 84

The Housing White
Paper said the
Government would
consider bespoke
deals with local
authorities to
deliver additional
housing. (para 3.33)

The representative bodies of both housing associations and local
authorities agree that in order to make a significant contribution to
housing supply, the sectors require certainty around public policy
matters. The House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs
concluded:
Government must recognise the effect that constant changes in
public policy have on the housing market; housebuilders, housing
associations and local authorities are unlikely to commit to large
building programmes amid such uncertainty. 85

80
81

82
83
84

85

CIH submission to the Autumn Statement 2016, October 2016
Inside Housing, “More than a third of councils set up housing companies”, 9
December 2016
Cm 9352, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017, para 3.28
See for example: LGA Briefing on the Housing White Paper, February 2017
Cm 9352, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017, para 3.33
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 61
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3.2 Land supply
Around 10% of land in England is classed as ‘urban’ and 1% has
domestic buildings on it. 86 While there is sufficient land to build on,
land is scarce in economic terms as its supply is inherently limited and
fixed. This leads, it is argued, to developers having to undergo ‘fierce’
competition for land “while remaining uncertain as to what planning
permission they will be able to secure.”87 The price of land is certainly
viewed as a barrier to housebuilding. The gain in value that planning
permission offers is said to encourage strategic land trading, rather than
development, “resulting in the most profitable beneficiaries of
residential development being the land owner, not the developer.” 88
High land prices can, in turn, force down the quality and size of new
homes and present difficulties for small and medium sized enterprises
(SMEs) when seeking to compete for sites to develop.

The 2015
Government said it
would amend the
NPPF to make
efficient use of land
and restrict low
density
developments
where there is a
land shortage.
(Housing White
Paper para 1.53)

Shelter and KPMG suggest that combined features of the land market
mean that there is little completive pressure at the consumer end of
development process:
…the development process is highly vulnerable to shocks,
requiring developers to minimise build costs and maximise sale
prices by building at a rate that is not related to demand for
homes, but demand for homes at certain prices. This strategy is
only possible because barriers to entry and market concentration
mean there is little competitive pressure at the consumer end of
the development process, which might otherwise drive down
margins. Competition is focused on acquiring land, rather than
satisfying consumers. the result is a vicious circle in which high
land prices ensure housing output remains low and house prices
high – which in turn feedback to sustain higher land prices. 89

One potential response to this could be a Land Value Tax (LVT).
Essentially, under this system land owners would be required to make
payments based on the current market value of land, irrespective of
whether or how well the land is actually used. Proponents argue that:
The necessity to pay the tax obliges landowners to develop vacant
and under-used land properly or to make way for others who
will. 90

There is some support amongst economists for a LVT to replace business
rates, and, ultimately, Council Tax and Stamp Duty Land Tax, but it does
not appear to have garnered political support. 91
There is support for an increase in transparency of the land supply
system through the release of data on land market activity and for
incentives to promote the development of stalled sites. Better
data would, it is argued, create a more level playing field and enable

86
87

88
89
90
91

UK National Ecosystem Assessment, 2011, p 23
Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p8
Ibid.
Ibid., p39
Land Value Taxation Campaign [accessed on 4 January 2017]
Institute for Economic Affairs, The case for a Land Value Tax, 15 February 2016
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small builders to find sites more easily. 92 The Lyons Housing Review of
2014 recommended that the Land Registry should open up land
ownership information to the public and that it should be made a legal
requirement to register land option agreements, prices and transactions:
Greater transparency about ownership, options and transactions
would deliver a number of important benefits that would result in
better operation of the land market. It would assist in effective
plan making by enabling local authorities to properly assess land
availability and the record of landowners, agents and developers
in bringing forward sites. It would greatly assist local authorities
and other developers in land assembly, and provide information
on achievable prices to landowners. It would also improve
understanding of the viability of schemes to assist in negotiations
of planning obligations. This would also increase the chance of
planning gain being financed by a landowner rather than a
developer.
93

Fixing our broken housing market set out measures the 2015
Government intended to take to increase the transparency of land
ownership and interests, including:
•

A target for HM Land Registry to achieve comprehensive land
registration by 2030 with all publicly held land in areas of high
housing need registered by 2020, with the rest to follow by 2025.

•

Consult on improving the transparency of contractual
arrangements used to control land with legislation to follow “at
the earliest opportunity.”

•

The release of the commercial and corporate ownership data set
and the overseas ownership data set free of charge, and
publication of a draft Bill on the reform of restrictive covenants
and other interests. 94

The Housing White
Paper contained
measures aimed at
improving the
transparency of
land ownership and
interests in land.
(paras 1.17-21)

The annex to the White Paper contained consultation questions on
these proposals. Responses could be submitted up to 2 May 2017.
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Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p13
The Lyons Housing Review, 2014, p63
Cm 9352, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017, paras 1.17-21
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Box 2: Is land banking a problem?
Land banking describes the practice of land owners who retain land while its value grows until such
time as it can be built on more profitably, sold on at an increased price, or is simply retained as an asset.
A number of studies have considered whether land banking actually happens. For example, a report by
Molior for the London Mayor in 2012 found that of the 210,000 existing planning permissions for new
homes in London, 55% were in the control of building firms while 45% were in the control of nonbuilding firms such as investment funds, historic land owners, government and ‘developers’ who do not
build. Molior concluded that accusations of land banking directed at builders were ‘misplaced.’ An
update report in 2014 found a smaller percentage of planning permissions held by non-developers.
It is acknowledged that developers retain stocks of land with planning permission as a strategy for
managing pipelines and ‘smoothing out peaks and troughs in resource allocation.’ There are also
holdings of ‘strategic land banks’ which are sites without planning permission which are generally held
‘under option,’ i.e. not recorded as in the developer’s ownership. Shelter and KPMG conclude that
incentives to get strategic land through planning are ‘very high’ and expect any issues to be:
…more at the strategic and local planning level, with a lack of visibility over land control
and intent meaning that it is less each to match planning strategy with land that is
controlled by developers and hence more likely to be able to be brought forward quickly
for development. 95
If land banking is not the main problem, there does appear to be a case for ensuring that the majority
of suitable land for development is held by firms who intend to build on it.

Release of public sector land
Government activity since 2010 in relation to land supply has been
focused on ensuring that land in public ownership is released for
housebuilding. Evidence submitted by the Home Builders Federation to
the Lords Economic Affairs Committee said that between a quarter and
a third of all potential residential land was controlled by the public
sector. 96 In June 2011 the then Minister for Housing announced a plan
to release enough public land to build up to 100,000 new homes by
2015. 97 The Autumn Statement 2015 saw a commitment to sell land
for more than 160,000 new homes up to 2020, while the then Housing
Minister told the Economic Affairs Committee that the 2015
Government was aiming for 320,000 homes on public land in the
Parliament. 98
The Coalition Government’s land release programme attracted criticism
from both the National Audit Office and the Public Accounts Committee
(PAC). 99 Progress in disposing of sites was described as ‘slow’ and many
of the potential sites were considered to be at ‘high risk’ of falling out
of the programme. The PAC concluded that the disposals programme
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Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p37
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 154
DCLG Press Release, 8 June 2011
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 162
HC 634, Twenty-second report of 2016-17, 2 November 2016
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up to 2015 “could not demonstrate the success of the programme in
addressing the housing shortage or achieving value for money.” 100
Progress in delivering the 2015-2020 disposals programme had
improved, according to the PAC:
The Department has put in place guidance and monitoring
arrangements for the 2015–2020 programme, although it has yet
to publish these. It has also made clearer other departments’ roles
and responsibilities. We are also pleased that the Department has
now agreed to monitor the number of homes actually built; the
programme is an important part of addressing the current
housing shortage and the taxpayer has a right to know how many
homes are built as a result of it. 101

In Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015 government
Shelter and KPMG suggested that local authorities could set up joint
ventures to lease land to affordable house builders, or institutional
investors, while retaining the freehold. Leasing the land would mean
that authorities could receive a share of any rental income:
Capital Economics modelling shows that such a model could be
set up which requires no upfront grant funding to build the
affordable homes and returns between 15% and 30% of rental
income to the local authority dependent on location. The
downside to local authorities would simply be the opportunity
cost of not selling the land to a developer for full market value at
that point (although freehold ownership would be retained). 102

The Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs expressed support for
these types of initiative and referred to calls from Orbit Group, a large
housing association, for the identification and release of government
owned land specifically for the building of rented properties. Orbit’s
suggested model would involve deferring the land costs for a period,
e.g. 30 years, in order to ensure rents charged are affordable. 103
The Committee supported the relaxation of the requirement to
achieve best market value when releasing public land but
concluded that this would only work “if there is a central scheme that
approves and compensates public bodies who sell land below market
value.” 104
The annex to the Housing White Paper contained consultation questions
on disposal at less than best value:
We will consult on using powers in the Growth and Infrastructure
Act 2013 to issue a new General Disposal Consent, which would
enable authorities to dispose of land held for planning purposes at
less than best consideration without the need for specific consent
from the Secretary of State. The consultation will seek views on a
threshold below which specific consent would not need to be
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The Housing White
Paper said the
Government would
consult on
extending flexibility
to dispose of land
at less than best
consideration.
(para 1.27)

Ibid., para 8
Ibid., p3
Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p76
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 176
Ibid., para 177
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obtained. We will also consult on revising the existing £2m
threshold for the disposal of other (non-housing) land. 105

Direct commissioning
Housing organisations welcomed the inclusion of housing development
in the Coalition Government’s National Infrastructure Plan 2014
(published on 2 December 2014). This plan set out an intention to trial a
new delivery model with the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA)
taking the lead role. Essentially, direct commissioning involves the HCA
leading on site delivery (public land) on which the development of new
homes is directly commissioned by Government. An extension of direct
commissioning was announced on 4 January 2016. 106 This approach
was also aimed at supporting smaller companies and new entrants to
the housebuilding market.

The 2015
Government
launched a £45m
Land Release Fund
and an Accelerated
Construction
Programme. (White
Paper para 1.26).

The Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs called for direct
commissioning to form a bigger part of the housebuilding
programme:
We welcome the trial of direct commissioning but it should be a
much bigger part of the housebuilding programme. The
implementation of our recommendations on the financing of local
authority building would help with this. Direct commissioning
would also provide opportunities for smaller builders. 107

New Towns and Garden Cities
The Conservative Manifesto 2015 contained a commitment to support
locally-led garden cities and towns in places where communities want
them. The package of support available was set out in the prospectus:
Locally-led Garden Villages, Towns and Cities (March 2016). The aim is
for developments to take place on brownfield and/or public sector land.
There is a commitment to work with bidders in exchange for
guaranteed delivery; additional planning freedoms may be available to
support housing growth in certain circumstances.
The Lyons Housing Review (2014) referred to “a growing consensus,
clearly reflected in the evidence to this review that a new programme of
Garden Cities and New Towns would make an important contribution
to delivering the homes we need.” 108

The Government
would legislate to
allow locally
accountable New
Town Development
Corporations to be
set up. (Housing
White Paper para
1.36)

Dame Kate Barker also said she supported a return to thinking about
new towns in her evidence to the Treasury Select Committee:
Dame Kate Barker: There are two things I would favour the
most. One would be a return to thinking about new towns. I
stress “towns” rather than villages. I am not opposed to garden
villages, because we need a whole range of solutions. In some
ways, however, I do not find them totally attractive, because we
have a view in England—maybe it is not right—that what we like
is quite close urban areas and then open countryside. While
garden villages remove the objection that you are building next to
somebody, they will inevitably impinge on open countryside. They
105
106
107
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Cm 9352, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017, para A47
PM: The Government will directly build affordable homes, 4 January 2016
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 172
The Lyons Housing Review, 2014, p90
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may very well not be places large enough to sustain a secondary
school, which means you have to bus children all around. They
may not be places where there is huge local economic activity.
Chair: I also mentioned expansion of existing villages.
Dame Kate Barker: Yes, I would very much prefer to see existing
towns and villages expanded rather than moved to garden
villages, given some thought about the appropriate transport links
and, as I say, education. 109

Dame Kate emphasised that she would want to see “as much land as
possible brought in at existing use value” in order to use the resultant
planning gain to fund infrastructure. 110
Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015 government
expressed support for the use of New Homes Zones under which
planning authorities would designate zones suitable for the
development of significant numbers of housing but short of major
settlements (e.g. more than 200 units but less than 5,000). This is
described as a proactive approach which would offer incentives “so
long as the land value uplift generated is used to improve the scheme,
as well as compensate land owners, and to provide value for the local
community.” 111 The previous Mayor of London, Boris Johnson,
announced the use of Housing Zones in London in March 2016.

Bids for the
Housing
Infrastructure Fund
were to open in
2017 – joint bids
across local
authority
boundaries would
be welcomed.
(White Paper para
2.19)

Fixing our broken housing market said that the Government would
explore further opportunities for garden cities and new towns:
The Government will also explore what opportunities garden
cities, towns and villages might offer for bringing large-scale
development forward in ways that streamline planning procedures
and encourage locally-led, high quality environments to be
created. The Centre for Policy Studies proposed the idea of ‘pink
zones’ with this goal in mind and we are looking carefully at their
recommendations. 112

3.3 Funding infrastructure
A large scale housebuilding programme requires investment in
infrastructure. Shelter and KPMG (2015) were critical of the failure to
recognise housing formally as a national infrastructure asset and “a
particularly effective route to economic growth.”113 The Autumn
Statement 2016 announced a new Housing Infrastructure Fund of
£2.3 billion by 2020-21:
…funded by the NPIF [national productivity investment fund] and
allocated to local government on a competitive basis, will provide
infrastructure targeted at unlocking new private house building in
the areas where housing need is greatest. This will deliver up to
100,000 new homes. The government will also examine options
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The Housing White
Paper committed to
a more coordinated
approach across
government to
provide the right
infrastructure to
unlock housing
delivery. (para 2.18)

HC 861, 7 December 2016, Q5
Ibid., Q8
Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p52
Cm 9352, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017, para 1.36
Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p46
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to ensure that other government transport funding better
supports housing growth. 114

The Lyons Housing Review (2014) pointed out that much of the
infrastructure for the post-1949 New Town developments was publicly
funded with Government loans over 60 years. 115 Lyons went on:
A key challenge will be balancing the large up-front infrastructure
costs against the longer term receipts and uplift. The lessons from
the New Towns and the financial modelling conducted by some
entrants to the Wolfson Prize shows that new settlements could
be largely self-financing over the long term if they have an
effective means of land value capture. This will need to be
underpinned by reforms to powers for compulsory purchase
which we propose. However, up-front financing will be required
to support early, up-front costs incurred by the new
development. 116

A pilot scheme has been launched which is aimed at unblocking
infrastructure delays on housing developments. The scheme is in the
south east and is being led by the Housing & Finance Institute (HFI). It
will bring together various parties and is focused on housing
developments that have been delayed due to a lack of water, sewage,
electricity, gas or road connectivity. If successful, the scheme may be
rolled out across the UK in 2017. 117
In addition to the Housing Infrastructure Fund, Fixing our broken
housing market said that the Government would amend national
planning policy so that local authorities will be expected to identify
development opportunities arising out of new infrastructure, such as
High Speed Rail 2. The 2015 Government intended to consult on a
requirement that authorities have planning policies in place showing
how high quality digital infrastructure will be delivered in their areas.
There was also to be a review to ensure that utilities planning and
delivery keeps pace with house building and supports development. An
obligation on utility companies to take account of proposed
development could be introduced. 118

3.4 The planning system
The planning system in England is frequently cited as a ‘blocker’ to
achieving the necessary rates of housing delivery. The planning system
regulates, amongst other things, where housing development takes
place, density levels, the necessary supporting infrastructure, and the
obligation to provide a proportion of affordable housing as part of a
development.
It is an area that has attracted a good deal of Government attention.
The Coalition Government abolished nationally set housing targets and
regional planning bodies with the Localism Act 2011. National planning
policy is now set out in the Government’s National Planning Policy
114
115
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Autumn Statement 2016, para 3.11
The Lyons Housing Review, 2014, p92
Ibid., p93
Inside Housing, “Government-backed pilot on infrastructure delays launched”, 4
January 2017
Cm 9352, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017, paras 2.20-24
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Framework (NPPF), published in March 2012. The NPPF and its
accompanying Planning Practice Guidance gives some broad guidance
to local authorities about calculating the supply of housing.
Following the election of the Conservative Government in May 2015,
there were a number of planning related consultations and
announcements. Changes to the planning system by the 2015
Government have already been made through the Housing and
Planning Act 2016 119 and Energy Act 2016. Additional reforms to the
planning system are contained in the Neighbourhood Planning Act
2017. Information can be found in the following Library Briefing
Papers:
•

Planning for Housing (March 2017 – updated to take account of
the Housing White Paper)

•

Commons Library analysis of the Neighbourhood Planning Bill
(September 2016)

•

Neighbourhood Planning Bill: Report on Committee Stage
(November 2016)

•

Planning Reform Proposals (March 2017 – updated to take
account of the Housing White Paper)

The 2015 Government’s response to the Lords Economic Affairs
Committee’s report Building More Homes (2016), set out how the
reforms made to date had impacted:
The Government strongly believes that our planning reforms to
date have done much to streamline the planning system and
remove barriers to development. 83 per cent of major applications
were determined on time between April and June 2016, which is
the highest percentage on record.
In addition, in the year to 30 June 2016, the reformed planning
system has given permission for 277,000 new homes. Finally, our
reforms to Permitted Development Rights have led to a strong
contribution to housing supply from conversions and changes of
use in addition to new house building. 120

The response went on say that the forthcoming Housing White Paper
“will set out a further package of reforms to ensure that our planning
system better supports housing delivery. 121 Fixing our broken housing
market was published in February 2017. A summary of its proposals on
planning, together with initial reactions, can be found in Library briefing
paper Planning reform in the housing white paper (7896).
There is no groundswell of support for another round of major
planning reform. The industry requires certainty and where this is
lacking housing supply can be constrained. The Lyons housing review
(2014) said:
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120

121

Not all of these changes have been implemented at this point.
Government response to the House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee Report:
"Building more homes" CM 9384, December 2016
Ibid.
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The evidence submitted to the review overwhelmingly cautioned
against further fundamental and wholesale reform of the system
which would lead to widespread uncertainty and undermine a
rapid increase in housing supply. 122

Witnesses to the Lords Economic Affairs Committee expressed a variety
of opinions on the need for planning reforms. Some thought that
reform was ‘critical’ while others thought that planning ‘was not a
problem’. 123

Planning conditions
Planning is clearly an essential part of the delivery process but many
argue that reforms to planning alone will not provide the answer to the
housing supply crisis. The Home Builders Federation (HBF) has pointed
to an increase in the number of planning permissions granted,
but still describes the planning system as a ‘constraint:’
Permissions for 76,242 homes were granted in England between
July and September, with the total number for the 12 months to
September reaching 289,011, the highest since the survey began
in 2006. However, the number of actual sites these permissions
are on dropped, indicating Local Authorities are granting
permission for an increasing number of large strategic sites as
opposed to the mix of size and type of site needed to deliver more
homes.

The number of
planning
permissions granted
has increased but
this does not mean
that work on those
sites will start
quickly.

This is an encouraging headline figure but few of those recently
permitted will yet be buildable. Permissions are recorded once one
of the ‘conditions’ attached to them by the Local Authority is
satisfied- or ‘discharged’. Many will have dozens of ‘pre
commencement’ conditions attached and so builders will not
legally be entitled to commence construction until they are all
discharged- a process which could take some months and is
dependent on the ability and capacity of the authority to provide
this service. 124

The HBF has welcomed Government measures in the Neighbourhood
Planning Act 2017 to introduce a new process for agreeing precommencement conditions, but would like to see a limit on the
number of conditions authorities can impose, and authorities
prevented from imposing ‘spurious’ conditions that, the HBF
argues, could be dealt with later in the construction process to enable
builders to get on site more quickly:
Many conditions – such as the Local Authority needing to approve
a final children’s play area design – should not be holding up
building work and could be agreed once work is underway
through the imposition of a ‘pre-occupation’ condition.
Information collected by HBF shows how authorities are holding
up construction with demands for scale drawings of the
placement of picnic tables and refuse bins in children’s play areas
and detailed statements on the ‘engagement and recruitment of
local artists’ to provide public art on the new estate. 125
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Lyons housing review, 2014 p43
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 148
HBF, New home planning ‘permissions’ up – but system remains a constraint, 3
January 2017
Ibid.

The Secretary of
State is gaining
powers to prohibit
conditions that do
not meet national
policy tests. A
deemed discharge
provision has
operated since
2015.
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Evidence submitted to the Lords Economic Affairs Committee inquiry,
Building More Homes (2016) referred to the planning system as slow,
costly and complex.

Section 106 agreements and the Community
Infrastructure Levy
There is a divergence of opinion on the merits of section 106 126 and
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 127 requirements. Section 106 has
been credited with ensuring a substantial supply of affordable housing;
an additional 14,370 homes were supplied through this route in
2014/15. 128 Witnesses to the Lords Economic Affairs Committee
commended the flexibility of CIL. However, others, including small
builders, believe that section 106 and CIL are ineffective and act as an
obstacle to development. One company, Pocket Living, told the
Committee that it took 16 weeks to get planning consent and a further
22-44 weeks to negotiate the section 106 agreement. 129 Small builders
face the same level of complexity as larger developers – the Committee
was told that an increasing number now have to buy-in expertise in
order to navigate the system. 130
David Orr, CEO of the National Housing Federation, referred to the
complexity of section 106 agreements which make it difficult to
calculate the value of the contributions made. Professor Paul Cheshire
of the London School of Economics told the Committee that section
106 and CIL should be replaced by a single, national development
charge of 20% of the sale value of land. 131
The Chartered Institute of Housing’s (CIH) submission to the Autumn
Statement 2016 called for a restoration of requirements on developers
to provide affordable housing via the planning system. These
requirements were relaxed in order to boost a sluggish housing market
but, the CIH argues, the provision of social or affordable rent properties
can help to underpin building projects. 132
The Committee recommended that, as part of its ongoing reviews of
planning obligations and CIL, the Government should aim for
simplicity, transparency and a system that is responsive to
smaller builders. The value of developer contributions should act as a
sufficient incentive to local authorities to grant planning permission. 133
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There is a
divergence of
opinion on the
merits of section
106 agreements
and Community
Infrastructure Levy.

An independent
review of CIL and
its relationship with
s.106 was
published in
February alongside
the Housing White
Paper. The
Government said it
would respond to
the review at
Autumn Budget
2017 and that
consultation would
take place on shortterm changes to
s.106 agreements
to reduce disputes
and delays.

Developers and local authorities agree a contract relevant to a specific development
that will mitigate its impact. These can include the provision of affordable housing
and payment for additional infrastructure.
A local authority may set a levy on all new building in their area. The money raised is
used to fund general infrastructure.
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 141
Ibid., para 115
Ibid., para 116
Ibid., paras 140-46
CIH submission to the Autumn Statement 2016, October 2016
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 147
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In November 2015 the Government asked Liz Peace, former chief
executive at British Property Federation, to chair an independent group
to conduct a review of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). The
purpose of this group is to assess the extent to which CIL does or can
provide an effective mechanism for funding infrastructure, and to
recommend changes. 134 The group has been asked to specifically take
into account the Government’s pre-election manifesto commitment that
“when new homes are granted planning permission, we will make sure
local communities know up-front that necessary infrastructure such as
schools and roads will be provided”. The review group’s report was
submitted to the 2015 Government but has not yet been published. The
Government’s response was expected to be part of the White Paper. 135

Resourcing authorities’ planning capacity
One area where there appears to be a good deal of agreement in the
industry is on the need for proper resourcing of local authority
planning departments. The Lords Economic Affairs Committee noted
that cuts in local government expenditure “have fallen particularly
heavily on planning departments.” 136 Local authority witnesses told the
Committee that they were “under resourced and “desperately short of
…staff.” There is a view that the balance of power has shifted
towards developers when negotiating planning matters. 137
A potential solution would be to introduce a more flexible planning
fee system to allow authorities to invest in their planning
capacity. The Lords Economic Affairs Committee recommended that
the Government:
a)

allows local authorities to set and vary planning fees
in accordance with the needs of their local area. To
prevent abuse there should be an upper limit or cap
on the level of fees. To allow sufficient discretion to
local authorities, this cap should be significantly
higher than the current fees that can be charged;
and

b)

provides that the money raised from these fees is
ring-fenced for expenditure on planning and
development.

It was expected that the forthcoming Housing White Paper would
contain measures on planning fees following proposals from
Government in its February 2016 Implementation of planning changes:
technical consultation. The consultation proposed a system whereby
planning fees could be increased for Local Planning authorities which
are “performing well.” Fixing our broken housing market (February
2017) did set out the 2015 Government’s intention to increase
nationally set planning fees:

134

135
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Planning
departments are
under resourced
and under staffed.
The balance of
power in
negotiations has
shifted towards
developers.

The Housing White
Paper said that
£25m in new
funding would be
available for
ambitious
authorities in areas
of high housing
need to plan for
new homes and
infrastructure.
(para 2.16)

HM Government, Review of the Community Infrastructure Levy: Terms of Reference,
November 2015
Neighbourhood Planning Bill, Public Bill Committee seventh sitting 27 October 2016
c243
Ibid., para 119
Ibid., para 120
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Local authorities will be able to increase fees by 20% from July
2017 if they commit to invest the additional fee income in their
planning department. We are also minded to allow an increase of
a further 20% for those authorities who are delivering the homes
their communities need and we will consult further on the detail.
Alongside we will keep the resourcing of local authority planning
departments, and where fees can be charged, under review. 138

The Housing White Paper also set out an intention to consult on the
introduction of a fee for making a planning appeal on the basis that
“unnecessary appeals can be a source of delay and waste taxpayer’s
money.” 139

Delivering a variety of sites for development
The HBF has proposed that authorities should not rely on one large
site to meet local housing needs given the significant infrastructure
requirements that this can entail, and should instead be approving a
range of site sizes. 140 This position is supported in a report from
Nathaniel Litchfield & Partners (NPL), Start to Finish – How quickly do
large-scale housing sites deliver? (November 2016):
Large-scale sites can be an attractive proposition for plan-makers.
With just one allocation of several thousand homes, a district can
– at least on paper – meet a significant proportion of its housing
requirement over a sustained period. Their scale means delivery of
the infrastructure and local employment opportunities needed to
sustain mixed communities.
But large-scale sites are not a silver bullet. Their scale, complexity
and (in some cases) up-front infrastructure costs means they are
not always easy to kick start. And once up and running, there is a
need to be realistic about how quickly they can deliver new
homes. Past decades have seen too many large-scale
developments failing to deliver as quickly as expected, and gaps in
housing land supply have opened up as a result. 141

NLP suggest that if authorities’ Local Plans and five year land
assessments are placing reliance on large-scale developments, including
Garden Towns and Villages, to meet housing need, then “the
assumptions they use about when and how quickly such sites will
deliver new homes will need to be properly justified.” 142

138
139
140

141

142

Cm 9352, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017, para 2.15
Ibid., para 2.17
HBF, New home planning ‘permissions’ up – but system remains a constraint, 3
January 2017
NLP, Start to Finish – How quickly do large-scale housing sites deliver?, November
2016 p1
Ibid.

Page 46 of 72

Agenda Page 234

Agenda Item 4a

The duty to cooperate and housing market areas
The Lyons Housing Review (2014) called for more cooperation across
local authority boundaries when identifying land suitable for
development:
The responsibility of councils to identify sufficient land for new
homes in local plans should be strengthened, as should their
ability to deliver these plans. Where there is a failure to cooperate
across boundaries to meet needs in a housing market area,
councils will be required to produce a joint strategic plan, with the
Secretary of State having the ability to intervene and instruct the
Planning Inspectorate to ensure that it happens. This will address
the weaknesses in the current Duty to Cooperate and ensure that
places that need it can exercise a “Right to Grow”. 143

The duty to cooperate has been criticised for not being a duty of any
substance. 144 It is a duty which does not require agreement, it simply
requires that evidence is shown that attempts to cooperate have been
made. As noted in an article in the Planner, there is little incentive for a
neighbouring authority to actually cooperate and its enforcement relies
on planning inspectors taking a “robust approach”. 145
In its final report to Government, the Local Plans Expert Review Group
(LPEG) 146 said that it received “strong representations” that the duty to
cooperate was “not effective in ensuring agreement between
neighbouring authorities about the distribution of housing needs and
that this was one of the most significant constraints to effective plan
making.” 147 The LPEG recommended changes to planning policies to
strengthen the duty, as well as an expectation that where there has
been no agreement across boundaries on distributing housing needs,
the Government should take and use powers to direct the preparation
of a high level Joint Local Plan for the housing market area. 148
Shelter and KPMG also referred to the limitations of local boundaries in
Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015 government:
If local authorities could capture more of the returns of their
spending across a functional economic or “travel to work” area, it
may incentivise those areas usually resistant to a certain type of
development to coordinate. 149

Provisions in the

Neighbourhood
Planning Act 2017

will allow the
Secretary of State
to direct a group of
authorities to work
together to produce
a joint plan.

The Housing White
Paper noted that
the duty to
cooperate had not
been successful in
some areas and said
that consultation
would take place
on changes to the
NPPF to require
authorities to
prepare a
Statement of
Common Ground
setting out how
they will work
together to meet
housing
requirements.
(para 1.9)

Incentives to develop: speeding up and monitoring
build-out rates
Witnesses to the Lords Economic Affairs Committee inquiry considered
that the system does not provide authorities with sufficient
incentives to allow developments and that this lack of incentives
143
144
145
146

147

148
149

The Lyons Housing Review, 2014, p8
“The duty to cooperate: What next?” The Planner 14 March 2016
“The duty to cooperate: What next?” The Planner 14 March 2016
The Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG) was established by the then 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
Local Plans Expert Review Group, Local Plans Report to Government,
March 2016, p3
Ibid
Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p48
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also affects local residents and developers. Three linked problems were
identified:
•

Local opposition creates pressure on local councils to resist
development.

•

The lack of any immediate financial benefit to the local authority
from the planning process. In contrast, a ‘windfall’ created by the
granting of planning permission is retained by the landowner. The
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) can act to address this
disparity but it is not transparent and it is not always clear to
residents what a development has funded. One suggestion is to
reward developing authorities with the retention of
business rates.

•

A lack of incentives for builders to develop permissioned land. 150

In terms of solutions, there is some support for a ‘use it or lose it’
approach. For example, the Labour Party Manifesto 2015 included a
commitment to:
…introduce greater transparency in the land market and give
local authorities new ‘use it or lose it’ powers to encourage
developers to build. 151

The Lyons Housing Review (2014) proposed disincentives to holding
a planning permission and not building it out, in addition to
measures to incentivise swift delivery of land allocated in a plan,
for example:
•

Shortening the lifetime of planning permission to 2 years with
higher fees for renewal.

•

Requiring greater substantive progress to demonstrate that works
have started on site.

•

Giving local authorities the option to charge Council Tax on the
land owner in respect of the number of proposed dwellings where
development has not started on sites with planning permission
within an expected timeframe.

•

Compulsory Purchase Order powers strengthened and streamlined
to make it easier for public bodies to acquire land where it is not
brought forward and where it is a priority for development. 152

The 2015
Government said it
would consider the
implications of
amending the
timescale for
implementing
planning permission
from 3 to 2 years.
(White Paper para
2.41)

These options were also considered by the Lords Economic Affairs
Committee. Developers said that they were not in favour of these
schemes, arguing that a range of factors outside their control can
influence build-out rates. 153 The Committee supported giving local
authorities the power to levy Council Tax on developments that
remain incomplete within a given time period. 154 The
Government’s response did not address this specific recommendation
150

151
152
153

154

Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, paras 110-14
Labour Party Manifesto 2015, p46
The Lyons Housing Review, 2014, p67
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, paras 131-33
Ibid., para 139
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but said that the Housing White Paper would set out a further package
of reforms to “ensure that our planning system better supports housing
delivery”. 155 The Government also said: “We are also clear that it is the
responsibility of the house building industry to be more transparent and
forthcoming in agreeing a trajectory for build-out rates on sites with
local authorities.” 156
Lyons specifically commented on the need to persuade communities
of the benefits of housing development:
The public is frequently concerned that houses are often built in
the wrong place, for the wrong people and without adequate
attention to the pressures created for existing infrastructure. As
new housing changes and shapes the places in which people live,
communities should make the decisions about how they grow. It
is the job of elected local authorities to do this with their
communities and to ensure the homes they need are provided.
We therefore recommend that local authorities play a much more
energetic role in leading housing development for their
communities. 157

Also relevant here are references in the previous section to the
desirability of incentives to encourage authorities to work across
boundaries with a better focus on functional economic areas:
In housing, the responsibility for need assessments and land use
planning rests at the individual local authority level, when the
reality is that people live and work across administrative
boundaries. 158

Fixing our broken housing market (February 2017) said that the
Government wanted development to happen as soon as possible where
planning permission is granted. 159 The White Paper contained the
following proposals aimed at achieving this, several of which pick up on
some of the themes set out above:
•

The Government is considering the implications of amending
national planning policy to encourage authorities to shorten the
timescale in which developers should implement planning
permission from the default three years to two years, with an
exception where this could hinder viability. 160

•

There is a proposal to simplify and speed up the completion notice
process under which planning permission can be withdrawn
where no substantive progress is made on a site. 161

•

Authorities will have strengthened compulsory purchase powers
which the Government wants to see authorities use to promote
development on stalled sites. Separate consultation will take place

155

156
157
158

159
160
161

The Housing White
Paper’s proposals
picked up on
several of the
themes identified
above which are
aimed at improving
build-out rates.

Government response to the House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee Report:
"Building more homes" CM 9384, December 2016
Ibid.
The Lyons Housing Review, 2014, p8
Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p48
Cm 9352, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017, para 2.41
Ibid., para 2.41
Ibid., para 2.42
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on new guidance to encourage authorities to use these powers in
this way. 162
•

The planning application forms will be amended to include
information on estimated start dates and build out rates for
schemes including housing development. 163

•

A duty on developers is proposed to provide planning authorities
with basic information on progress in delivering the permitted
number of homes after planning permission is granted. 164

•

There is a proposal to add new requirements to the Authority
Monitoring Report produced by local authorities to provide more
standardised information on the delivery of the housing plan. 165

•

Consultation is taking place on an amendment to the NPPF to
encourage authorities to consider how realistic it is that a site will
be developed when granting planning permission for housing.
This would be relevant in regard to sites where there is evidence
of previous non-implementation of planning permissions for
housing. 166

•

Consultation is taking place on whether an applicant’s track
record in delivering previous housing permissions should be taken
into account in regard to large-scale sites. 167

Better use of green belt land
Government statistics on green belt land in England 2014/15 estimated
that it covered 1,636,620 hectares, i.e. around 13% of the land area of
England.
The 2015 Government’s policy on protection for the green belt is set
out in chapter 9 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The
fundamental aim of green belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by
keeping land permanently open. The NPPF states that that the
construction of new buildings should be regarded as “inappropriate”
for the green belt, although there are some exceptions, which are
listed. 168
Greenbelt policy is generally regarded as having been effective in
preventing urban sprawl and maintaining a clear physical distinction
between town and country. The 2010 Natural England and CPRE report,
Green Belts: A greener future, concluded green belt policy was “highly
effective” in its principal purpose, but called for “more ambition” to
further enhance the green belt protection for future generations. 169
It is inevitable that discussions about securing a sufficient supply of land
suitable for housing development often turn to the question of whether
some areas of green belt land should be utilised for this purpose. The
162
163
164
165
166
167
168

169

Ibid., para 2.44
Ibid., para A97
Ibid., para A97
Ibid., para A97
Ibid., para A99
Ibid., para A102
Background information on green belt policy can be found in Library Briefing Paper
0934: Green Belt
Natural England and CPRE, Green Belts: A greener future, 2010,p90
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question was put to Dame Kate Barker during the Treasury Select
Committee’s evidence session on housing policy:
Dame Kate Barker: I have not said anything about the green
belt. I would not put too much weight on the green belt, on both
sides. The people who do want to build on green belt talk about
it as though the whole thing was some wonderful environmental
preserve, and the people who do want to build over it talk as
though it was all complete scrub and purposeless. Neither of
those things are true. Green belt is a planning designation, and
there are lots of places in which the green belt is quite
important. It should be used up rather thoughtfully, but I find it
hard, particularly—
Chair: I am sorry. Can I just interpret that? You used the phrase
“rather thoughtfully”. You mean that it should be built on, but
thoughtfully.
Dame Kate Barker: You should ask yourself about each piece of
green belt, whether the planning purpose that caused it to be put
in is as true today as it was originally. The sentence I disliked most
in the original green belt policy, which was called PPG2, explained
that the key characteristic of the green belt was its
“permanence”. That is quite an odd thing to say about a piece of
land that is a planning designation.
If we are going to use the green belt, however, particularly
around London, I would prefer for us to take very strategic
views. You have to build quite a significant place, a place big
enough to have a proper transport link. I find the lack of solution
for London overspill around London very difficult. Commuting
into London gets harder and harder all the time; I say this with
feeling.
If we are going to build around London, my preference would be
to do something that was less piecemeal and more strategic,
linked to either the transport links we are already thinking about
putting in—Crossrail is an obvious one—or where we are thinking
of having some new transport links altogether. I am sort of
reluctant to see further building around that is not really going to
help resolve some of the problems. Transport linkages are a real
issue. 170

Witnesses to the Lords Economic Affairs Committee’s inquiry expressed
divergent views. Martin Wolf, chief economics correspondent at the
Financial Times said that building on the green belt was “probably not
the whole solution” but noted that a lot of protected fields are “not
particularly beautiful” and that building on them could form part of the
solution. 171 Trudi Elliot of the Royal Town Planning Institute said that
green belt land served “a very important purpose” and building on it “is
a complex issue that is not really helped by some of the simplistic
debate we have about it.” 172

170
171

172

HC 861, 7 December 2016, Q7
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 149
Ibid., para 150
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Shelter and KPMG point out that the value of land mainly depends on
what it can be used for. In this context, the planning system drives the
motivations of key participants in the development process:
…restrictions on land use reduce the supply of land at the right
price in the right places. for example, green belt designation in
the south east restricts development around London and forces
expansion beyond the green belt with people commuting across it
in huge numbers. 173

Paul Cheshire, Professor Emeritus of Economic Geography, LSE, has
argued that building on the least attractive and lowest amenity
parts of green belts could solve housing supply and affordability
problems. 174 His evidence to the Lords Economic Affairs inquiry stated
that it is ‘imperative’ for land supply decisions and demand to
“systematically respond to price information since this is the signal
allowing our economy to provide enough of any good or service: with
the single exception of land for development.” 175 He set out a method
for achieving this outcome:
…the price differential between land in any use and its alternative
proposed use, if it exceeds some threshold, should constitute a
‘material consideration’. There would then be a presumption that
the alternative development would be permitted unless (and this
is an important ‘unless’) it can be demonstrated that the
environmental or amenity benefits generated by keeping the land
in its existing use were of sufficient value to society to refuse the
proposed development. It would be necessary to decide on an
appropriate ‘threshold’ level for price differentials not to trigger a
potential presumption of development. If the threshold was set at,
say, £1 million, this would represent a significant hurdle to
changes of use since the costs associated with such changes
would not normally be as much. One can envisage, for example,
agricultural land on the urban fringe or land zoned for industrial
use in places where there is an undersupply of housing, so
housing land prices exceed agricultural or industrial land prices by
£1m or more. In neither case is it likely that basic infrastructure
investment to make the land suitable for development in the new
use would exceed £1m per Ha. So, if one was envisaging
developing agricultural land on the urban fringe, a threshold of
£1m could be viewed as the equivalent of a tax on Greenfield
development, reducing the total urban land take. 176

The Housing White
Paper said that the
NPPF would be
amended to make it
clear that
authorities should
amend green belt
boundaries only
when they can
demonstrate that
other reasonable
options have been
fully examined for
meeting their
development
requirements.
(para A61)

There are calls on all sides for green belt principles to be re-evaluated in
a 21st century context. The Royal Town Planning Institute, in a
November 2016 policy statement called for the purposes of green belts
to be revisited:
But it is important to revisit the purposes that green belts need to
fulfil over the coming generation. The value of green belts is not
simply about what is ugly and what is attractive, as some argue.
We need to talk about who green belts are for, and about their
173
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Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p35
“Greenbelt myth is the driving force behind housing crisis” The Conversation, 13
September 2013
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, [written evidence EHM0156]
Ibid., [written evidence EHM0156]
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social impact, along with their continued role in shaping and
managing urban growth.
Green belt boundaries may well need to change, but only through
careful reviews over wider areas than single local authorities, and
where safeguards are put in place to ensure that development is
sustainable, affordable and delivered in a timely manner, and
without prejudice to the renewal of brownfield land. 177

3.5 Support for SME developers
Most of England’s new housing is built by a small number of large firms.
By 2012, 70% of homes in England were built by large firms operating
on similar business models. 178 This concentration of market power is felt
to inhibit competition, and can exacerbate the impact of market shocks
when all the large firms simultaneously reduce output. Section 3.2 of
this paper considers the barriers that smaller and medium sized
enterprises (SME) face in trying to compete for land.
Housebuilding requires considerable up-front investment, meaning that
in the vast majority of cases, new housing developers need access to
finance. In common with the rest of the economy, finance has been less
readily available in the construction sector since the financial crisis,
although this situation has improved over the past 18 months. 179
For the housebuilding industry, a particular concern is access to finance
for SME developers. The Aldermore Group, a bank specialising in
finance to small businesses, have stated:
…smaller developers continue to struggle with access to finance,
with a recent industry survey showing that more than 50,000
construction and real estate firms have begun the year in
‘significant’ financial distress…unless more is done by lenders to
increase funding to smaller regional developers, the potential for
the industry to reach… [the Government’s house building
target]…will be less likely. 180

Problems accessing finance can have an impact on house builders’
ability to produce high quality housing, as well as on the overall capacity
of the house building industry. With reduced access to upfront
investment, house builders may choose to use cheaper, less skilled
construction workers or lower quality materials. Both these strategies
for cost saving can have a direct impact on the quality of completed
homes.
Budget 2014 included a commitment:
To support SME access to finance, the government will create a
£500 million Builders Finance Fund, which will provide loans to
developers to unlock 15,000 housing units stalled due to difficulty
in accessing finance. 181
177
178

179
180

181

RTPI, Where should we build new homes? November 2016
Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p9
BBA, High street bank lending, July 2016
Mortgages for business, Smaller property developers struggling to access finance, 18
January 2016
HC 1104, Budget 2014, March 2014, para 1.141
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In July 2015 the Housing Minister announced that the Fund would be
extended; Spending Review and Autumn Statement 2015 said that the
£1 billion Fund would be extended to 2020-21. 182
October 2016 saw the launch of a £3 billion Home Building Fund under
which builders, including SME builders, can obtain loan finance to assist
with development costs and infrastructure work.
In Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015 government
Shelter and KPMG recommended the provision of government
guarantees for bank lending:
This would work through a guarantor bank, which would
guarantee certain tranches of the loans to SME builders,
conditional on the funding being used to develop homes. The
loan guarantees would be made by government, but this doesn’t
mean that government would take all of the risk. Risk sharing
arrangements would be put in place, to reduce the government’s
risk and ensure that the guarantor bank remains incentivised to
lend to those firms most likely to succeed. 183

This proposal was described as a ‘mirror’ of the Help to Buy: Mortgage
Guarantee scheme (now closed). KPMG and Shelter argued that the
biggest impact of such as scheme would be to improve the percentage
of loan to value (LVT) that SMEs could achieve. Capital Economics
estimated that reducing SME builders’ funding costs and restoring their
credit allocation to pre-2007 ratios would support the development of
an extra 3,000 homes per year. 184
SME developers are less able to withstand market shocks. This is
illustrated by the fact that their share of total housing starts declined
after each of the last two house price crashes. A factor that would
reduce risk and improve confidence in the development process is house
price stability. Shelter and KPMG called for the launch of a review led
by the Bank of England “on the impact of house price volatility on
the economy and the policies that would be required to stabilise prices
relative to incomes over the long term.”185 They also called for a
review of property taxation to consider “potential extra revenue for
the affordable house building programme but also in the context of
economic and housing market stability.” 186

The Housing White
Paper said that the
Accelerated
Construction
Programme would
support
diversification in the
market “through
partnering with
small and mediumsized firms and
others as
development
partners and
contractors. There
was also a
commitment to
continue to work
with the British
Business Bank to
encourage
investment in SMEs.
(para 3.9)

When giving evidence to the Treasury Select Committee on housing
policy, Dame Kate Barker was asked what key housing measure she
would introduce if given the opportunity, she said:
Dame Kate Barker: I fear that I would be Chancellor of the
Exchequer for a very short time, because I would probably wish to
put capital gains tax on your first property.
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Cm 9162, November 2015, p41
Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p64
Capital Economics, Increasing investment in affordable homes, 2014, section 6.4
Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p67
Ibid.
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Chair: So it is the absence of a tax on imputed rent, for which
most people consider the gains relief as a rough and ready
substitute, that most concerns you. This is the abolition of
schedule A.
Dame Kate Barker: Yes, it is. 187

The Lords Economic Affairs Select Committee considered changes to the
taxation system and, while supporting amendments to Council Tax, the
Committee concluded that “it is wrong to create specific tax rules, as is
the case with recent changes to capital gains tax and inheritance tax,
around housing.” 188
The Home Builders Federation (HBF) published an analysis of the
position of SME builders and possible measures to tackle the issue:
Reversing the decline of small housebuilders: Reinvigorating
entrepreneurialism and building more homes (2017).

3.6 The construction industry
In order for any package of solutions to deliver a step-change in housing
supply the construction industry has to have capacity to be able to
deliver. A number of issues have been identified within the industry
which require strategic intervention in order to address them.

Labour market and skills
A 2015 report from Arcadis, a built-environment design consultancy,
identified significant problems in attracting and retaining sufficient
trained recruits in the construction industry: 189
•

Arcadis argues that if the government’s target for building new
houses is to be met, then the industry will need to recruit
224,000 new people by 2019.

•

The fact that the number of people joining the sector has
been declining for some years leads Arcadis to argue that there
is a weak “pipeline of talent” into the house building sector.

•

Arcadis found that many construction workers are retiring early,
meaning that around 700,000 new recruits will be required just to
replace the current workforce by 2019.

•

Another issue is a lack of relevant skills needed to build
houses among existing construction workers. Arcadis reports
that the following trades or professions are constraining house
building due to under-supply of labour: bricklayers, plasterers,
architects and quantity surveyors.

•

Training or re-training existing workers is more difficult in
the construction sector compared with other sectors due to above
average rates of self-employment and “the fragmentation of the

187
188

189

HC 861, 7 December 2016, Q50
Select Committee on Economic Affairs, 1st Report of Session 2016-17, Building More
Homes, HL Paper 20, 15 July 2016, para 253
Arcadis, People and money: fundamental to unlocking the housing crisis, 2015, pp47
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supply chain”. These factors make organising widespread training
difficult. 190
•

Arcadis report that a large number of construction workers are
operating in different sectors. But there is also evidence that
people with relevant skills are operating in shrinking sectors (such
as manufacturing), suggesting a potential source of new labour
for the construction sector.

•

The construction sector is “heavily reliant” on non-UK born
workers: around 12% of construction workers are non-UK born,
according to Inside Housing. 191 Construction and house building
trade associations have expressed concern that the UK’s new
relationship with the EU could adversely affect the supply of
migrant labour, which, combined with the other labour issues
mentioned above, could cause considerable “damage” to the
sector’s capacity. The Federation of Master Builders said:
…It is now the government’s responsibility to ensure that the
free-flowing tap of migrant workers from Europe is not turned
off…

Innovation in construction
Innovation in construction methods and materials can mean more
homes being produced quickly, cost-effectively and to modern
standards. Among other things, this can increase the life-span of
housing, improve energy efficiency and reduce the need for major
repairs.
The UK construction industry has been slow to adopt technological and
other innovations which are frequently used by house building
industries in other countries. 192
These innovations include:
•

Increased use of data and data management in the design and
planning of house building. This forms an important part of the
recently published Construction strategy 2016-20.

•

Innovation in the way the workforce and businesses involved in
house building are organised might provide a way to standardise
more house building, and so make the industry more efficient,
according to Innovate UK.

•

Mass produced modular components are a feature of commercial
building, but are less regularly used in house building in the UK.
These methods speed up the time required to build houses and
require less manpower. They also help to ensure standardised
levels of quality and durability.

The Housing White
Paper said that the
Government would
support a joint
working group to
ensure mortgages
are readily available
for a range of
tested methods of
construction.
Para 3.40)

The Housing White
Paper said that the
Government would
consider how the
planning system
operates to support
modern methods of
construction (MMC)
developments.
(para 3.40)

Adopting modern construction methods can also lead to increased
productivity in the sector, meaning that fewer people are required to
build the same number of houses.
190
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The Construction Index, Ministers tell industry leaders to sort out skills shortage, 1
February 2016
Inside Housing, Builders: immigration rules must protect construction workers, 1 July
2016
Innovate UK, Construction industry summit, blog post, 18 September 2015
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Between 1998 and 2015, labour productivity in the construction sector
has grown by 0.4%. Productivity in the whole economy, despite
stagnating since 2007, has increased by 22.7% over the same period. 193
The 2015 Government launched its Accelerated Construction
prospectus on 3 January 2017:
Through our new Accelerated Construction programme, we now
want to provide a tailored package of support to ambitious local
authorities who would like to develop out surplus land holdings at
pace. The programme aims to deliver up to 15,000 homes
(housing starts) on central and local surplus public sector land in
this Parliament through £1.7 billion of investment. In doing so, we
want to use Accelerated Construction to tackle broader
constraints to seeing more homes built. The programme is
designed to support our market diversification objectives by
supporting non-major builders and help tackle the construction
skills gap, including through greater use of Modern Methods of
Construction (MMC). 194

The Housing White
Paper said that the
Accelerated
Construction
Programme and
Home Builders’
Fund would create
new opportunities
for the use of
modern methods of
construction.
(para 3.40)

The Farmer Review’s recommendations 2016
A combination of these issues led the 2015 Government to commission
research from the Construction Leadership Council into how the
industry’s skills and manpower problems might be overcome. The
Farmer Review of the UK Construction Labour Model: ‘Modernise or
die’ was published in December 2016. The review concluded that the
construction industry and clients that rely on it are “at a critical
juncture”. The following symptoms of failure and poor performance
were identified:
•

Low productivity.

•

Low predictability.

•

Structural fragmentation.

•

Leadership fragmentation.

•

Low margins, adversarial pricing models and financial fragility.

•

Dysfunctional training funding and delivery model.

•

Workforce size and demographics.

•

Lack of collaboration and improvement culture.

•

Lack of RandD and investment in innovation.

•

Poor industry image. 195

Amongst these, the review identified the industry’s workforce size and
demographic as “the real ticking time bomb.” There is potential,
according to the review, for the workforce to decline by 20-25% within
a decade:
This scenario has never been faced by UK construction before and
would be a capacity shrinkage that would render the industry
193
194
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ONS, Labour productivity Oct-Dec 2015, figure 1, 7 April 2016
DCLG, Accelerated Construction: expressions of interest, 3 January 2017
Farmer Review of the UK Construction Labour Model: ‘Modernise or die’, December
2016, p7
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incapable of delivering the levels of GDP historically seen. Just as
importantly, it would undermine the UK’s ability to deliver critical
social and physical infrastructure, homes and built assets required
by other industries to perform their core functions. 196

The review proposed the establishment of a tripartite covenant
“between the construction industry, its end clients (private and public)
and government” with the latter acting as a strategic initiator to pump
prime change. 197
The review’s ten headline recommendations are set out below:
1

Construction Leadership Council (CLC) to have strategic oversight
of the implementation of the review’s recommendations and
evolve to coordinate and drive the process of delivering the
industry change programme.

2

Construction Industry Training Board (CITB) to be comprehensively
reviewed and a reform programme instituted.

3

Industry, clients and government to work together leveraging
CLC’s Business Models workstream activity, to improve
relationships and increase levels of investment in R&D and
innovation by changing commissioning trends from traditional to
pre-manufactured approaches.

4

Industry, clients and government, supported by academic
expertise and leveraging CLC’s Innovation workstream activity, to
organise to deliver a comprehensive innovation programme.
Programme to be aligned to the market and generate a new
shape of demand across the industry with a priority on residential
construction.

5

A reformed CITB to look to reorganise its grant funding model for
skills and training aligned to what a future modernised industry
will need. Bodies to play a more active role in ensuring training
courses produce talent appropriate for a digitally enabled world.

6

A reformed CITB or stand-alone body should be challenged and
empowered to deliver a more powerful public facing story and
image for the holistic ‘built environment’ process. To include an
outreach programme to schools and draw on existing industry
exemplars and a vision for the industry’s future state.

7

Government to recognise the value of the construction sector as
part of its industrial strategy and be willing to intervene by way of
appropriate further education, planning and tax/employment
policies to help establish and maintain appropriate skills capacity.

8

Government to provide an ‘initiation’ stimulus to innovation in the
housing sector by promoting the use of pre-manufactured
solutions through policy measures. To be prioritised either
through the conditional incentivisation of institutional
development and investment in the private rented sector; the
promotion of more pre-manufactured social housebuilding
through Registered Providers; direct commissioning of premanufactured housing; or a combination of any of the above.

196
197

Ibid., p8
Ibid., p10

The 2015
Government set up
a review of the
CITB’s purpose,
functions and
operations in 2016
to report in spring
2017. (White Paper
para 2.33)

A new route into
construction would
be launched in
September 2019
and an
apprenticeship levy
would operate from
April 2017. (White
Paper para 2.33)
The Government
would work with
the CLC to
challenge
housebuilders and
companies to
deliver more
training. (White
Paper para 2.33)
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9

Government, as part of its housing policy planning, should work
with industry to assemble and publish a comprehensive pipeline of
demand in the new-build housing sector. This should be along
the same lines as the National Infrastructure Pipeline, seeking to
bring private developers and investors into this as far as possible
to assist with longer term innovation and skills investment
planning.

10

In the medium to longer-term, particularly if a voluntary approach
does not achieve the necessary step-change, government to
consider introducing a charge on business clients for the
construction industry to further influence commissioning
behaviour and to supplement funding for skills and innovation at
a level commensurate with the size of the industry. The charge
should be set at no more than 0.5% of construction value with a
clear implementation timetable. Clients would be able to avoid
payment by showing how they are contributing to industry
capacity building and modernisation. 198

A schedule of responses to the review has been published. 199

198
199

Ibid., p11
Schedule of responses to the Farmer Review, 2016
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4. Housing White Paper:
additional proposals and
responses
Previous sections have been updated to include reference to
commitments made in the Housing White Paper, Fixing our broken
housing market (February 2017). The sections below cover key
commitments in the White Paper which are not referred to elsewhere in
this paper.

4.1 Calculating housing need
The Neighbourhood Planning Act 2017 contains provisions to ensure
that all areas must be covered by a plan – new powers will enable
intervention to ensure that plans are put in place. The White Paper
states that the current approach to assessing housing requirements as
part of the planning process is “particularly complex and lacks
transparency” – the NPPF does not provide guidance on how housing
need should be calculated. 200 The 2015 Government proposed:
•

a more standardised approach to the assessment of housing need
which is “more realistic about current and future housing
pressures.” This assessment will take account of the needs of
specific groups, e.g. older people and the disabled. The proposed
methodology will be subject to consultation;

•

councils will be incentivised to use the new approach; and

•

by April 2018 the new methodology for calculating objectively
assessed need will apply as the baseline for assessing five year
housing land supply and housing delivery. 201

Savills has made the
point that assessed
need in England
using the new
methodology
should add up to at
least 300,000 new
homes per year.

4.2 A housing delivery test
A new test was proposed to “ensure local authorities and wider
interests are held accountable for their role in ensuring new homes are
delivered in their area.” 202 The test would be designed to show whether
the number of houses built is below target and provide a mechanism for
establishing why this is happening and, where necessary, trigger policy
responses to ensure more land comes forward:
The first assessment period will be for financial years April 2014 –
March 2015 to April 2016 – March 2017.
To transition to a housing delivery test we propose to use an
area’s local plan (or, where relevant, the figure in the London Plan
or a statutory Spatial Development Strategy) where it is up-to-date
(less than 5 years old) to establish the appropriate baseline for
assessing delivery. If there is no up-to-date plan we propose using
published household projections for the years leading up to, and
including, April 2017 - March 2018 and from the financial year
200
201
202

Cm 9352, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017, para 1.12
Ibid., paras 1.12-16
Ibid., para 2.47
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April 2018 - March 2019, subject to consultation, the new
standard methodology for assessing housing need.
In line with responses to our previous consultation, housing
delivery will be measured using the National Statistic for net
additional dwellings over a rolling three year average. Where
under-delivery is identified, the Government proposes a tiered
approach to addressing the situation that would be set out in
national policy and guidance, starting with an analysis of the
causes so that appropriate action can be taken:
•

From November 2017, if delivery of housing falls below
95% of the authority’s annual housing requirement, we
propose that the local authority should publish an action
plan, setting out its understanding of the key reasons for
the situation and the actions that it and other parties need
to take to get home-building back on track.

•

From November 2017, if delivery of housing falls below
85% of the housing requirement, authorities would in
addition be expected to plan for a 20% buffer on their fiveyear land supply, if they have not already done so.

•

From November 2018, if delivery of housing falls below
25% of the housing requirement, the presumption in
favour of sustainable development in the National Planning
Policy Framework would apply automatically (by virtue of
relevant planning policies being deemed out of date),
which places additional emphasis on the need for planning
permission to be granted unless there are strong reasons
not to.

•

From November 2019, if delivery falls below 45% the
presumption would apply.

•

From November 2020, if delivery falls below 65% the
presumption would apply.

The phased introduction of the housing delivery test
consequences will give authorities time to address under delivery
in their areas, taking account of issues identified in their action
plans and using the 20% buffer to bring forward more land. 203

4.3 Build to rent
The White Paper identified a need for more good quality privately
rented homes. The 2015 Government wanted to build on the work of
the Private Rented Sector Taskforce to attract “major institutional
investment in new large-scale housing which is purpose-built for market
rent.” 204 A separate consultation exercise was initiated, Planning and
affordable housing for Build to Rent - a consultation paper, the key
proposals of which were to:
•

203
204

amend the NPPF so authorities know they should plan proactively
for Build to Rent developments where there is a need and to
make it easier for developers to offer private rented homes at
affordable rents instead of other forms of affordable housing; and

Ibid., paras 2.47-50
Ibid., paras 3.20-21
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ensure family friendly tenancies of three or more years are
available for tenants that want them on schemes benefiting from
changes introduced by the Government. 205

4.4 Reactions to the Housing White Paper
Lords debate: 2 March 2017
The House of Lords debated the Economic Affairs Committee Report,
Building More Homes (2016) on 2 March 2017 – the contents of the
Housing White Paper were widely referred to during the debate. Lord
Hollick (Chair of the Committee and Labour Peer) opened the debate
and identified what he referred to as “three key failures.” 206 He said the
White Paper had failed in the following areas:
•

A continued reliance on the private sector to build the homes
needed. He welcomed the proposal to decrease the lifespan of
planning permission (three to two years) but doubted that this
measure would be strong enough to tackle the problem.

•

A failure to tackle the “almost non-existent level of public sector
building.” He welcomed the Government’s reference to bespoke
deals with housing authorities but questioned how much funding
would be available for these deals.

•

The low level of building on public land. He was not persuaded
that the measures in the White Paper would fulfil the potential
identified by evidence submitted to the Committee for 3 million
homes on public land. 207

Lord Forsyth of Drumlean, (Conservative Peer and member of the
Economic Affairs Committee), said he appreciated that that White Paper
had “picked up on some of the ideas” in Building More Homes but
referred to evidence of the need not to rely on private sector housing
provision and also to the need to provide housing that is affordable for
people on very low incomes:

Lord Young of
Cookham,
responding to the
debate for the 2015
Government, said
there was no fixed
budget for bespoke
deals with local
authorities.
Requests would be
considered on a
case-by-case basis.
(HL Deb 2 March
2017 c1036)

The evidence was absolutely overwhelming: we cannot rely on the
private sector to provide all the housing that we need and the
different categories of housing that we need, but it was also
reassuring to find that the old kind of statist ideas were also not
going to deliver. We need a rented sector, but this term
“affordable housing” is like something out of double-think.
Affordable housing turns out to be something that you have to be
very well-off indeed to be able to afford. There is little in the way
of supply for those people who are on very low incomes and do
not have very much money. The conclusion that we came to is
that we must find a way of enabling local authorities to provide
low-cost housing for people who need those facilities.
Where I was cheered, in recognising that there needed to be
more reliance on public sector housing, was that this would also
enable us to save a great deal of taxpayers’ money. The noble
Lord, Lord Hollick, pointed out that we were spending £27 billion
on housing benefit. If we had more housing at lower rents
provided by local authorities or housing associations, or local
205
206
207

Ibid., para 3,23
HL Deb 2 March 2017 c988
HL Deb 2 March 2017 cc988-90
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authorities in partnership with the private sector, we would not
have to provide the housing benefit on such a level. It does not
seem a very effective use of taxpayers’ money to simply use
housing benefit in a market where the rents are going up and up
and neither the taxpayer’s situation nor the availability of housing
is improved. 208

Lord Sharkey (Liberal Democrat Peer and member of the Economic
Affairs Committee) regretted the fact that local authority borrowing
restrictions would not be lifted. He questioned whether joint ventures
set up by local authorities, for which there is support in the White
Paper, would produce a sufficient volume of housing. 209 He welcomed
the introduction of a “proper assessment by local authorities of
forecasting housing needs” and the development of a plan to meet
those needs. He asked how the remedy for underperformance by local
planning authorities in delivering sufficient housing would work in
practice:
Speaking of local authorities, the White Paper says that,
“where the number of homes being built is below expectations,
the new housing delivery test will ensure that action is taken”.

Lord Cookham said
that of the £300m
in additional
borrowing made
available to English
local authorities in
the Autumn
Statement 2013,
£127.2m was taken
up. In 2015-16 local
authority borrowing
headroom is set to
be £3.4bn.
(HL Deb 2 March
2017 c1037)

In paragraph 2.49, it goes on to give some detail. The remedy for
underperformance seems to be that,
“the presumption in favour of sustainable development in the
National Planning Policy Framework would apply automatically”.
That really is quite opaque. Can the Minister explain how this
would actually work to remedy a shortfall in building homes? 210

He summed by describing the White Paper in the following terms:
…a bit of a disappointment or at least a curate’s egg. It contains
some good things but they are all essentially second-order good
things. It is not radical; in fact, it is rather timid. 211

Lord Turnbull (Crossbench Peer and member of the Committee) said the
White Paper “makes a major move away from the almost exclusive
focus of recent Governments on promoting home ownership and
recognises there are severe pressures in the rental market”, he identified
the “main failing of the White Paper” as a lack of “assurance that the
Government will deliver the numbers required.” He said the failure to
address tax issues “which distort the housing market” was a “serious
omission.” 212
Lord Kerslake (Crossbench Peer) said the White Paper “contains a good
number of practical and sensible improvements to the current
arrangements.” He named three specific improvements as:
…the objective assessment of need for local plans; the
diversification of the market by growing the SME sector; and the
increase in planning fees for local authorities. 213

208
209
210
211
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213

HL Deb 2 March 2017 c992
HL Deb 2 March 2017 c995
HL Deb 2 March 2017 c996
HL Deb 2 March 2017 c996
HL Deb 2 March 2017 c997
HL Deb 2 March 2017 c1006
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However, he doubted that the positive features in the White Paper
would be enough and highlighted five areas where “gaps still lie”,
namely:
•

The role of local authorities and the need for greater devolution.

•

The need to do more to harness the power of housing
associations.

•

Allowing a more localist and flexible approach to building on the
green belt.

•

The need to address the concerns of private housebuilders on
labour shortages and the future of Help to Buy, which has
underpinned demand for new housing.

•

Resolving issues raised by requiring authorities to sell higher-value
properties to fund a voluntary Right to Buy for housing association
tenants. 214

Public Accounts Committee – Housing: State of the
Nation 2016-17
As part of its Housing: State of the Nation inquiry, the Public Accounts
Committee took evidence from Terrie Alafat, CEO of the Chartered
Institute of Housing; Toby Lloyd, Head of Housing Development at
Shelter; Peter Andrew, Deputy Chair of the Home Builders Federation;
Lord Porter, Chair of the LGA; Melanie Dawes, CB, Permanent Secretary
DCLG; Helen MacNamara, Director General Housing and Planning,
DCLG; and Peter Schofield, Director General, Finance, DWP, on
22 February 2017.
Caroline Flint asked for views on “the best bits”, and what is missing
from the Housing White Paper. 215 Terrie Alafat welcomed the shift from
home ownership to a recognition that an all-tenure response from the
sector is required. She said there was still a “big question about
affordable housing” i.e. “what do we mean by building for those 20%
to 25% of people who cannot afford the market or cannot afford home
ownership.” 216 Lord Porter agreed with the need for a multi-tenure
response and welcomed the recognition of how major infrastructure
projects can unlock housing, in addition to welcoming more funding for
major infrastructure. He identified a need for more focus on systembuilding to increase supply. 217 Toby Lloyd said he was encouraged by
local authorities’ ability to set up development corporations but wants
to see those corporations being able to capture the value created by
local authority investment and the grant of planning permission “rather
than happening to create an enormous windfall for a lucky
landowner.” 218 Peter Andrews said the White Paper had moved the
situation forward in terms of planning matters. He was pleased with
214
215
216
217
218

HL Deb 2 March 2017 c1006-8
HC 958, 22 February 2017, Q19
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measures to help small builders and with measures to improve
transparency around, for example, five-year land supplies from the point
of view of developers and local authorities. He wanted to see clarity
over Help to Buy after 2021 and ring-fencing of the whole planning fee
rather than the 20% increase in the fees. 219
Melanie Dawes, Permanent Secretary at DCLG, was questioned on
when the gap between net additions to the stock and the demand for
new housing, estimated to be 189,000 and 277,000 respectively, would
be eliminated. She replied:
It will continue as it has done for decades. I agree, and that will
show itself primarily in affordability and in some places in
homelessness. I am simply being honest with you. For something
on this scale and of this magnitude, we do not have some neat
line that tells us when those paths will cross. 220

The Chair of the Committee, Meg Hillier, expressed concern at the lack
of a long-term plan for reducing the gap between housing supply and
demand beyond 2020:
Even if the gap shrinks, it is still a gap—there will still be a
problem of supply and therefore a problem of affordability and
availability. You have a responsibility as permanent secretary at
DCLG for the stewardship of the wider housing market, not just
of where the taxpayers’ money goes. It worries me that there isn’t
even a long-range plan. Even if it is a 20-year plan, that might not
be ideal, but we recognise where you are starting from after
various Governments’ approaches. 221

The Committee’s Report was published on 28 April 2017, the key
conclusions and recommendations are summarised below:
•

There is no clear plan to raise supply up to the levels needed to
close the supply-gap. DCLG should publish a ‘housing gap’ figure
(updated annually) showing the rate of net additional
housebuilding and estimates of the rate needed to meet
demand. 222

•

There is an overreliance on private sector delivery despite the
market being ‘broken’. DCLG should review international
evidence and report to Parliament on lessons to be learned from
the housing policy and institutional landscape of other countries
with higher housebuilding rates than England with a focus on
innovative methods. The Committee also requested that the
Government write within six months “with estimates of how
many homes councils will be able to build up to 2020 under
current financing arrangements”. 223

•

There is a lack of transparency over DCLG’s overarching housing
objectives and the progress of individual programmes in meeting
those objectives. The Committee wanted to see an improvement
in transparency and, in particular, the Single Departmental Plan to

219
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HC 958, Sixty-third Report of Session 2016-17, 28 April 2017, p5
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set out the cumulative total of net additions since the beginning
of the 1 million homes ambition, showing how many homes need
to be completed in future years” and, how individual programmes
and spending are contributing to delivery of the 1 million
homes. 224
•

The contribution of the £21 billion spent each year on Housing
Benefit to the supply of new housing is not known. Spending on
Housing Benefit represents around three-quarters of all
Government spending on housing. The Committee wanted DWP
to identify metrics to establish the full impact of Housing Benefit
on the construction of new homes and examine the scope of this
financing “to be used more innovatively to increase housing
supply and home ownership”. 225

Communities and Local Government Committee:
Capacity in the homebuilding industry
The CLG Committee published the report of its inquiry on 29 April
2017. The Committee’s key conclusions and recommendations took
account of the White Paper’s contents and are summarised below:
•

A need for the Government to consider how it can influence the
financial model of the sector and encourage developers to take a
longer-term perspective. The Committee saw a role for increased
public intervention in the land market to prioritise long-term
community benefits over short-term commercial profits. This was
identified as a possible area for a future inquiry. 226

•

Local authorities’ responsibility to hold developers to account in
terms of build-out rates was welcomed, but the Committee
emphasised the need for the Government to ensure that the data
collected on the development pipeline are “more thorough and
reliable”. 227 The Committee identified a need to strike a balance
between penalising slow build-out rates and encouraging
development. 228

•

The Committee wanted to see local authorities making smaller
sites available to assist SME builders and to aid diversification in
the sector. 229 The Committee recommended that the
Government should consider helping smaller building companies
to access credit at more favourable rates. The Home Building Fund
was welcomed – the Committee identified a need to monitor its
effectiveness and recommended that the German model of
support for SMEs is investigated. 230

•

The Accelerated Construction Programme was welcomed with the
proviso that progress should be closely monitored. 231
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•

The Committee recommended that HRA borrowing caps be
raised/removed “where housing affordability is at its worst.” 232

•

Innovative approaches by local authorities were welcomed but the
Committee identified a risk that best practice would not be
shared, and that authority owned companies might struggle to
access the necessary skills and expertise. 233

•

In regard to housing associations, the Committee called for
certainty on rent setting post-2020 as a matter of urgency and by
the Autumn Statement 2017 “at the very latest.” 234

•

The Committee noted that planning authorities will not be
required to use the new standardised methodology for assessing
housing need and called for authorities to be incentivised to use
it. 235

•

The Committee expressed concern over the lack of control
planning authorities have over homes created using permitted
development rights and called for this to be considered as part of
the Government’s response to the Community Infrastructure Levy
Review. 236

•

The Committee identified a gap in the White Paper in regard to
disputes between developers and planning authorities over the
financial viability of sites. The Committee recommended that
developer assumptions and assessments of viability be shared with
authorities “to ensure that the provision of infrastructure,
affordable housing and build density is not compromised.” 237 The
Committee saw scope for investigating the feasibility of a
standard methodology for assessing viability. 238

•

The Committee wanted to see a clear demonstration of how
increased planning fees are accelerating housing development. 239
Members also wanted local authorities to show commitment to
the planning function by incentivising staff development and
training. 240

•

The Committee recommended that guidance be published setting
clear guidelines on “when and how it may be appropriate for a
local authority to review its green belt boundary in order to deliver
new homes to meet local need.” 241

•

The Committee wanted to see public land released in areas where
it is most needed “without delay.” Members saw potential for the
HCA to become more involved in the acquisition of surplus land
and, where appropriate, directly commissioning development. 242
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•

On Modern Methods of Construction (MMC), the Committee
recommended a more active role for Government to “improve the
wider sustainability of the MMC supply chain and to encourage
the market to grow.” 243 To support access to finance for MMC
the Committee recommended a “single quality assurance mark
sponsored by Government” to promote confidence amongst
lenders, consumers and builders. 244

•

The Committee wanted to see monitoring of the Government’s
review of the Construction Industry Training Board and some
practical measures “within a year to encourage new entrants into
the industry and to retain those already working.” 245

•

The Committee called on the Government to take account of the
importance of EU labour to the construction industry in setting
priorities for the Brexit negotiations. 246

Summary of a selection of responses
Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI)
The RTPI supports many of the measures in the White Paper aimed at
addressing planning issues, particularly the increase in fees, although
the RTPI thinks that a 20% increase may not go far enough to address
“years of underinvestment.” There is regret that the White Paper does
not tackle the question of capturing increases in land value:
It makes no mention of a mechanism to capture rising private land
values to better benefit communities – the single most useful
instrument to channel more value generated by development
towards public benefit investments such as social housing and
good infrastructure, without incurring more public debt. 247

National Housing Federation (NHF)
The NHF welcomed the Government’s recognition of the broken
housing market and the decades of under-supply. The NHF briefing on
the White Paper states:
While few of the policy interventions could be called ground
breaking, together they represent a positive step in the right
direction and go some way to delivering a comprehensive and
strategic framework to fix the housing crisis. 248

There are some aspects of the White Paper that the NHF has concerns
about, such as the inclusion of affordable private rented housing in the
NPPF’s definition of affordable housing. The NHF would also have liked
to have seen a “more radical” approach to the green belt. 249
Savills
Savills Policy Response: Housing White Paper describes the Paper’s
greatest strength as “its multi-pronged coherent approach.” There is
some concern that the additional tasks for local authorities in relation to
243
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plan-making and development control could lead to delays. Savills
makes the point that the success of the proposals set out in the White
Paper “will rest upon whether the targets truly reflect real need.
England needs around 300,000 new homes a year and housing needs
assessments must add up to that number.” 250
Chartered Institute of Housing (CIH)
Head of Policy, Melanie Rees said that the CIH would continue to argue
the case for the development of more housing at social rents. She
welcomed the “watering down” of the Starter Home proposals and the
fact that “Older people’s housing is on the agenda.” 251
House Builders’ Federation (HBF)
The HBF welcomed the White Paper’s recognition of the role that
private sector builders will play in delivering new homes. There is
support for the drive to ensure all local authorities have a plan in place
on the basis that “Having a plan in place provides certainty for all
parties and allows coordinated and structured development to take
place.” 252 The HBF said it was keen to work with the Government to
speed up build-out rates but sounded a note of caution:
However, any sensible measure should not have an adverse
impact on builders. Having spent considerable time, resource and
money progressing sites through the planning system, once
builders have an ‘implementable’ permission (one that allows
them to start work) overwhelmingly they are doing so. 253

Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE)
The CPRE gave the White Paper a “broad welcome” and went on:
The White Paper promises a further consultation on how local
authorities should calculate housing need. For those concerned
about our countryside, the outcome of this consultation is the
acid test. Until local authorities are able to set realistic and
deliverable housing targets, with an emphasis on meeting genuine
need rather than aspirational demand, the countryside and Green
Belt will continue to be threatened by poor quality and speculative
development. 254

Town and Country Planning Association (TCPA)
The TCPA’s response welcomed the Paper’s “more pragmatic and
measured approach to housing tenure” and recognition of the need to
better resource the planning system. The TCPA particularly supports the
commitment to legislate to update the New Towns Act which they think
“offers real hope for a rapid step-change in housing delivery”. 255
However, some areas where, in the TCPA’s view, the measures are
“focused on the wrong problem or will have little impact on increasing
housing delivery” are identified:
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•

The introduction of complex testing of local authorities on
their delivery of new homes fails to recognise that delivery
is largely the hands of the volume housebuilders. The
powers offered to local authorities to solve this problem are
unlikely to be effective.

•

Local authorities have always had the power to
compulsorily purchase land, but making more and better
use of this power would require a transformation in local
government skills and funding.

•

The application of ‘Right to Buy’ rules to new local
authority housing companies may act as a disincentive for
investment in the delivery of new affordable homes. 256

The TCPA has also questioned the White Paper’s “silence” on the
viability test “despite the growing evidence of the impact of the viability
test on reducing public policy outcomes.” 257
Local Government Association (LGA)
The LGA said the White Paper contained some “encouraging signs that
the government is listening to councils on how to boost housing supply
and increase affordability” but called for more powers and funding for
local authorities:
Local government believes even more needs to be done to rapidly
build more genuinely affordable homes to help families struggling
to meet housing costs, provide homes to rent, reduce
homelessness and tackle the housing waiting lists many councils
have.
For this to happen, councils desperately need the powers and
access to funding to resume their historic role as a major builder
of affordable homes. This means being able to borrow to invest in
housing and to keep 100 per cent of the receipts from properties
sold through Right to Buy to replace homes and reinvest in
building more of the genuine affordable homes our communities
desperately need. 258

London School of Economics (LSE)
The LSE London research group, together with academics and
researchers from elsewhere, published a response to the White Paper on
2 May 2017: LSE London’s response to the Fixing our broken housing
market consultation. Overall, the response describes the White Paper as
a “disappointment.” The group had been hoping for more significant
structural changes to generate housing growth and measures to make
the planning system “simpler to operate and outcomes more
predictable.” The response states that the White Paper’s proposals “do
not make up an agenda to fix the ‘broken’ housing supply system” – in
the group’s opinion there is little on how to improve the existing
housing market as the focus is on new supply. Other gaps are identified
as the private rented sector (aside from build to rent), tackling
homelessness, and affordable housing. The following areas which the
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group refers to as “some of the essential preconditions for change” are
also identified as “not addressed” or moved to further consultation:
•

improving the estimation of objectively assessed need (or,
better, demand)

•

clarifying and simplifying CIL and S106 – which is
fundamental to generating a more certain and transparent
system

•

setting out how viability should be assessed – which
depends on the answers on CIL/S106

•

better integrating permitted development into the system

•

ensuring an adequate supply of land 259

Efforts to improve access to data were welcomed.

259

LSE London’s response to the Fixing our broken housing market consultation, 2 May
2017
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Appendix JS8
Former Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government Speech to Local Government Association
Conference (July 2017)
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Sajid Javid's speech to the LGA conference 2017 - GOV.UK

GOV.UK
1. Home (https://www.gov.uk/)
Speech

Sajid Javid's speech to the LGA conference 2017
From:

Department for Communities and Local Government
(https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government) and

Published:
Delivered on:

The Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP (https://www.gov.uk/government/people/sajid-javid)
4 July 2017
4 July 2017

The Secretary of State's speech to the Local Government Association conference 2017.

Good afternoon everyone.
This week we’re marking the LGA’s 20th birthday, a great achievement.
[Political content removed]
The LGA’s 20th anniversary should be a time for celebration.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-to-the-lga-conference-2017
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Sajid Javid's speech to the LGA conference 2017 - GOV.UK

For focussing on the very best of local government, highlighting successes and raising a glass to future
achievements.
But this year, I don’t think any of us are in the mood for revelry.
In the past 4 months we have seen terrorist attacks in Westminster, in Manchester, at London Bridge, and in
Finsbury Park.
And of course, last month saw the tragic catastrophe at Grenfell Tower.
So much of the response has been exemplary.
Selfless men and women from our emergency services, in local government and across the public sector working
all hours to keep their communities safe.
These local heroes have shown what public service really means.
They have my thanks, and those of a grateful nation.
I would also like to pay tribute to the role that you in this room have played.
The past months have not been easy.
But, again and again, I’ve seen you coming together to support each other through these testing times.
Nine London councils have been involved in the recovery at Grenfell – and I am grateful to the LGA for the work
they have been doing with my department to ensure that other towers around the country are safe for the families
that live in them.
But none of this changes the fact that, in Britain in 2017, the fire at Grenfell simply should not have been possible.
Nor does it change the fact that there were serious failings in the immediate aftermath; failings that created
unnecessary suffering for residents who had already suffered too much.
So while I don’t want to ignore or disregard the amazing work the LGA has done over the past 20 years, you’ll
forgive me if, today, I reflect on what has gone wrong in local government – and what we need to do to, together,
to fix it.

Grenfell and the crisis of trust
I’ve been in politics and government for 7 years now.
And nothing I’ve seen in that time hit me harder than what happened to the people of Grenfell Tower.
It was a disaster on a scale we hadn’t seen for many years.
The television pictures were harrowing.
But what the survivors saw and experienced…
Well, I cannot even begin to imagine how hard it must be for them.
When I visited the community support centre I spoke to one family that lived about halfway up the tower.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-to-the-lga-conference-2017
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Mum, dad and children.
When the fire broke out they followed official advice: they stayed put and waited for help.
But as the flames and smoke closed in, the father decided it was time to get his family out.
And as they headed for the exits he stayed at the back, making sure nobody was left behind.
The mother led her children to safety.
But in the smoke and confusion, she lost touch with her husband.
When I met her she was hopeful they were about to be reunited, that she would see her husband again soon.
When I met her son, he was trying to find the words to tell his mother that his father’s body had been found in the
stairwell.
It’s not a conversation I’ll ever forget.
I’m not afraid to say that it shook me to my core.
Like my parents, that family had come to this country in search of opportunity, in search of a better life.
And we, as a country, failed them.
Just as we failed all the victims of that terrible tragedy.
There are many questions that need answering about the Grenfell Fire.
There may have been failures by individuals, failures by organisations and failures of public policy at all levels
stretching back several decades.
The public inquiry will get to the bottom of what happened.
We must allow that inquiry, and the criminal investigation, to run their course, and be careful not to prejudge or
prejudice either of them.
But, speaking to survivors, people in the local community, and people in tower blocks around the country, one
thing is abundantly clear.
Local government is facing a looming crisis of trust.
A decade ago, up in Blackpool, David Cameron said that you can’t drop a fully-formed democracy out of an
aeroplane at 40,000 feet.
He was talking about foreign wars and military interventions, but it’s a lesson that all of us here today would do
well to remember.
Because all politics is local.
Whether you’re councillor or an MP, we are elected by our local communities to serve the people of our local
communities – to ensure their interests are put first.
We see and feel the effect of our decisions on our streets, and in the services we use every day.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-to-the-lga-conference-2017
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And when something isn’t working, when something isn’t right, it is our duty to speak up and do something about
it.
I know how hard many of us work to do just that.
But if the events of the past few weeks have taught us anything, it’s that we have to raise our game.
The ties that bind local government to local communities have not snapped.
But if we don’t act now, such a time may one day be upon us.

Rebuilding trust
We must rebuild, refresh and reinforce the trust that local people have in local democracy.
But that won’t happen by hiding away.
Just as we can’t drop a democracy out of an aeroplane, so we can’t rebuild one from behind castle walls.
If people are going to trust their elected representatives, they have to see them working in the harsh light of the
public eye, not in comforting shadows behind closed doors.
Not only must democracy exist; it must be seen to exist.
It can’t be about decisions made in private meeting rooms.
Nor can it be about experts telling people what’s best for them without ever taking the time to listen to their worries
and concerns.
After all, government is about serving people – not simply telling them what to do.
And local government must show that it is FOR the people – not just OF the people.

Supporting communities
So our mission has to be local government that is truly engaged with and supportive of communities.
These aren’t communities as government-designated groups.
People carefully categorised into boxes that can be ticked on official forms.
I’m talking about the genuine communities made up of people connected by common bonds and shared values –
whether built around neighbourhood, background, or beliefs.
It’s what I’ve seen at Grenfell Tower.
The council may have built the tower, but the people built the community.
A network of mutual support that government can never replicate and should never attempt to replicate.
A community where support is given not because of any entitlement, but simply out of love and compassion and
basic human decency.
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And while it’s been inspiring to see the community around Grenfell Tower swinging into action, it can’t help but
make the loss all the more heartbreaking.
It is these kind of communities we need to be much, much better at supporting.
Above all else they must be listened to. They must be heard.
It must be an honest and open discussion across all communities.
Where consultation isn’t just treated as a legal necessity, but a genuine engagement in which all views – even
ones we don’t like – are treated as if they could actually be right.
Where we value voices, dissenting or otherwise.
It will require us to tackle some deep-rooted issues which for too long we have collectively failed to deal with.

Honesty about the housing we need
Just look at housing.
It’s hard to believe now, but just a few years ago it was fashionable for people to question the need for more
house building.
They’d point to obvious flaws in the housing market, or too many empty homes, or immigration.
Today, most people recognise that even if those issues were solved overnight, it would still not be enough.
There’s a serious shortage of decent, affordable housing in this country.
It’s not the fault of any one government or party – we all carry some of the blame.
Since the 1970s – under Wilson, Callaghan, Thatcher, Major, Blair, Brown, Cameron and now May – we’ve
supplied an average of 160,000 new homes each year.
That’s far below what’s needed
And that failure of supply to keep up with demand has led to predictable results.
Across the country the average house now costs almost 8 times average earnings – an all-time record.
Unless they can get a leg up from their parents, for many young people the dream of home ownership is just that
– a dream.
And it’s in housing that that we see most starkly the problems of inequality in this country.
Between those with wealth, and those without.
Between old and young.
And between those with security, and those who live with uncertainty day-in day-out.
The simple fact is that to put this right we need to build more homes that people want to live in, in places people
want to live.
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Between 225,000 and 275,000 of them every year, according to independent estimates.
That may sound simple enough, but as I said it’s a goal that has proved elusive for every government since the
1970s.
So we need to rethink the entire process of development and, as ever, that starts with planning.
Years after local plans were introduced, some councils still haven’t produced one.
Others produced a plan when the policy was first introduced, but haven’t touched it since and are left with a dusty
document that’s hopelessly out-of-date and irrelevant to the real needs of their communities.
And then there are those councils that have an up-to-date plan, but have failed to be honest about the level of
housing they need in their area.
It’s not good enough.
The era of tolerating such poor, patchy performance is over.
Today I can confirm that this month we will launch a consultation on a new way for councils to assess their local
housing requirements, as we promised in the housing white paper (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/fixingour-broken-housing-market).
Our aim is simple: to ensure these plans begin life as they should, with an honest, objective assessment of how
much housing is required.
That means a much more frank, open discussion with local residents and communities.
It also requires a new approach.
One that is straightforward, so everyone can understand the process.
One that is transparent, so decisions are not hidden behind complexity or bureaucracy.
And one that is consistent, so every community, from the biggest city to the smallest hamlet, can be confident
their council is assessing housing need properly and fairly.
After all, nothing is more corrosive to trust than the idea that some areas are being treated better than others.
Where housing is particularly unaffordable, local leaders need to take a long, hard, honest look to see if they are
planning for the right number of homes.
And it’s not enough that plans start honest; they need to stay that way.
So we’ll also insist they are reviewed at least every 5 years.
I’m under no illusion that these plans will require courage to both conceive and execute.
There will be tough decisions, difficult conversations.
But that is what political leadership is about.
Showing real ambition for the communities you serve and doing the right thing, not the easy thing.
Now I know you’re sitting there thinking “That’s great Saj, but I don’t need more bureaucracy.
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“I want to build houses, not piles of paperwork.”
Well, let me assure you that the last thing I want to do is to add unnecessary burdens to local government.
Yes I want these plans to be more honest, and yes I want the local debates and challenges to be taken head on.
But I also want these plans to simpler, faster, and cheaper to produce.
That’s exactly what the consultation will propose.

Providing the right infrastructure
The new system will make a big difference but I’m not naïve.
I know that plans and ambitions are not enough on their own.
If there was one thing that made our housing white paper different from its predecessors, it was the recognition
that there is no single magic bullet that will solve all the problems of our housing market.
It’s simply too big and too complex for one policy to fix, and that’s why action is needed on many fronts.
Look at infrastructure.
Across the country there are housing sites that never get going because the final piece of funding for
infrastructure is missing.
The larger the site the bigger the problems.
Many crucial strategic housing schemes struggle to get off the drawing board because it proves impossible to coordinate and pay for the upfront infrastructure that’s required.
And as far as local communities are concerned, it comes back to trust.
Most people are willing to accept new housing in their areas, they know that their children and grandchildren need
places to live.
But they also don’t want to see massive development being imposed on an area where schools, GP surgeries,
roads, buses and trains and already under pressure.
They’ll accept the new homes, but they also want the right infrastructure put in at the right time in a joined up way.
It’s not exactly an unreasonable request.
So where there are ambitions to do that, we will help through our Housing Infrastructure Fund
(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-infrastructure-fund).
We announced plans for the fund earlier this year and I’m delighted that we’re publishing the prospectus today.
It’s an invitation to bid for a share of £2.3 billion that has been set aside to pay for the infrastructure we need
alongside new homes.

Housing deals
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I know infrastructure isn’t the only barrier to delivering new housing.
I know in some places you may need extra support to deliver ambitious proposals to meet your housing demand.
Well if you’re prepared to do what it takes to meet that demand and deliver genuinely additional housing, then I
will consider all tools at my disposal to support you in that.
But only if you’re ambitious enough.
By ambitious I mean greater collaboration with neighbouring areas.
A more strategic approach to decisions on housing and infrastructure.
More innovation and high quality design in new homes.
And an eye for creating the right conditions for new investment.
I want to strike some housing deals with a small number of places, so if you are one of those ambitious councils,
you know where to find me.

Strong political leadership
If we can tackle the injustices caused by our broken housing market we will be making a significant step towards
rebuilding the trust in local politics.
But it is far from the only injustice that we need to deal with.
And as with housing, fixing any of these problems is far easier said than done.
We are talking about deep-set issues and it would be dishonest to suggest it is anything other than the work of
years to address it.
That work will need strong local leadership.
In May we saw 6 new mayors elected by millions of people right across the country, including here in the West
Midlands.
All 6 have wide-ranging new powers they can use to improve the lives of the communities they serve.
The driving force behind this devolution was the desire to bring decision-making to a more local level.
So my challenge to all those newly-elected mayors, whatever Party they’re from, is to make good on that purpose
– by using their powers to work with communities, tackling the problems that matter most to them and the wider
community.

Whitehall is listening
I’m sure many of you will have been sitting there thinking that’s all well and good but Whitehall could do a bit more
listening of its own.
And you’re right.
Last month’s general election result was not the one that I wanted.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-to-the-lga-conference-2017
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I’m sure it’s not the result anyone in this room expected.
I’ll let the pollsters and pundits argue and debate over “what it meant”.
But I know one thing for sure.
The people of the UK may have delivered a hung Parliament, but they did not deliver a demand for inaction.
32 million people made their voices heard last month and they will not forgive us if we fail to heed their call.
Things have to change, things have to get better.
The work of local government will be central to that, and I’m determined you’ll be listened to – just as we have
listened in the past.
You asked for extra money for adult social care, and I made sure it was delivered in the settlement.
You asked for greater devolution of powers, and we paved the way for metro mayors across the country.
And you asked for more resources to help you plan for the homes you need, and through the Housing
Infrastructure Fund and higher planning fees, we’re helping with that too.
I can’t promise you’ll always get what you want.
But whether you ask for help, identify risks, or suggest opportunities, I can promise that we will listen.

Conclusion
In the midst of all the uncertainty, I know that your cool-headed commitment to deliver for your communities will
carry on.
I don’t care whether you’re on the blue team, the red team, the yellow team or any other team for that matter.
I know that you are in local government for the right reasons.
Because you want to house the homeless.
You want to maintain the roads.
You want to keep the streets clean or make our parks beautiful.
You want to see that our young people are taught properly and our elderly are cared for with the dignity they
deserve.
Doing all this requires practical action, yes, but not everything can be converted into pounds and pence.
Good leadership matters too.
And ultimately, for all of us, whether we’re in local or national government, our first role is to lead.
What happened in Kensington 3 weeks ago showed just how important leadership is.
So my challenge for local government this year is not only to provide the services your communities deserve, or
plan for new homes and growth they need, but also to be the leaders they can trust.
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To listen to your communities.
To treat them with care and respect.
And, above all, to keep them safe.
Grenfell will forever serve as a reminder of what went wrong.
Let us rise from those ashes and promise to be better.
Published: 4 July 2017
From: Department for Communities and Local Government (https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/departmentfor-communities-and-local-government) The Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP (https://www.gov.uk/government/people/sajid-javid)
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Press release

PM: We must get back to building the homes this
country needs
From:

Part of:
Published:

Prime Minister's Office, 10 Downing Street (https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/primeministers-office-10-downing-street), Department for Communities and Local Government
(https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government),
The Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP (https://www.gov.uk/government/people/sajid-javid), and The Rt Hon
Theresa May MP (https://www.gov.uk/government/people/theresa-may)
House building (https://www.gov.uk/government/policies/house-building)
15 November 2017

Prime Minister Theresa May will pledge that it is her personal mission to ‘build more homes, more quickly’.

PM on housing visit in North London
The number of new homes delivered each year has been increasing since 2010, but the Prime Minister will
say there is more we can do to build the homes the country needs.
Speaking ahead of a visit to a housing development in Barnet, North London today (Thursday 16 November),
which coincides with the publication of new statistics on housebuilding, Theresa May said:
“For decades we simply have not been building enough homes, nor have we been building them quickly
enough, and we have seen prices rise.
“The number of new homes being delivered each year has been increasing since 2010, but there is more we
can do.
“We must get back into the business of building the good quality new homes for people who need them most.
“That is why I have made it my mission to build the homes the country needs and take personal charge of the
Government’s response.
“Today I am seeing the work now underway to put this right and, in coming weeks and months, my
Government will be going further to ensure that we build more homes, more quickly.
“This will be a long journey and it will take time for us to fix the broken housing market - but I am determined to
build a Britain fit for the future.”
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/pm-we-must-get-back-to-building-the-homes-this-country-needs
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Later today Communities Secretary Sajid Javid will deliver a speech on housing at the Temple Meads Quarter
in Bristol to reinforce the government’s approach to back housing of all tenures, including more social housing.
The Communities Secretary is expected to say:
“The generation crying out for help with housing is not over-entitled. They don’t want the world handed to them
on a plate. They want simple fairness, moral justice, the opportunity to play by the same rules enjoyed by
those who came before them.
“Without affordable, secure, safe housing we risk creating a rootless generation, drifting from one short-term
tenancy to the next, never staying long enough to play a role in their community.
“Our Housing White Paper in February set out our broad vision. It described the scale of the challenge and the
need for action on many fronts. Since then we’ve been putting it into action, laying the foundations for
hundreds of thousands more homes.
“But there are many, many faults in our housing market, dating back many, many years. If you only fix one
you’ll make some progress, but not enough. This is a big problem and we have to think big.”
He will announce that the Government is taking housing associations’ debt off the balance sheet, ensuring
housing associations have a stable investment environment to build more homes.
This builds on the Government’s ongoing work to tackle the challenges in the housing sector including:
Increasing the affordable housing budget by an additional £2 billion to over £9 billion, to deliver more
homes at social rent and potentially leverage investment from housing associations and councils of up to
£5 billion;
Setting a long term rent deal for councils and housing associations in England from 2020 - helping
support them build more homes;
Creating the £3 billion Home Building Fund last year to build more houses across England. Over £1.7
billion has now been committed, and will mean over 100,000 new homes built across England;
Publishing the Housing White Paper which set out the Government’s plans, including ensuring councils
release more land for housing, and giving them new powers to ensure that developers actually build
homes once they’re given planning permission to do so;
Introducing schemes like Help to Buy to support people who are struggling right now – this has already
helped over 130,000 more families with the deposit they need to buy their own home. We have now
invested a further £10 billion in Help to Buy to help a further 135,000 households by 2021; and
Meeting big and small developers, local authorities and housing associations to ask them to all play their
part in increasing the number of homes being built. The Prime Minister and the Communities Secretary
recently held a meeting with developers and housing associations in Downing Street to discuss actions
needed to remove the barriers they are facing in building new homes.
Since April 2010, around 346,000 affordable homes have been delivered, including 240,000 for rent. More
than twice as much council housing has been built since 2010 than in the previous 13 years.
Published: 15 November 2017
From: Prime Minister's Office, 10 Downing Street (https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/prime-ministersoffice-10-downing-street) Department for Communities and Local Government
(https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government) The Rt Hon Sajid
Javid MP (https://www.gov.uk/government/people/sajid-javid) The Rt Hon Theresa May MP
(https://www.gov.uk/government/people/theresa-may)
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Speech

Sajid Javid's speech on the housing market
Secretary of State’s speech on the housing market.
Published 16 November 2017
From:
Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government
(https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/ministry-of-housing-communities-and-local-government) and The Rt

Hon Sajid Javid MP (https://www.gov.uk/government/people/sajid-javid)
Delivered on:
16 November 2017 (Transcript of the speech, exactly as it was delivered)

Thank you, and good morning everyone.
Half an hour ago, the official figures were published (https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/housing-supply-netadditional-dwellings-england-2016-to-2017) showing that the number of new homes in England increased by more
than 217,000 last year.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-on-the-housing-market
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That represents the highest level of net additions since the depths of the recession, and it’s the first time in
almost a decade that the 200,000 milestone has been reached.
Yesterday, the Housing Minister Alok Sharma, he signed the papers that will allow housing associations to be
reclassified as private sector organisations.
Freed from the shackles of public sector bureaucracy, associations will be able to concentrate on their core,
crucial mission – building homes.
Later this morning, the Prime Minister will be in north London meeting with families living in new, high-quality
social housing.
They’re just some of the families to benefit from last year’s 27% rise in the number of new affordable homes.
And they’ll soon be joined by many more thanks to the £9 billion that we’re investing in affordable housing.
Now, all that is just the tip of the iceberg.
Because this is a government that is getting things done.
A government of deeds, not words.
We’ve doubled the housing budget to deliver a million more homes, including hundreds of thousands of
affordable ones.
We have reformed planning rules, leading to record levels of planning permissions being granted.
We have fought bureaucratic inertia and vested interests and we have freed up unprecedented levels of public
sector land.
We’re providing hundreds of millions of pounds of finance for small and innovative builders to accelerate
construction speeds.
And tens of thousands of derelict homes are being brought back into use…
The list goes on and on.
So yes, we’ve done a lot.
Yet it is painfully obvious that there remains much, much more to be done.
217,000 net additions means 217,000 more people or families with a roof over their heads.
217,000 places where people can put down roots and build their life.
But fixing the broken housing market will require a much larger effort.
The figures that have been released today show that we have started turning things around.
But they are only a small step in the right direction.
What we need now is a giant leap.
You wouldn’t know it if you listened to some people.
Even today, I still hear from those who say that there isn’t a problem with housing in this country.
That we don’t need to build more.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-on-the-housing-market
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That affordability is only a problem for Millennials that spend too much on nights out and smashed avocados.
It’s nonsense.
The people who tell me this – usually baby boomers who have long-since paid off their own mortgage – they
are living in a different world.
They’re not facing up to the reality of modern daily life and have no understanding of the modern market.
The statistics are well-worn but they do bear repeating.
Nationwide, the average house price is now 8 times the average income.
The average age of a first-time buyer is now 32.
People in their early 30s are half as likely as their parents were to own their home.
A third of all men in their 30s are still living with their parents – a stat that will send a shiver down the spine of
all mums and dads everywhere!
Where once it would have taken an average couple 3 years to save for a deposit – 3 years – it will now take a
quarter of a century. Assuming, of course, they can afford to save at all.
And last year, the average first-time buyer in London needed a deposit – a deposit – of more than £90,000.
£90,000!
That’s a lot of avocados.
Now, like some kind of noxious oil slick, the effects of our broken housing market are spreading slowly but
steadily through all our communities and all demographics.
And if we fail to take decisive action, the impact will be not just be felt by those who are directly touched by it.
And that’s because your home is so much more than just the roof over your head.
It’s not the backdrop to your life, it’s a fundamental part of it – and of society too.
Our home is supposed to be our anchor, our little patch of certainty in an uncertain world.
And once you have that certainty, that stability, then you can start to put down roots.
Start making friends.
Become part of your community.
You can begin to play your role in those Burkean “little platoons” that have long been at the heart of much
political thinking, for 2 centuries or more.
So our homes are engines of society, and they’re also engines of social progress.
In purely fiscal terms, yes, but in so many other ways.
A safe place where children can do their homework, spend time with their parents.
It’s much, much harder to get on life if you’re constantly forced to move from school to school, from place to
place because your parents can not afford the rent.
And homes are the rocks on which families and communities are built.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-on-the-housing-market
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If, like me, you believe in the importance of a strong, stable family unit, if you got into politics to help protect it,
then you must also accept that homes should be made available.
You simply must.
[Political content removed] At the heart of British life – is the idea that if you work hard you are free to enjoy
the rewards.
It’s an idea that has been articulated by countless politicians over many generations.
But it’s an idea that is fundamentally undermined by our broken housing market.
Because working hard no longer guarantees rewards.
There is no guarantee that you will be able to afford a place of your own, to buy your own home, build your
own life, pass something on to your children.
With wages swallowed up by spiralling rents, there’s not even a guarantee that you’ll be free to spend your
money on what you choose.
Opportunity is increasingly limited not by your own talents but by your ability to make a withdrawal from the
Bank of Mum and Dad.
The generation crying out for help with housing is not over-entitled.
They don’t want the world handed to them on a plate.
They want simple fairness, moral justice, the opportunity to play by the same rules enjoyed by those who
came before them.
Without affordable, secure, safe housing we risk creating a rootless generation, drifting from one short-term
tenancy to the next, never staying long enough to play a real role in their community.
We risk creating a generation who, in maybe 40 or 50 years, reaches retirement with no property to call their
own, and pension pots that have not been filled because so much of their income has gone on rent.
A generation that, without any capital of its own, becomes resentful of capitalism and capitalists.
And we risk creating a generation that turns its back on the politicians who failed them.
A generation that believes we don’t care.
[Political content removed]
We must fix the broken housing market, and we must fix it now.
Tomorrow will be too late.
February’s white paper (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/fixing-our-broken-housing-market), that set out
our broad vision for doing so.
It described the scale of the challenge and the need for action on many fronts.
Since then we’ve been putting it into action, laying the foundations for hundreds of thousands of new homes.
But I’m about as far from complacent as it’s possible to get.
So I’m not about to let myself – or anyone – think that the battle is already won.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-on-the-housing-market
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I’m going to keep on pushing for much more change, keep on seeking answers to the questions that need to
be asked.
Can and should central government take a bigger, more active role in building homes?
Our vision for Garden Villages and Garden Towns have been well received by planners and residents alike.
But should we now be more bold, taking the concept to the next level and creating larger Garden Cities?
How can we get more land into the system, freeing up more sites on which to build?
Despite what some claim, our green and pleasant land not about to turn concrete grey.
Twice a day, more of Britain gets covered by the incoming tide than is currently covered by buildings.
England is the most developed part of the UK, yet less than 10% of its land is urban.
Building the homes that we need does not mean ruining vast tracts of beautiful countryside. It doesn’t mean
that at all.
It just means working with local communities to make sensible, informed decisions about what needs to be
built and where – and finding the right sites on which to do so.
Many of those sites are already part of the urban landscape.
Bristol was quick to sign up to the pilot scheme that we set up for a Brownfield Register.
As a result, another 248 sites have been identified right across this city.
And none of them require the loss of a single piece of greenfield land.
But whether in cities or the countryside, the key to unlocking new sites is infrastructure.
The right infrastructure can make private development viable.
It can make new communities places where people actually want to live.
And it can make development acceptable and attractive to existing communities.
Tomorrow, the National Infrastructure Commission will publish its report on the opportunities on offer if we
open up the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford corridor.
I’m very much looking forward to what Lord Adonis has to say.
That’s because infrastructure has to be at the heart of any major development. And as Secretary of State I will
make sure make sure that it is.
Too many commentators seem to think we have to choose one solution and stick with it, whether that’s
planning reform, it’s infrastructure, it’s training or it’s investment.
That couldn’t be further from the truth.
There are many, many faults in our housing market, dating back many, many years.
If you only fix one, yes you’ll make some progress, sure enough.
But this is a big problem and we have to think big.
We can’t allow ourselves to be pulled into one silo or another, and I don’t intend to let that happen.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-on-the-housing-market
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So there is much that central government can do.
But, acting alone, we won’t be able to do anything.
Fixing the broken market requires action on many fronts, and from many actors.
That’s why we’re here today.
I never need an excuse to come back to Bristol, the city where I grew up, my home town.
Being here this morning means I can visit my mum’s in time for lunch!
She makes the best lamb samosas this side of Lahore!
But this city – and the site we’re on today, Temple Meads Quarter – is also a great example of how different
agencies and different groups of people can work together to deliver the homes we need.
When I was a kid, the Temple Meads area was a picture of decline – neglected, run-down, under-used.
The sorting office building had stood empty and increasingly derelict since 1997.
Today, the whole area is being reborn as a new urban hub, a modern and sustainable place to work, to learn,
to play and to live.
Appropriately enough, the list of business tenants includes HAB, the innovative housing start-up co-founded
by Kevin McCloud.
They’re just down the road at Temple Studios.
We’re building homes for businesses, so that businesses can build homes for us!
The transformation of Temple Meads has many parents, but at its core is a local authority that’s prodevelopment and a government agency – the Homes and Communities Agency – that’s willing to use all of the
powers at its disposal.
Now you couple that with a Local Enterprise Partnership that’s serious about building, a combined authority
that’s committed to delivering the right infrastructure, can-do attitude from the superb West of England Mayor
Tim Bowles, and a private sector that’s ready to meet the challenge… The results, they speak for themselves.
This kind of collaboration brings results, and I want to see these kind of results replicated right across the
country.
And that means a huge range of different groups working together to tackle the many faces of the housing
challenge.
For starters, I want the Homes and Communities Agency to be less cautious, to be more aggressive, and to be
more muscular.
To take its foot off the brake and use all the tools we’ve created for it.
The agency is taking that approach here at Temple Meads, and the results are clear for us to see.
Now it’s time to repeat that success right across the country.
The private sector developers must also play their part, building more homes more quickly.
They’re great at securing planning permissions – but people can’t live in planning permissions.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-on-the-housing-market
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The government is actively removing barriers to build-out.
As the white paper said, we’re tackling unnecessary delays caused by planning conditions.
We’re making the process of dealing with protected species less painful.
And we’re committed to tackling the skills shortage and boosting the construction workforce.
We’re giving the industry the support that it needs, and I expect the industry to respond by getting shovels in
the ground.
That’s why the white paper also set out plans to increase transparency and accountability, so everyone can
see if a developer is dragging its feet.
Now, I’ve been very clear about the need for an end to unjustifiable land banking.
But the sector should remember that it’s not just government that wants to see this happen.
It’s a time of national shortage, and in this kind of time British people will not look kindly on anyone who hoards
land and speculates on its value, rather than freeing it up for the homes our children and grandchildren need.
Then there are the housing associations.
I’ve talked before about my admiration for the work they do.
They kept on building throughout the recession.
They’re on course to deliver 65,000 new homes a year by next year.
And many of those homes will go to be people who would otherwise be simply unable to afford them.
Housing associations are run like big businesses – after all, they have assets worth about £140 billion.
But they deliver an incredible social good, providing good quality homes for millions of people right across the
country.
They have such an important role to play in getting homes built, which is why this government has not
hesitated to give them the resources they need to succeed.
Just in the past month or so we’ve given them certainty over rental income and increased by £2 billion the fund
from which they can bid for cash to build homes for social rent.
And today, as I said at the start of this speech, we’re reclassifying housing associations, taking them out of the
public sector and off the government’s balance sheet.
I know it sounds like a piece of bureaucratic box-ticking.
But the results will be far-reaching.
Freed from the distractions of the public sector, housing associations will be able to concentrate on developing
innovative ways of doing their business, which is what matters most: building more homes.
Finally there is the most important cog in the housing and planning machine, local government.
Some councils – most in fact – are doing very well.
Where that’s the case, where councils are showing real drive and ambition, the government will back them
every step of the way, including with the kind of housing deal we’re negotiating here in the West of England.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-on-the-housing-market
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And in the areas where supply and demand are most badly mismatched, where most homes are unaffordable
to most people, I want to give local authorities the tools they need to build more – and that includes financial
help.
I want to help local authorities because most of them deserve that help.
They’re recognising their responsibilities and they’re stepping up to meet them.
But too many still leave much to be desired.
It’s more than 13 years since our existing local plan process was first introduced, letting England’s 338
planning authorities set our how and where they expect to meet their residents’ needs for new homes.
Yet, incredibly, more than 70 still haven’t managed to get a plan adopted.
Of these, 15 are showing particular cause for concern.
Deadlines have been missed, promises have been broken, progress has been unacceptably slow.
No plan means no certainty for local people.
It means piecemeal speculative development with no strategic direction, building on sites simply because they
are there rather than because homes are needed on them.
It means no coherent effort to invest in infrastructure.
It means developers building the homes they want to sell rather than the homes communities actually need.
And so on.
It’s very simple: unplanned development will not fix our broken housing market.
It will most likely make things worse.
I do believe in localism above all else, which is why I’ve been willing to tolerate those who took their time to get
the process moving.
What mattered most was that they got there in the end.
But today is the day that my patience has run out.
Those 15 authorities have left me with no choice but to start the formal process of intervention that we set out
in the white paper.
By failing to plan, they have failed the people they are meant to serve.
The people of this country who are crying out for good quality, well-planned housing in the right places,
supported by the right infrastructure.
They deserve better, and by stepping in now I’m doing all I can to ensure that they receive it.
To the other authorities who are lagging behind, don’t think for one minute that you’ve got away with it.
That you can ignore agreed deadlines or refuse to co-operate with your neighbours.
Get your plan written.
Get your plan adopted.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-on-the-housing-market
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I’ve shown today that I will take action if this doesn’t happen.
I will not hesitate to do so again.
I’ve talked a lot today about housing supply.
After all, building more is the single biggest challenge that we face.
But this government’s housing policy goes way beyond that.
Our homes and our lives are completely intertwined, which is why we’re determined to make the housing
market work better at every stage of your life.
We’re building more houses so that you don’t have to spend your childhood crammed into the kind of
overcrowded accommodation I grew up in.
We’re making the rental market fairer, more transparent and more affordable, so that when the time is right
and you can leave home you can get a place of your own without being ripped off.
We’re introducing longer tenancies, so you can plan ahead, put down roots, and you can start saving for that
deposit.
We’re creating a supply of affordable, appropriate homes for first-time buyers so that, when you’re ready, you
can get a foot on the housing ladder in the same way your parents did.
And we’re helping you take the step up to buy your own home by putting billions of pounds into schemes like
Help to Buy.
We’re tackling rogue managing agents who hit leaseholders and tenants with unfair charges.
And we’ve launched a crackdown on abuse of leasehold so that desperate young buyers don’t get stuck with a
costly, unsellable asset.
We’re reforming the whole process of buying and selling homes, so that as your family grows and your needs
change you can move up the property ladder with the minimum of stress and expense.
We’re making sure that developers offer a proper supply of suitable smaller homes so that you downsize once
you get older.
And we’re encouraging the construction of more sheltered and supported housing, so that the right kind of
homes are there for you in your old age.
Faced with the crisis of the Second World War, Churchill demanded “action this day” so the country could rise
to the challenge.
And, faced with an unprecedented housing crisis, that’s what you’re going to get from this government.
Real action, day after day, week after week, to give this country a housing market that works for everyone.
In next week’s Budget you’ll see just how seriously we take this challenge, just how hard we’re willing to fight
to get Britain building.
But, as I’ve said, central government can only do so much.
If we’re going to fix our broken housing market, if we’re going to repair the damage that’s being done to our
society and communities, if we’re going to make good on our promise to the next generation then, just like in
Churchill’s day, we all have a role to play.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-on-the-housing-market
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We all have to roll up our sleeves and get to work.
Most important of all, we all have to ask ourselves what kind of country we want this to be.
Do we want this to be a nation where people who work hard can afford a place of their own?
Where strong families are raised in stable, close-knit communities?
Where ordinary working people can save for retirement and pass something on to their children?
I know I do.
That’s why I’m totally committed to building more of the right homes in the right places at the right prices.
So is the Prime Minister.
So is the Chancellor.
So is this government.
It’s a national crisis and it’s one we’re ready to meet.
The question is, are you ready to join us?
Published 16 November 2017

Explore the topic
Housing (https://www.gov.uk/housing-local-and-community/housing)
Planning and building (https://www.gov.uk/housing-local-and-community/planning-and-building)
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Home (https://www.gov.uk/)
Housing, local and community (https://www.gov.uk/housing-local-and-community)
Housing (https://www.gov.uk/housing-local-and-community/housing)
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Speech

PM speech to the National Housing Federation
summit: 19 September 2018
PM Theresa May spoke to housing leaders at the National Housing Summit.
Published 19 September 2018
From:
Prime Minister's Office, 10 Downing Street (https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/prime-ministersoffice-10-downing-street) and The Rt Hon Theresa May MP (https://www.gov.uk/government/people/theresamay)

Delivered on:
19 September 2018 (Transcript of the speech, exactly as it was delivered)

Thank you, Diane, and good morning everyone.
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It is a pleasure to be here with you all today at what is an event of firsts and lasts.
I will start with the lasts…
Reference has already been made to the fact this is David Orr’s final annual conference as Chief Executive of
the National Housing Federation.
In his 12 years at the helm David has done much to refocus and reinvigorate the housing association sector,
and has been a worthy champion for your cause.
David, it has been a pleasure working with you since I became Prime Minister, and I am very sorry to see you
go.
But I know that, in Kate Henderson, the NHF has found a worthy successor and the right person to take the
Federation on the next stage of its journey.
And, Kate, I am very much looking forward to getting to know you and working with you to tackle what remains
one of the great challenges of our time.
While this may be David’s last NHF conference, I have to admit it is my first.
In fact I was shocked to discover that this is the first time in history any Prime Minister has spoken at what is
the biggest event on the housing association calendar.
To me, that speaks volumes about the way in which social housing has, for too long and under successive
governments, been pushed to the edge of the political debate.
At best taken for granted, at worst actively undermined.
Well, I’m very pleased to say that is no longer the case.
Because, since my very first day in Downing Street, I have made it my personal mission to fix our broken
housing system.
Doing so underpins so much of what this government is working to achieve, from tackling loneliness to
supporting the industries of the future.
And housing associations have a huge role to play in making sure that vision becomes a reality.
We are already making good progress.
Doing all we can to get more of the right homes built in the right places, so we can help more people onto the
housing ladder – and ensure that those who cannot afford to own their own home also have a decent place to
live.
We have committed tens of billions of pounds to getting homes built, including creating the infrastructure that
unlocks sites where they are needed most.
Our new National Planning Policy Framework has removed unnecessary barriers to homebuilding and made it
harder for commercial developers to dodge their affordable home obligations.
We are gearing up Homes England to be more proactive and interventionist, so that it can drive more and
better development.
The Affordable Homes Programme is supporting the delivery of a quarter of a million affordable homes right
across the country, with thousands of them available for social rent.
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And the Land Assembly and Small Sites funds, together worth more than £1.9 billion, are now available.
They allow us to make positive interventions in the land market, bring more sites to market, and capture more
of the land value for the benefit of local communities.
Just this morning we have heard the NHF calling for more of the value generated by public investment and the
planning system to be captured and invested in affordable homes, public services and local infrastructure.
It is an important issue, which is why the government consulted on it recently.
We will be responding in full in the near future.
But in the meantime let me assure you that we share your commitment to giving communities a fairer share of
the value created by development.
Land is an irreplaceable natural resource, and we must make sure its use benefits us all.
As well as boosting housing supply, we are taking action to protect and support homeowners and tenants.
Banning letting agent fees for people who rent their homes.
Clamping down on rogue landlords and unscrupulous managing agents.
And bringing an end to unjustified use of leasehold.
I am sure many of the people in this room will have responded to our consultation on making longer, more
family-friendly tenancies the norm – the results of that will be published shortly.
And our Green Paper on Social Housing, which was of course announced at last year’s NHF conference,
offers a landmark opportunity for major reforms to improve fairness, quality and safety for all residents living in
social housing.
James Brokenshire, Kit Malthouse, and ministers and officials right across government are pulling out all the
stops to make sure everyone in this country has a safe, secure and affordable place to call home.
And already we are seeing the results.
In 2016/17, more than 217,000 additional homes were added across England.
That represents a 15 per cent increase on the previous year.
In fact, with the exception of one year, the last time we saw net completions this high Lady Thatcher was in
Downing Street.
Yet we should not lose sight of the fact that the housing crisis we face today did not come about overnight.
It is the result of decades of neglect.
Year after year in which housebuilding of all kinds fell even as demand rose.
So, while the steps we are taking are already making a real and lasting difference to millions of lives, we
should not pretend that our broken housing system can be fixed at the flick of a switch.
And nor should we see it as a challenge for central government alone.
Rather, it is a challenge we must rise to together.
One that can only be tackled by many different parties working together in partnership.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-speech-to-the-national-housing-federation-summit-19-september-2018
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That is why, when local authorities asked us for a more robust planning framework and greater clarity over
local plans and viability assessments, we made sure they got it.
When developers told us they needed greater investment in infrastructure and a reliable pipeline of skilled
construction workers, we set about securing both.
And we have also been listening to housing associations.
After Sajid Javid told last year’s NHF conference that the government wanted to do more to support your
sector, you asked us to do three things.
First, you said that to plan ahead and secure future investment, you needed long-term certainty on rents.
We have given you that long-term certainty.
Second, you said that to keep your properties affordable for all, the Local Housing Allowance cap should not
be extended to the social sector.
We have not extended that cap.
And third, you said that if you were going to take a serious role in not just managing but building the homes
this country needs, you had to have the stability provided by long-term funding deals.
Well, eight housing associations have already been given such deals, worth almost £600 million and paving
the way for almost 15,000 new affordable homes.
And today, I can announce that new longer-term partnerships will be opened up to the most ambitious housing
associations through a ground-breaking £2 billion initiative.
Under the scheme, associations will be able to apply for funding stretching as far ahead as 2028/29 – the first
time any government has offered housing associations such long-term certainty.
Doing so will give you the stability you need to get tens of thousands of affordable and social homes built
where they are needed most, and make it easier for you to leverage the private finance you need to build
many more.
The offer is typical of the positive approach this government has taken with the housing sector since I became
Prime Minister.
You asked, we delivered.
Now, I have something to ask of you.
Last year I told the big commercial developers that we would give them the support they asked for – but that,
in return, we expected them to do their duty by getting homes built.
Today, I’m asking housing associations to use the tools we have given you.
Not just to build more homes, though of course more homes are needed.
But to take the lead in transforming the very way in which we think about and deliver housing in this country.
Rather than simply acquiring a proportion of the properties commercial developers build, I want to see housing
associations taking on and leading major developments themselves.
Because creating the kind of large-scale, high-quality developments this country needs requires a special kind
of leadership.
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Leadership you are uniquely well-placed to provide.
Your close ties with local communities give you an unparalleled insight into what a community needs in a
development.
A clear vision for the whole site and how it can complement existing places, not just a narrow focus on fitting in
the maximum number of units and the bare minimum of social homes.
Your social mission can ensure developments are rooted in a conception of the public good, rather than in a
simple profit motive.
That means creating genuinely mixed communities with the right infrastructure and truly affordable housing.
Your unique status as public interested, non-profit private institutions allows you to attract patient investment
and deploy it to secure long-term returns on quality rather than short-term speculative gains.
Your expertise as property managers means you can nurture attractive, thriving places for decades to come.
You are capable of riding out the ups and downs of the business cycle, as we saw in the years after the
economic crash when housing associations carried on building even as private developers hunkered down.
And you do all this with the discipline, rigour and management qualities of the serious multi-million pound
businesses that many of you are.
This combination of qualities allows housing associations to achieve things neither private developers nor local
authorities are capable of doing.
And to see what that means on the ground, you need simply look at two major developments either side of the
River Thames.
For years, the private sector struggled to make a success of Barking Riverside.
Lacking a guiding vision for the site and constrained by short-term business cycles, its huge potential went
untapped.
Today, under the leadership of L&Q, the build-out rate has quadrupled.
The project is finally beginning to deliver on its potential, and is on course to become a thriving, growing
community.
On the opposite bank, two local authorities had similar problems dealing with the unique challenges and
opportunities of the Thamesmead estate.
Now, thanks to the commitment and insight of Peabody, there are ambitious plans for up to 20,000 new homes
in one of the UK’s most over-subscribed cities.
Making complex projects like this work requires vision, determination and the courage to do development
differently.
Housing associations possess that.
Given the right tools and the right support, you can act as the strategic, long-term investors in the kind of highquality places this country needs.
To put it simply, you get homes built.
And I want to work with you to transform the way we do so.
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But the unique status, rich history and social mission of housing associations mean you also have a much
broader role to play.
A role that includes changing the way tenants and society as a whole think about social housing.
Midway through oral historian Tony Parker’s The People of Providence, the author recounts a conversation
with a woman who lived on Southwark’s Brandon Estate, not far from where we are this morning.
“I wouldn’t want to be thought of as an estate person, not in any way at all,” she tells him. “I live here, but I’d
never say to anyone my home is here.”
That conversation took place almost 40 years ago, but it could just as easily have happened today.
Because, for many people, a certain stigma still clings to social housing.
Some residents feel marginalised and overlooked, and are ashamed to share the fact that their home belongs
to a housing association or local authority.
And on the outside, many people in society – including too many politicians – continue to look down on social
housing and, by extension, the people who call it their home.
Part of the problem is physical, in the buildings themselves.
Whether unintentionally or by design, the decisions we make about the homes we build for social rent – their
location, quality and appearance – can all too easily make them distinct from the community in which they
stand.
This, in turn, can cement prejudice and stigma among those who live in them and wider society, leading to
lowered expectations and restricted opportunities.
It shouldn’t be this way.
On a new mixed-tenure development, the social housing should not be tucked away behind the private homes,
out of sight and out of mind.
As you look from building to building, house to house, you should not be able to tell simply by looking which
homes are affordable and which were sold at the market rate.
The quality of aesthetic, design and build should not be any lower just because a property is to be managed
by a housing association.
Some say that quantity, quality and affordability must always be traded off against one another.
Well to them, I say look at the Nansledan development outside Newquay.
A whole new community being built to meet local needs and with the support of local people.
Thousands of homes of all types and tenures.
All of the highest quality, in keeping with traditional local styles, and with no way of telling from the outside
which properties are being built for housing associations and which are destined for the private market.
As builders yourselves and as large-scale buyers of homes, you have the power to deliver or demand the
quality of social homes the people of this country deserve.
We should never see social housing as something that need simply be “good enough”, nor think that the
people who live in it should be grateful for their safety net and expect no better.
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-speech-to-the-national-housing-federation-summit-19-september-2018
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Whether it is owned and managed by local authorities, TMOs or housing associations, I want to see social
housing that is so good people are proud to call it their home.
Proud to tell people where they live.
Proud to be thought of, in the words of Parker’s interviewee, as “an estate person”.
Our friends and neighbours who live in social housing are not second-rate citizens.
They should not have to put up with second-rate homes.
And that applies to management every bit as much as design and construction.
In 2018, most housing associations are not in the business of building houses.
Rather, you manage them, maintain them and take care not only of the buildings themselves but of the people
who call them home.
It is work that is every bit as important as building and development and, when done badly, the impact can
range from upsetting to catastrophic.
While it would not be right for me to pre-empt the findings of the public inquiry into the Grenfell tragedy, it is
clear that many of the tower’s tenants felt ignored, patronised and overlooked by the TMO responsible for their
homes and their safety.
Over the past year the issues they raised have been echoed by social housing tenants across the country.
Repairs botched or neglected.
Problems not dealt with.
Complaints ignored.
Again, it does not have to be this way.
Housing associations, with their historic social mission and focus on the civic good, can be at the forefront of
showing what good property management looks like.
Across England, housing associations manage almost three million properties.
That gives you tremendous influence, the power to raise the standards of millions of homes and, in doing so,
do much to shift perceptions of social housing.
And you can go further still, making a real and lasting difference to the lives of your tenants.
In my Maidenhead constituency I recently met a single mother whose housing association – Housing Solutions
– hadn’t just provided her with a new home but opened up a whole new life for her.
Rather than simply managing her property, Housing Solutions connected her with the training and support she
needed to start her own business.
That business is so successful she has been able to move from a social rented home into shared ownership,
getting that vital first foot on the property ladder for her family.
Elsewhere, housing associations are helping some of society’s most vulnerable people: those without a home
at all.

https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-speech-to-the-national-housing-federation-summit-19-september-2018
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Here in London, more than 50 associations are working with St Mungo’s and other organisations to deliver the
Clearing House project, helping to get rough sleepers off the streets, out of danger, and on the road to a safe
and secure future.
They are all wonderful examples of the work that housing associations can do above and beyond simply
building and managing properties.
And they show how it is possible for the housing associations of 2018 to carry forward the social justice
mission of the pioneers who created the sector in Victorian times – and their descendants who stepped up half
a century ago in the wake of Cathy Come Home.
The rise of social housing in this country provided what has been called the “biggest collective leap in living
standards in British history”.
It brought about the end of the slums and tenements, a recognition that all of us, whoever we are and
whatever our circumstances, deserve a decent place to call our own.
Today, housing associations are the keepers of that legacy.
The bearers and protectors of a precious idea that has already made an immeasurable difference to tens of
millions of lives and has the potential to transform countless more.
For too long, your work has gone unrecognised and under-appreciated at the highest levels.
But no longer.
This government values housing associations.
Over the past two years we have worked with you, listened to you, and responded to you.
You asked for our support, and you have our support.
Not mere lip service, but real policies, real change, real action.
Now it is your turn to act, building the homes we need and challenging the attitudes that hold us back.
Fixing our broken housing market will not be quick or easy.
But it can be done.
And, with this government’s support, housing associations can be at the centre of making it happen.
Building on more than a century of history, and carrying forward the torch of high-quality, affordable housing for
generations to come.
Published 19 September 2018

Explore the topic
Council housing and housing association (https://www.gov.uk/housing-local-and-community/council-housingassociation)

https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-speech-to-the-national-housing-federation-summit-19-september-2018
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Britain set for worst decade of housebuilding
since WW2

New CPS analysis shows 2010s
will see fewest new houses built
since Second World War
The Prime Minister has described solving the housing crisis as ‘the biggest domestic
policy challenge of our generation’. Yet new Centre for Policy Studies research
shows the full scale of that challenge.
With one year to go, the 2010s will see housebuilding figures in England come in
below any decade since the Second World War - part of a 50-year pattern in which
each decade has seen fewer new homes built than the last. Robert Colvile, Director
of the CPS, has written about our findings in The Daily Telegraph today.
Despite the Government’s recent efforts to boost construction, new-build housing
completions in England between 2010 and 2019 are set to be approximately
130,000 per year - well below the 147,000 of the 2000s or 150,000 of the
1990s, and half of the level in the 1960s and 1970s.
The picture becomes even worse when you factor in population size. In the 1960s,
the new-build construction rate in England was roughly the equivalent of one home
for every 14 people over the decade. In the 2010s, that ratio was one to 43, more
than three times higher.
https://www.cps.org.uk/press/press-releases/q/date/2019/01/01/britain-set-for-worst-decade-of-housebuilding-since-ww2/#
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The figures are improved somewhat when you factor in conversions of existing
properties, which push the total up - but even then, the total of net additional
dwellings (the yardstick for overall housing supply) is likely to be lower this decade
than last.
Across the United Kingdom as a whole, the pattern is broadly similar, with
housebuilding falling from a peak of 3.6 million new units in the 1960s to 1.9
million in the 1990s and 2000s, with the 2010s set to come in lower still.
Robert Colvile, Director of the Centre for Policy Studies, said:

“The housing crisis is blighting the lives of a generation, and robbing them of the
dream of home ownership.
"But as this analysis shows, this is not just the consequence of the financial crisis - it
is part of a pattern stretching back half a century, in which we have steadily built
fewer and fewer new homes.
"The Government has rightly promised to focus on this issue, and there are
encouraging signs that housebuilding is picking up. But ministers need to take
bold action in 2019 to ensure that the 2020s become the decade in which we
break this hugely damaging cycle.”

https://www.cps.org.uk/press/press-releases/q/date/2019/01/01/britain-set-for-worst-decade-of-housebuilding-since-ww2/#
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ENDS
NOTES TO EDITORS
The Centre for Policy Studies is one of Britain's leading think tanks, and the
home of a new generation of conservative thinking. Its mission is to widen
enterprise, ownership and prosperity
Between January 2010 and June 2018, housing completions in England stood
at 1,089,190. To match the total in the 2000s during the remaining 18
months, we would need to build at 253,700 new houses per year - a rate not
achieved since 1977. Assuming higher building rates from Q1 and Q2 2018
are maintained, total housing completions would be 1,324,540 - though this is
likely to be an overestimate given reports of a construction slowdown in Q3
and Q4 2018
The same is true of both Great Britain and the United Kingdom. New-build
construction between January 2010 and December 2017 stood at 1.19
million & 1.23 million respectively. To match the previous decade the statistics
for 2018 & 2019 would need to be far higher than is feasible.
https://www.cps.org.uk/press/press-releases/q/date/2019/01/01/britain-set-for-worst-decade-of-housebuilding-since-ww2/#
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All figures for housing completions via MHCLG (Live Tables on Housebuilding).
Figures for net additional supply
via https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-onnet-supply-of-housing
Population estimates via ONS
For more of the CPS's work on housing, see our recent reports including From
Rent to Own, Homes for Everyone, New Blue and Housing: The Moment of
Maximum Opportunity, as well as our polling with ComRes on NIMBYism
DATE ADDED: TUESDAY 1ST JANUARY 2019
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We started this journey not as a group of housing experts,
but as individuals with a diverse set of experiences and
expertise. We came together to show government and wider
society the state of social housing across the country, and to
set out a vision for its future role in ending the housing crisis,
with the conviction that the tragedy had to be a catalyst for
positive change.
Over several months, we travelled the country, and listened
to thousands of people living in local authority and housing
association homes, to people struggling in the private rented
sector, and to the public at large. We were overwhelmed by
the public response and the tide of support for social housing.
I believe this speaks volumes about the role it has played
throughout our recent history, and could again play in giving
many people the strong foundation of a stable, affordable,
and safe home and community.
The steep decline in social housing and a fall in home
ownership has led to a heavy reliance on the private rented
sector, and the rationing of who gets to live in the social homes
we do have. We found that social housing is scarce, with only
6,463 more social homes delivered last year.
We heard that despite the positive attributes of social housing,
it is looked down upon, the people who live in it stereotyped
and stigmatised. We also saw the bleak prospects for those
trapped with the rising costs and insecurity of private renting,
for whom a long-term social rented home is no longer
an option.
And like those living in and around Grenfell Tower, renters
across England told us that people in positions of power are
indifferent to their concerns.

Social housing has driven up standards of housing across
the board. It has been vital to the health and prosperity of our
nation, equal only to that of our national health service and
education systems, and continues to be so. Social housing is
a crucial public asset to be proud of, to invest in, to protect and
to maintain, and not something to be devalued or neglected.
We need nothing less than a visionary, transformational change
to create a bigger and better social housing sector and strong
communities we can all be proud of. We have agreed upon
a clear and ambitious set of recommendations to ensure
this happens. We are united in our conviction that everyone,
no matter what their income, deserves a decent place to
live. Despite starting in many different places we hope the
consensus we have reached can foreshadow the consensus
the country can reach on this vital subject.
I want to express my deepest thanks to the more than
31,000 people who took part in our Big Conversation; to the
families and individuals who have shared their experiences
and welcomed us into their homes. To the organisations and
individuals who have supported the commission and responded
to our call for evidence; and to all the renters and campaigning
groups who took the time to speak to us.
You’ve all had a hand in shaping this report and its
recommendations, uniting us in a common cause, and giving
us the drive and urgency to develop a bold vision of a better
future for us all. The time for the government to act is now.
Reverend Dr Mike Long
Chair of the commission and Minister
of Notting Hill Methodist Church
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Reverend Dr Mike Long

For social housing to work as it should, a broad political
consensus is needed. For generations it played a vital role
in meeting the housing needs of ordinary people, giving
millions the quality and dignity of life that insecure and
unaffordable private renting could not.
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In January 2018, the housing and homelessness charity
Shelter brought together sixteen commissioners from
across the political spectrum, different backgrounds and
different perspectives, as a response to the call for a wider
debate on the broader issues of housing policy raised by
the Grenfell Tower fire.
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Television Presenter
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Conservative Party

Chief Executive, New
Economics Foundation
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A year ago, Shelter
brought together sixteen
commissioners from
different backgrounds to
investigate the housing
crisis and the future of
social housing.
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Building for our future: a vision for social housing
Executive summary

This commission came
together in the aftermath
of the Grenfell Tower fire
to answer a question,
neglected for too long by
successive governments:
what is the future of
social housing?
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1.

2.

3.

The housing crisis

What is the future of social housing?
Today, we live in a country that is feeling the effects of 40 years
of failure in housing policy. The failure in that time to provide
a clear answer to this question of the future of social housing
has been at the heart of the problems in our housing system,
and has had an impact on almost every other part of the
system. The drop in the numbers of young families moving
into ownership, the rise of pensioners in insecure unaffordable
private rentals, and the homelessness that scars our society.

How have we got here?

The rise and decline
of social housing

31,000

5.

The consequences
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Principles for the future
of social housing

6.

Reforming social renting

7.

Reforming private renting

9.

Building more
social housing

277,000 people are now
homeless in England on
a given night.

At the sharpest end of the crisis, more and more people are being
left homeless. An alarming 277,000 people are now homeless
in England, most commonly because they’ve lost their private
rented home.
How have we got here? In Chapter 2, we examine the trends of
rising prices, falling ownership and an expanding – but increasingly
unfit – private rented sector, paid for by a rapidly rising housing
benefit bill.
In Chapters 3 and 4 we set out how the roots of the current
housing crisis are found in the decline of social housing over the
last 40 years. From the Second World War and through to 1980,
Conservative and Labour governments were building an average
of around 126,000 social homes every year. Last year, only 6,463
new social homes were delivered. This decline in social housing
has been a major factor in many of the problems we now face:
the
	 failure to build enough homes overall to meet demand
and the additional impact on prices, as the private sector has
never been able to plug the gap left by the decline in social
housebuilding. Over the past five years, housebuilding has
averaged 166,000 a year, yet government wants to deliver
300,000 homes a year
huge
	
waiting lists for social homes. The residualisation of social
housing has turned it into a sector only for people in the most
need, yet today, 277,000 people are still homeless
the
	 explosion in the numbers renting privately, unable to buy
or access social housing
the
	 huge rises in welfare costs to government, driven by more
people renting privately at higher costs

Recommendations
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That investigation has shown in vivid detail the housing crisis
as it exists in England today. As we set out in Chapter 1,
it is a crisis principally of those who rent, not through choice,
but because of the unaffordability of housing for would-be
homeowners has left millions in insecure and expensive rented
accommodation. Most private renters on low incomes struggle
to afford their rent, so too many cut back on food or clothing,
or go into a spiral of debt they have little hope of escaping.
With private renters afforded little legal protection from
eviction, families are forced to move home and school, with a
devastating impact on their children’s education. And private
renting can be very unsafe: most private renters face problems
with their homes that can include electrical hazards, damp, and
pest infestation. One in seven private rented homes pose an
immediate threat to health and safety. If private renters make
a formal complaint, research suggests there’s a 50:50 chance
they’ll be handed an eviction notice within six months.

277,000
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More than 31,000 people
took part in our consultation.

We are a group of independent commissioners from
across the political spectrum and from a diverse range
of backgrounds. Over the last year, the process of the
investigation we have undertaken has been wide as well
as deep. More than 31,000 people took part in our Big
Conversation. We spoke to many, surveyed thousands,
and a wide variety of individuals and organisations submitted
evidence, from the National Housing Federation to Mind,
the mental health charity.

Stigma and prejudice linked to housing are rife. When social
renters have issues, their complaints can go nowhere and too
many feel powerless to influence the decisions made about their
homes. And in the private market, the practice of refusing to rent
homes to those receiving benefits is widespread.
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retirement, who would benefit from a lower-cost, secure tenancy.
This is an opportunity to learn not just from our history, but also
from the best of international experience (countries such as
Singapore, Denmark, and Austria), to create a new generation
of housing equipped to meet the new challenges of modern
economies and ageing societies.

a
	 generation of young families will be trapped renting
privately for their whole lives. More and more will face living
in dangerous accommodation or going into debt, and only
half of today’s young people are likely to ever own their
own home

In Chapter 6 we describe the reforms we believe are needed to
achieve this – to ensure the services that renters receive are up to
standard, to bring the consumer regulation of housing in line with
other sectors and to hold landlords to account. Residents must
have a voice, both in key decisions and when things go wrong.
We need a new regulator working across social and private
renting to protect residents, and to set and properly enforce
common standards. A new national tenants’ organisation
or union is needed, to give social housing residents a voice
at a regional and national level.

more
	
and more people will grow old in private rentals.
By 2040, as many as one-third of 60-year-olds could
be renting privately, facing unaffordable rent increases
or eviction at any point
billions
	
more in welfare costs will be paid to private landlords
due to a lack of more affordable social housing
over
	
the next twenty years, hundreds of thousands more
people will be forced into homelessness by insecure
tenancies and sky-high housing costs

6.

Reforming social renting

7.

Reforming private renting

Building more
social housing

9.

Recommendations

Our vision is of investment in social housing that meets both
needs and aspirations. It extends the offer of a secure social
home to many more families – and many more people reaching

And in Chapter 8, we recommend a historic renewal of social
housing, with a 20-year programme to deliver 3.1 million more
social homes. This will allow the benefits of social housing to be
offered much more widely, providing both security for those in
need, and also a step up for young families trying to get on and
save for their future.
It is a vision which will provide new hope for those in greatest
housing difficulty, such as people who are homeless and disabled
people. It will also provide opportunities for young families trapped
out of ownership, and for those reaching retirement and looking
at the prospect of older age in insecure, unaffordable, unsuitable
private renting.
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We cannot go on like this
This commission recommends a decisive and generational
shift in housing policy. We need to move towards a programme
of investment and reform, based on a new vision for social
housing at the heart of a working housing system. In Chapter
5, we set out this modern vision of social housing; one which
builds on the original principles espoused by both Harold
Macmillan and Aneurin Bevan and also addresses the 21st
Century social and economic challenges.

In Chapter 7 we describe the urgent reforms that must take
place in private renting to accompany a reformed social housing
sector, with greater protection from eviction and improved
standards overall.
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None of these are outcomes which any government has ever
planned or sought, but all of them are the result of the choices
of successive governments. No party has ever argued for
the explosion in private renting or the rising cost accompanying
it, yet without a radically different approach we face a future
in which:
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Over twenty years, Capital Economics show the gross
additional cost is on average £10.7 billion per year. However,
this gross cost will be reduced, firstly by the direct benefits
to government of increased infrastructure spending and
savings in the welfare system, and secondly by the returns
to government arising from the knock-on economic benefits
across the economy.
If all these savings to government are considered, Capital
Economics estimate the maximum net cost to government
in the most expensive year could be much lower – £5.4 billion.
And on this basis, Capital Economics assess that if funded
in the early years through borrowing, the programme pays
back in full over 39 years.
This would represent a substantial investment, but we
believe it is essential to meet the needs of people across
our country. In comparison, government currently spends
£21 billion annually on housing benefit, and budgets £62 billion
on capital expenditure annually.

Those in greatest need

631,000 In hazardous conditions

240,000 In overcrowded accommodation

194,000 Living with ill health or disability
128,000 Rough sleeping and hidden
79,900

Homeless and in temporary accommodation

1.17m

Younger trapped renters

691,000
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Different governments will undoubtedly take different
judgements about the balance of tax, spend and borrowing.
In this report, Capital Economics set out in detail the costs and
benefits of a 20-year social home building programme if it is
funded in the early years through borrowing (as all infrastructure
programmes tend to be) and then pays back through returns
to government, savings in the welfare system and increased
tax receipts.

1.27m
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The consequences
of the decline

To fund this programme, we recommend that all political
parties rediscover publicly built housing as a key pillar of our
national infrastructure. A home is the foundation of individual
success in life, and a programme of home building can be
the foundation of similar national success.

Older renters
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Executive Summary

1.

2.

3.

How have we got here?

‘The first property we moved into was in
terrible condition. We could never keep
the place warm as it was single-glazed
and the doors had holes in. Then the
heating broke, and we spent a month over
Christmas without any heating. My little girl
had an operation during that time and she
had to come home from hospital to a flat
with no heating. The landlord just wasn’t
willing to fix anything.

The rise and decline
of social housing

The consequences
of the decline

5.

Principles for the future
of social housing

6.

Reforming social renting

7.

Kirsty’s story
Kirsty, 26, lives with her daughters aged five
and two. She split from their dad a year ago,
and is now struggling to afford her privately
rented flat in Harlow.

Reforming private renting

In the end we had to move, which cost
me so much money I’ve now only got
£6 in my bank account. My rent is £900
a month and this was the cheapest flat
on RightMove all summer. I get £640 a
month in housing benefit and the rest
I have to make up from my other benefits.
The kids get the food they need and
I eat the leftovers or whatever I can afford.
We can’t go on holidays or have days
out – my rent is just too high for me to be
able to do anything.

‘I don’t know how
I’m ever going
to be better off.
I’d love to live in
social housing
but I don’t stand
a chance.’

8.

Building more
social housing

9.

Recommendations

reform the Land Compensation Act 1961 so that
landowners are paid a fair price for their land rather
than a price it might achieve with planning permission
it does not have
replace
	
any social housing sold in future and continue
to invest in repairs and maintenance, ensuring that these
homes are a national asset for generations to come
deliver
	
social housing as part of mixed communities
that do not visibly distinguish social homes from others
in the same development, avoiding design which
excludes or stigmatises, such as through different
entrances for social renters
The time for the government to act is now. In the shadow of
the Grenfell Tower fire and ten years on from the financial crash,
with the nation divided by a worsening housing crisis affecting
more and more people, the appetite for change has never
been greater. With government about to undertake a five-year
spending review, and current spending on housing shockingly
inefficient, a new political consensus on social housing is needed.
As commissioners we started with many different perspectives,
but we have reached a consensus in our findings which we
hope foreshadows a new national consensus. We believe this
vision is the only way the government can meet its 300,000
target for new homes each year. It will provide an affordable,
stable home for 3.1 million households. It will save £60 billion
in benefit costs over thirty years. It will command huge public
support. It will, more than any other change, properly address
the housing crisis and give people hope for the future. We have
a historic opportunity to change the path we are on, and we
urge all political parties to adopt these plans.
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Kirsty

I’d love to work but I just can’t afford the
childcare. It feels like whatever avenue
I take I lose at something – I chose to have
kids but I didn’t know I’d be doing it on
my own. I’m on the waiting list for social
housing but I’m so low down – I just don’t
know how I’m ever going to be better off.’

To help deliver the social housing we need, government
must also:
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The Grenfell Tower fire:
the background to the commission
1.

2.

3.

5.

6.

7.

The Grenfell Tower fire of 14 June 2017,
in which fire consumed a 24-storey block
of predominately social housing flats,
was one of the worst urban disasters in
recent history. The horrific scenes and loss
of life shocked the nation, raising major
questions about how such a disaster could
happen in the centre of the capital city of
a country with the wealth and regulatory
standards of 21st century Britain.

How have we got here?

The rise and decline
of social housing

The consequences
of the decline

Principles for the future
of social housing

Reforming social renting

Reforming private renting

Building more
social housing

9.

Recommendations

Ed Daffarn, commissioner, former resident of Grenfell Tower
and member of Grenfell United.

The disaster also raised broader questions of social
policy, particularly relating to housing policy, and shone
a spotlight on profound social issues which have
housing at their heart.

‘There needs to be a separate focus
on social housing and systemic
failures and I don’t know if that
is coming out of this.’
Grenfell resident

‘I	 am determined that the
broader questions raised by
this fire – including around
social housing – are not
left unanswered.’

Sir Martin Moore-Bick

It was in this context that this commission on the
future of social housing was established. We have not
considered events or circumstances unique to Grenfell
and this is not a commission about that disaster.
Instead it is a piece of work which was inspired by
those in the Grenfell community and more widely who
said that this disaster must mark a turning point in how
we as a country think about the future. It is a piece
of work that has sought to ensure a national debate
about these wider issues does take place.
In early May, the commission was invited to meet
with residents who lived in the block, and residents,
community organisations, and services from the
community surrounding Grenfell Tower. The problems
faced by residents after the fire are extensive, but
amidst the frustrations and anger, this is a community
which has come together to face those problems.
Local residents believe in their area and in social
housing. At a time when there is much public debate
about how to build strong, resilient and self-supporting
communities, we saw how social housing has played
a role in North Kensington in doing just that.
The commission also heard of the difficulties
encountered by residents living in Grenfell Tower over
many years in trying to get their voices heard, and how
the many complaints and concerns raised about poor
conditions were met with a lack of urgency. Residents
talked about feeling unsafe, frustrated, angry, and
disempowered prior to the fire.

Prime Minister, Theresa May
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8.

‘What we were saying
wasn’t just wild
propaganda, it was
evidenced. This is what
was happening to our
community.’

In the days and weeks after the disaster, the focus
of government and many in the voluntary sector,
who had relevant expertise and skills, was providing
support to the immediate relief efforts, and to the
survivors and those in the community immediately
affected by the disaster. As well as helping those
affected begin the process of rebuilding their lives,
attention rightly then turned to answering the questions
posed by this disaster. The government launched a
public inquiry, led by Sir Martin Moore-Bick, to explore
the cause of the fire, the state of the building and fire
regulations, and the response and aftermath of the
fire. This inquiry will seek to ensure that such a fire
can never happen again.

‘The inclusion of such broad questions
within the scope of the inquiry would
raise questions of a social, economic and
political nature which in my view are not
suitable for a judge-led inquiry. They are
questions which could more appropriately
be examined by a different kind of
process or body... It could operate in
parallel with the inquiry and would be
welcomed by many.’
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The Grenfell Tower fire:
the background to the commission
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The housing crisis

2.

How have we got here?

3.

The rise and decline
of social housing

5.

6.

The consequences
of the decline

Principles for the future
of social housing

Reforming social renting

It also captures the diverse and hardworking
community that lived in the tower and makes it clear
that these concerns were raised through the proper
channels: the landlord, the Kensington and Chelsea
Tenant Management Organisation (KCTMO), the local

authority, and the Housing Ombudsman. Tragically,
these efforts did not effect with urgency the change
required when it came to the health and safety of
their homes.
The commission has heard the community talk about
concerns that they were seen as second-class.
Residents view the problems of conditions and the
institutional indifference of authorities as part of a
broader society-wide view – that social renters are of
a lesser status and less worthy of assistance or help.
Rather than, for example, viewing these issues as
bureaucratic problems associated with an ineffective
public body, most saw them as rooted in negative
attitudes towards their community; linked to their lower
incomes, and even more so to their housing status as
social housing residents.

‘We
‘We need
need to
to change
change the
the culture
culture around
around
social
social housing…
housing… our
our community
community has
has
been
painted
as
work-shy…
it
could
been painted as work-shy… it could not
not
be
be further
further away
away from
from the
the truth.
truth. We
We were
were
eloquent,
hardworking…
we
deserve
eloquent, hardworking… we deserve to
to
be
be respected
respected not
not treated
treated the
the way
way we
we were
were
treated.
Every
community
living
in
social
treated. Every community living in social
housing
housing needs
needs to
to be
be treated
treated that
that way.’
way.’
Ed
commissioner
EdDaffarn,
Daffarn,commissioner

‘North Kensington is not this Kensington.
They should be in a place where they are
happy, but not here. I don’t want them
here. In the circumstances, they can’t all
expect to be rehoused in these parts of
London. Someone has to pay that money,
if they can’t afford to pay the rent there
they should pay rent somewhere else.’
Local resident quote in The Independent, 21 June 2017

As will be seen later in the report, this view is by
no means unique to the community in Grenfell
and represents a deep challenge to the sense that
everyone should be treated fairly in society wherever
they are from. Even in the immediate aftermath of the
fire, in discussions about rehousing, survivors were
met with unsympathetic and stigmatising views. These
were widely reported in the media – as well as the
association of social housing with being a ‘scrounger’
or ‘benefit cheat’, and that social renters would lower
house prices if they moved into the local area.
And we also heard about the difficulties in rehousing
the residents since which have been a rolling source
of concern month after month. A year after the fire,
only 81 people had a new place to call home, and 129
were still in temporary accommodation or hotels.
There have been examples of people being
moved into more insecure or unaffordable homes.
One example from North Kensington Law Centre
illustrates a household, previously having a secure
tenure of 20 years, being rehoused in temporary

Reforming private renting

8.

Building more
social housing

9.

Recommendations

These problems were the result of a deep shortage
of social homes in the area. Due to the scarcity of
housing stock, those households who give up their
homes are likely to face years of insecure temporary
housing and high rent charges, as well as being
moved away from their networks and community.
In this report we set out how these sorts of issues and
challenges are experienced across the country – and
across private and social renting. And taking inspiration
from this community, we set out what has gone wrong
and what needs to change. In debates about what a
future vision should look like, it is worth remembering
that despite the evident frustrations and failures of
the system in Grenfell, residents remain, even now,
believers in social housing.

Agenda Item 4a

7.

accommodation within the private rented sector
which does not meet the Decent Homes Standard.
Subsequently, the landlord gave notice to the local
authority after two months and the family were
required to move again.
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Grenfell Action Group founded a blog in 2012
documenting concerns, complaints and warnings
spanning years, about the conditions in the block,
and what they saw as the ‘managed decline’ of the
Lancaster West Estate. The group chronicled the
challenges met by residents of Grenfell Tower and
other residents’ groups when raising concerns about
the safety and conditions of their homes with the
landlord. Hundreds of blog posts document concerns
raised, one of the most serious being a power surge
in 2013, which resulted in electrical appliances
catching fire in residents’ homes in the tower.
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The Grenfell Tower fire:
the background to the commission

1.

2.

3.

5.

6.

Emma’s story
Emma and her partner were residents of Grenfell Tower for
five years, until they lost their home in the fire of June 2017.

How have we got here?

‘There were always problems with the building. One of the main
complaints was about the two lifts – they often didn’t work or
would be commandeered by builders, so the whole building
had to rely on one lift. We would complain, but nothing would
get done. The tenant management organisation would pass
the buck and say things like “could you write down every
incident when it happens”, but it was every day!

The rise and decline
of social housing

On the night of the fire, we were lucky to get out. The lift
stopped at random floors on the way down, picking people up.
After we got out at the ground floor, I don’t think that lift ever
went back up.

The consequences
of the decline

Principles for the future
of social housing

Reforming social renting

It was only when we got outside that I saw how bad
it was. I wish I had known so I could have knocked
on my neighbours’ doors.
‘Someone should be
held accountable. I want
them to understand that
it was our lives they
were playing with.’
Emma

Reforming private renting

8.

Building more
social housing

9.

Recommendations

I’ve been watching all the news coverage and enquiry in to
the fire. It’s hard to hear about it and it brings back a lot of
memories, but I also can’t stop myself from watching. I think
I want to give evidence at the enquiry too. As social housing
tenants, I just feel like we’re not listened to. Someone should
be held accountable. I want them to understand that it was
our lives they were playing with.’

Page 12 of 75
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After seven months in temporary accommodation, we’re
now finally in social housing. Moving in was a struggle as
the flat flooded almost as soon as we got here – trying to
get the management to fix that was difficult. I know we’re
not wanted here. I feel like we get dirty looks from the other
private residents who live in the luxury parts of the building.
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Chapter 1
The housing crisis

Reforming private renting

8.

Building more
social housing

9.

Recommendations

Most social renters are happy in social housing –
85% say they are satisfied with their home,6 but
as the number of social homes has reduced, new
social lettings have become restricted – meaning
that only a small proportion of those who need a social
home get one. Last year only 177,166 households
moved into social housing.7 Of whom 30% had been
homeless.8 The rest were either renting privately, living
with family or in another housing set-up.9

35%

Mean proportion of income
private renters 41%
social renters 31%
owner occupiers 19%

30%
25%
41%

20%

31%
19%

15%

30%

When we look at different housing types, private
renters pay by far the most – 41% of their household
income goes on rent.15 Spending 30% of income on
housing costs is usually the maximum amount seen
as affordable.16

3000
2000

private renters
social renters

2016

2012

0

2008

1000

Borrowed
from credit
card

Borrowed
from payday
loan

4000

Went behind
on other
payments

Used my
savings to
pay rent

5000

Cut back
on food

0%

the maximum amount of
income seen as affordable
is usually 30%.

Cut back
on clothing

6000

5%

All private renters
Household income of less than £15k

If they cannot cut back, some private renters end up
in a downward spiral of indebtedness – 13% have
borrowed on credit cards to pay their rent in the last
year, and 3% have borrowed from payday lenders.21
And these issues are hitting people on low incomes
the hardest. Looking at the fifth of private renters with
the lowest incomes, one in every six (17%) are in rent
arrears or have been in rent arrears at some point in
the last year.22
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The national picture of housing need
Most of us have been affected by the housing crisis
at some point. For decades, not enough housing of
any type has been built in England to keep up with
the growing population. Along with other factors,
more competition for the homes that are available has
driven up house prices. It has made buying a home
unachievable for more and more people. And it has
made life very difficult for many on low incomes.
Throughout the second half of the 20th century,
many who could not afford to buy a home had access
to social housing – renting a home at an affordable
rate2 from a local authority or housing association.
From World War 2 and through to 1980, an average
of around 126,000 social homes were built every
year.3 Yet since 1980, nearly two million social homes
have been sold,4 and fewer and fewer have been built.
Only 6,463 social homes were delivered last year.5

Private renters spend 41%
of their household income
on rent.

Figure 3: Cutting back and borrowing: various
sacrifices made by private renters to afford the
rent in the year to August 201720

10%

Figure 1: Number of households living in each
type of housing since 1980 (,000s)13

2004

Reforming social renting

1.2m households currently
on the waiting list.

Figure 2: Private renters pay most: average
proportion of joint income spent on housing
costs by tenure (including housing benefit)15

41%

With little chance of a social home, and high house
prices meaning more cannot buy a home, there has
been a dramatic increase in the numbers renting from
private landlords, who are free to set rents based on
what the property can achieve on the open market.
This makes private rents unaffordable for many people.

2000

Principles for the future
of social housing

1.2m

We are hugely grateful to those who gave their time
for this project. We heard some very positive and some
very negative stories. And we heard from many people
who have felt ignored, powerless, and stigmatised.
Our aim is to ensure these voices are listened to as a
first step towards ensuring things change for the better.

Private renter, Doncaster

1996

The consequences
of the decline

31,000 people took part in
our Big Conversation.

1992

6.

The rise and decline
of social housing

‘I	 just can’t be doing with it any
more. You bid and you just see that
you’re ‘number 250’ or whatever
and you just think what’s the point?’

1988

5.

31,000

This report brings together a broad range of research
considered as part of this commission, including
surveys, government statistics, academic research,
the experiences of people who use Shelter’s services,
and the work of other charities and think tanks.
We also heard from 60 people via in-depth face-toface interviews, dozens more through workshops,
and more than 31,000 people took part in our mass
consultation online.1

Affordability
The cost of housing, which has risen faster than
incomes, has put immense financial pressure on
many people. The average share of income that
young families spend on housing has trebled over
the last 50 years.14

No wonder then that the majority (57%) of private
renters say they struggle to cover housing costs.
This compares to 40% of social renters and 42%
of owner-occupiers.17 Almost two-thirds of private
renters have no savings at all, meaning they have
no economic security and are unlikely to be able to
afford unexpected rent increases.18 Some cut back
elsewhere – one in five private renters cut back on
food to pay the rent.19
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How have we got here?

People are spending longer in the private rented
sector, and many more people are forming families
and getting older while renting privately.

Because of a lack of social housing, there are
1,157,044 households currently on the waiting
list.10 A significant number of these are in chronic
housing need, including 250,639 living in unsanitary
or overcrowded conditions and 144,196 who are
homeless.11 Over a quarter of households who have
been allocated a social home had to wait for more
than a year, and 7% for more than five years.12

1984

3.

Social housing was originally designed to
support people who could not afford or
could not access housing of an acceptable
quality. To truly consider the future of social
housing, we needed to look at how people
across England experience the housing
market today, and who it is failing.

1980

2.

The housing crisis

Thousands of households

1.
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‘We’re living on a cliff
edge; the rug could be
pulled from under our
feet at any time.’
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Nadine’s story
Nadine, 52, and her 16-year-old daughter live in a privately
rented home in Wokingham. Despite working two jobs,
Nadine struggles to keep up with the rent and is forced to
cut back on other living expenses to avoid going into arrears.
‘My rent is over half my monthly income, so that’s where
most of my money goes. It’s hard to afford other things we
need. I am cutting back and doing the best I can, but there
are times we can’t live on the money we’ve got.
We budget on our food and it’s very rare that I buy anything
full price. I shop around to take advantage of all the
vouchers and deals I can get.
So much of what I spend goes on credit cards. Once a year,
I use my credit card to pay for my winter fuel bill, the car MOT
and any other major bills. I’d be able to afford these things if
my rent wasn’t taking up such a huge chunk of my income.
No one should have to spend more than a third of their income
on rent. If they are going to set a minimum wage, then there
should be places you can afford to rent on that income – how
can it be a living wage if you can’t find anywhere to live on it?’
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Nadine
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22% of private renters
receive housing benefit.

1 in 5
1 in 5 private renters cut back
on food to pay the rent.

The consequences
of the decline

Principles for the future
of social housing

64%
Reforming social renting

Reforming private renting

8.

Building more
social housing

9.

Recommendations

The increasing numbers of families and older people
renting privately can be particularly affected by this
lack of affordability. 64% of families say that they
feel it is harder to find a decent genuinely affordable
rented home now than it was five years ago.26 As
Age UK pointed out to us, retired private renters
have no prospect of increasing their income, so the
increasing lack of affordability and certainty over rents
can cause major issues.27 This is particularly hard for
older private renters relying on housing benefit – in
four in ten areas of the country, a retired private renter
receiving the maximum housing benefit and living in
just a one-bedroom home will now be left with less
than £150 a week for all living expenses after paying
housing costs.28

Low-income
private renters

‘Before
	
I lived here, I was moved
around a lot while I was waiting for
a house. It just meant my life was
on hold’
Social renter, London

66%

Low-income
social renters

48%
0

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
%

85%
85% of social renters say
they feel their house is their
home, compared to just
57% of private renters.

Rents for social homes are significantly lower than
private rents. Social housing is designed to be
affordable for those who need it, including people
on low incomes and those who rely on benefits –
and many people we spoke to were positive about
the affordability of social housing. Nonetheless, it is
important to note that a substantial minority of social
renters still find it hard to pay their rent. The extra
costs associated with being in work make it difficult
for some, and for others, restrictions in benefits make
rents unaffordable.
Social renters we spoke to in Newcastle and
Doncaster highlighted the impact that welfare cuts,
such as the ‘bedroom tax’, are having.30 This policy,
also known as the ‘removal of the spare room subsidy’
by the government, is supposed to incentivise
social renters who have a spare bedroom to move
to a smaller home by reducing their housing benefit
payments by 14%. With no smaller social homes
available, many have no option but to see their benefit
payments cut. An evaluation of the ‘bedroom tax’
found that more than half of affected renters were in
rent arrears one year on from the introduction of the
policy. Three out of every four households affected
(76%) had to cut back on food.31
Submissions to our call for evidence from
organisations including the Zacchaeus 2000 Trust,
the Local Government Association, Taxpayers Against
Poverty, and social landlords raised the ‘bedroom tax’
and the benefit cap as key issues for affordability of
social housing.32

Stability
One of the things which makes home ownership so
attractive is protection from instability – the feeling that
since you own the home, you can expect to stay there
and not be moved on. Social housing can also have
such benefits, as social renters are more protected
from eviction – and many social renters spoke to us
about the benefits of being able to plan, make their
house a home and put down roots, knowing they
have a permanent tenancy and wouldn’t have to move.
For older social renters, it is a great weight off their
mind to know that they don’t have to keep moving
later in life. Similarly, those with children greatly value
a settled home and not having to face disrupting their
families – the stress of packing, decorating, moving
costs and the risk of unsettling children if they have
to move schools. For those who have previously
experienced very insecure housing conditions – for
example, living in temporary accommodation – the
security of social housing is seen as life changing.33

‘The
	
best thing is that it’s all
mine, I have been in and out of
B&Bs and hostels and I’m just
so happy that I now have a place
that is mine that I can stay in.’
Social renter, Middlesbrough

25%
25% of current private
renters moved in the
last year.

This is contrasted with the instability that often comes
with being a private renter. Private renters in the UK
generally have very short fixed-term contracts of either
six or 12 months. For some, private renting can be a
desirable short-term option. 6% of private renters in
England state that the main reason they are renting
privately is because they like the freedom and flexibility
that renting gives them.34 Yet for the many who would
like to stay in one place, particularly the increasing
numbers of families and older people now renting

privately, the threat of having to move can hang over
their heads. A quarter (25%) of current private renters
moved in the last year. Private renters are six times
more likely than owner-occupiers and three times more
likely than social renters to move.35
During the fixed term, landlords can only evict renters
if they can prove certain grounds, such as rent arrears.
After the fixed-term ends, landlords can issue an
eviction notice (a section 21 ‘no fault’ eviction) without
having to provide any grounds of wrongdoing on the
renter’s part. As the private rented sector has grown,
so has the number of evictions.36
We heard from private renters across England who
feel stuck in insecure and short-term tenancies, where
they face the prospect of being evicted for no-fault
of their own; for example, for complaining, or simply
because the landlord wants to sell. This is particularly
difficult because of the current market, where private
renters have a lack of bargaining power (as we set out
in Chapter 4). The result is a feeling of powerlessness
and often distress.
‘You know you could take it forward, but
it’s a bit scary because you have no
security, she could just [kick you out]…
You feel trapped.’
Private renter, Birmingham

For families, the insecurity of private tenancies can be
a particular problem. One in four families with children
are now living in a privately rented property.37 Twothirds of these parents (65%) say that they wish their
children didn’t have to live in a privately rented home,
and 44% worry that they are going to lose their current
home.38 These worries are not unfounded. In the last
five years, one in five of all families renting privately
have moved at least three times,39 and one in ten
families say that a private landlord or letting agent has
thrown their belongings out and changed the locks.40
Parents worry about their children’s stability – an
estimated 80,000 families say that they were forced to
move their child’s school the last time they moved their
private rented home.41 Research by the Royal Society
of Arts showed that moving school multiple times ‘has
a devastating impact on pupils’ grades’.42
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64% of families say that
they feel it is harder to find a
decent genuinely affordable
rented home now than it was
five years ago.

However, the amount people can claim in
housing benefit, called Local Housing Allowance
rates, has been significantly cut. Following
large absolute cuts in 2011, rates increased
slower than rents from 2013 and have been
frozen since April 2016. Since this time, rents
across the country have risen by a further 4%,
and even faster in some parts of the country.24
Delays and other problems have been caused
by the move to Universal Credit. The result is that
low-income private renters who rely on housing
benefit have found it increasingly difficult to find
housing where their housing benefit covers the
rent. Local Housing Allowance rates are now
lower than the cost of a modest home in over
90% of the country.25 This leaves many private
renters on housing benefit with a shortfall,
causing devastating consequences. Many face
not eating to pay the rent, being forced out of
their community, or eviction and homelessness.

Figure 4: Proportion of households who say
they struggle to pay or are falling behind
with housing costs.29
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Housing benefit cuts
In much of the country, it’s simply impossible
for households on low incomes to afford a
market rent without the help of housing benefit.
27% of private renters receive housing benefit
or the housing element of Universal Credit;
approximately 1,279,868 households. Over a
third (37%) of private renters receiving housing
benefit are in paid work.23
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The consequences
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5.

Principles for the future
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‘We lived in Brighton, but when we lost our home and
couldn’t find a suitable place, as the boys’ dad and I were
not together, we had to move back to London. I have a
support network and I can find work here.
I work part time as a teaching assistant, but I’m still £6,000
in debt and often have to buy groceries on a credit card.
My mum gives me money every month – it feels awful to
be borrowing from her. She’s been helping me since I split
with the boys’ dad. She’s retired, with chronic lung disease
so this is coming out of her retirement fund. In my head, the
credit card is so we can eat and my mum’s money is so we
can pay the rent.
Our place is fine for now, but we’ll outgrow it. It’s tiny, and
as my boys get bigger, they won’t both fit in their bedroom.
I don’t know how we’ll be able to stay in the area with the
rents going up, or how I will keep them in their school with
their friends.

Reforming social renting

7.

Reforming private renting

My older son is now nine, but he’s already had six different
addresses. It’s so hard to explain to them that we have to
keep moving and that our house is not ours – if they even
spill something on the floor I go mental at them as I’m
thinking about getting my deposit back.

8.

Building more
social housing

We were given notice by the landlord at the last three
addresses. If I could get a five-year tenancy it would make
a massive difference because I could make plans, and I
could properly make our place a home. I asked my last
landlord for a five-year contract, but he refused.’

9.

Recommendations

Tracy
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‘My older son
is now nine,
but he’s already
had six different
addresses.’
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Tracy’s story
Tracy, 49, and her two sons live in London. Since becoming
a single parent in 2011, she has struggled with the lack of
stability and high costs in the private rental market.
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53%

However, one in four (26%) social renters think they
would have a better neighbourhood if they lived
in private housing.49 In our discussions with social
renters, some raised concerns about:

Chapter 1

The housing crisis

6.

Principles for the future
of social housing

Reforming social renting

x3
Over the last 20 years, the
number of households living
in overcrowded conditions in
the private rented sector has
more than trebled.

Overcrowding can cause particular issues for families,
whether they rent privately or from a social landlord.
Families in social housing can experience cramped
conditions for years, with little hope of finding
somewhere larger because the social housing is
not available.

‘It’s
	 just the lack of space we struggle
with. It’s a one bed flat and there are
five people in it. We’ve been on the
waiting list since my daughter was
10 to get somewhere bigger.’
Social renter, London

Reforming private renting

8.

Building more
social housing

9.

Recommendations

In comparison, two-thirds of social renters feel part of
their community – with many reporting that the stability
of social renting allows them to put down roots. Threequarters of social renters (73%) feel that they and their
neighbours look out for each other. Living close to
green spaces, amenities, friends and family are seen
as important.48

50
40 24%
22%
30

19%
16%
12% 12%

20

‘I	 keep to myself. I wouldn’t let my
daughter play outside, not with
the guys across the road standing
outside their house drinking
and swearing.’
Social renter, London
Safety and conditions
Our research suggests the majority of private renters
and social renters are satisfied with their homes,51 and
generally, the condition of our housing has improved.
For example, the proportion of ‘non-decent’ homes
has reduced from 35% in 2006 to 20% in 2016.52
Yet private renters are considerably less satisfied
with their homes, and evidence shows housing
conditions are worst in the private rented sector.
More than one in seven private rented homes
(15.4%) contains a category 1 hazard, which means
they pose an immediate threat to health or safety.53
That’s a shocking 722,344 homes. This compares
with 221,744 social homes.54

29%
10
0

25%

21%

16%

10%

15% 14%
11%

7%
6%

in the last year
in the last five years, but not in the last year

‘It’s depressing – all you can see is grot.
We’ve all got asthma – I’m not sure if it’s
down to the damp or not.’
Private renter, Bristol

Poor conditions can be a particular issue for the
increasing numbers of older people renting privately,
who are more likely to need comfortable, warm
accommodation – and face higher risk of injury
or ill-health if there are hazards or poor conditions.
Yet according to the Resolution Foundation, almost
45% of 65-74-year-olds living in the private rented
sector live in non-decent conditions.57
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Neighbourhoods
Most social renters and private renters are happy
with their neighbourhood. But many that we spoke
to said they feel their neighbourhoods are unclean,
unattractive or at worst, unsafe. Private renters appear
to be less embedded in their communities, only
39% say they feel part of their local community, less
than half say they and their neighbours look out for
each other.47

These issues, which some commented are driven by
a lack of investment in their communities, make social
renters feel uncomfortable in their homes and worry
about their own or their family’s safety.

60

Gas leak

The consequences
of the decline

Overcrowding also leads to an increased risk of
accidents, infectious diseases, condensation and
mould. Unsurprisingly, families living in overcrowded
homes say their living conditions affect their mental
health, stress, privacy, and sleep quality.46

 roblem neighbours, and large groups of young
p
people hanging around estates that can create
an intimidating environment.50

Figure 5: Part of the everyday experience
of renting: English private renters who have
experienced poor housing conditions in the
last five years56

Fire risk

As the private rented sector has expanded to
accommodate more households, increasing numbers
are living in houses that are too small for their needs.
Over the last 20 years, the number of households living
in overcrowded conditions has more than trebled in the
private rented sector, rising from 62,000 in 1996/97 to
over 230,000 in 2016/17.45

Private renter, Harlow

 rime, with some renters reporting issues around
c
mugging, and drug and alcohol abuse that never
seem to be resolved either by the police or by the
local authority or housing association

Insecure/
unsafe locks/
doors

The rise and decline
of social housing

‘You go stir crazy if you spend too much
time in our home.’

 hysical signs of dereliction, including poorly
p
designed estates and fly tipping, which can make
the neighbourhood feel like a place where they do
not want to live

Electrical
hazards

5.

Over-crowding
According to the government, an estimated 682,000
households live in overcrowded housing – 5% in
private rented homes and 7% in social housing.44
Under this definition, households are overcrowded if
they have fewer bedrooms available than the number
of bedrooms needed to avoid undesirable sharing
(given the number, ages and relationship of the
household members).

In the past year alone,
a majority (53%) of private
renters have experienced
at least one problem with
the condition of their home.
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households live in
overcrowded housing.

Pest/animal
infestation

3.

How have we got here?

However, the homes that don’t meet the
government’s official standards are just the tip of
the iceberg. Poor conditions are part of the everyday
experience for today’s private renters. In the past year
alone, a majority (53%) have experienced at least
one problem with the condition of their home, such
as mould, damp, excess cold, electrical hazards,
or pest infestations.55

Excess
cold

2.

In the private rented sector, we heard about multiple
children in small ‘box’ rooms and families having
nowhere to gather or eat together. Where families
live in flats rather than houses, overcrowding can be
exacerbated by the lack of private outside space, both
for children to play and for storage. Overcrowding can
have a negative impact on family relations. It can cause
arguments, and at worst it can cause relationship
breakdowns and homelessness.

Damp

682,000

For the increasing numbers of older people in the
private rented sector, the prospect of being forced to
move is highly worrying. Research by Age UK found
that older private renters can face a precarious living
situation, with concerns about insecurity and fears
around eviction raised to their helpline.43

Mould

1.

52

53
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Social homes have significantly fewer issues, and most
social renters we spoke to say their housing is of good
quality and in good repair. Submissions to our call for
evidence supported this, for example the Guinness
Partnership pointed out that social homes are more
decent, better insulated, more energy efficient, and
are more likely to have working smoke alarms than
other types of housing, and they have fewer hazards
and have fewer issues with damp than private rented
homes.58 The stability of social housing can make it
more feasible for social renters to spend their own time
and money making improvements – many value being
able to maintain and decorate their own home.59

How have we got here?

The rise and decline
of social housing

However, works like major repairs or improvements
to communal areas are the landlord’s responsibility
and social renters are unable to make these changes.
This means some social renters still experience issues
with poor housing conditions – for example 5% of
social homes are affected by damp60, and as we saw
above, though lower than other housing types, over
220,000 social homes pose an immediate threat to
health and safety.61

The consequences
of the decline

£1.4bn
5.

6.

Principles for the future
of social housing

Reforming social renting

8.

Building more
social housing

9.
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Social renter, Harlow

Research shows that living in poor and unsafe
conditions can have a serious effect on health and
wellbeing.62 One in ten private renters said that their
health had been affected in the last year because their
landlord had not dealt with repairs or poor conditions
in their property, and 11% of private-renting parents
said that their children’s health had been affected.63
The charity Mind told us that housing insecurity or
substandard accommodation can worsen people’s
mental health and increase the likelihood of relapse.64
One estimate puts the cost of poor housing to the
NHS at £1.4bn per year.65

Venetia

‘They
	
can be a bit slow at getting
things done – it took them a week
or two to fix the front door after it
had been kicked in.’
Social renter, Middlesbrough

People talked about daily frustrations with
communication or long waits for essential work to be
completed. Residents we spoke to described being
told that repairs were being put off for budget reasons,
leaving them feeling disempowered, and frustrated
about where their rent payments had been going.68
‘Influence only happens when something
bad happens. I had a fire in my house.
The housing association did not install
a fire alarm before I moved in. After
8 months of exhausting complaints
contacting the Housing Ombudsman
and my local MP and local fire brigade
I got changes made for the whole
housing stock. That really is disgraceful.’
Social renter

Despite the clear ‘social’ remit held by local authorities
and housing associations, a large minority of social
renters feel ignored by their landlord. A third (31%)
of social renters feel that their landlord doesn’t think
about their interests when making decisions.69 There
is significant variation across England on this measure,
with numbers ranging from 16% in the North East to
38% of social renters in London who feel their landlord
doesn’t consider their interests.70

Venetia’s story
Venetia, 36, and her two children, aged eight and ten, live in social
housing in London. She’s endured a six-year battle with her social
landlord over extensive mould and damp in two different properties.
‘We noticed black liquid seeping down the wallpaper in the lounge.
When I peeled off the wallpaper, the wall behind it was covered in
black mould and damp patches. I called my landlord, who eventually
sent someone out, but they just wiped the mould off the wall and
did nothing to fix the damp. I kept asking them to fix it, but they
did nothing.
The damp started to affect my health. I ended up spending
four days in hospital after a severe asthma attack. After that,
Environmental Health came out to inspect the property but still
nothing was done. Eventually, I went to a solicitor who was prepared
to take on my case on a no-win, no-fee basis. I won compensation,
but that didn’t make up for the way they had treated me.
At the end of 2015, my landlord offered us a new social home.
It looked lovely but even as we walked in, I could see the damp
patches on the wall. I asked the landlord to take pictures and
document it. The property flooded when a washing machine was
being installed, and after this the damp grew worse. The damp
ruined so much of our stuff – my children’s toys, books, clothes
– we were forced to move into the front room to escape it. It was
only when I involved a solicitor again, and they called out a surveyor
to inspect the property, that my landlord started to take it seriously.
It’s not just the impact of the damp and mould that gets to
me, but the way I’ve been treated: like I’m dirt on the bottom
of someone’s shoe. It’s been an absolute nightmare, I’ve hit rock
bottom so many times. There is no help for people in social
housing suffering from disrepair and this needs to change.’
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One estimate puts the cost
of poor housing to the NHS
at £1.4bn per year.

‘When
	
we first moved in it was
rough – dated, dirty, gross. We had
to put a lot of effort in to make it
pleasant again.’

Complaints
Most social renters have a reasonable relationship
with their landlord, and they tend to be confident that
any issues will be fixed or repaired as they arise. 60%
of social renters feel that their landlord listens to their
concerns and 65% agree that their landlord resolves
issues in their home in a timely way.66 Yet people
in social housing are more likely than those renting
privately to feel they have issues left unresolved.67
Many of the challenges faced by residents of Grenfell
Tower and the surrounding area were not unique to
their homes. Social renters across England told us
about difficulties interacting with their landlord.
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‘I just feel so
overwhelmed by
the lack of care from
people who are
supposed to have
such an important job,
finding people homes.’

55
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23%

This can be particularly worrying for the increasing
numbers of families and older people in the private
rented sector, for whom moving home would be
more difficult. Over one in five (23%) families say that
over the last five years, they have avoided asking for
repairs or improvements for fear of eviction. One in
five (22%) families did not challenge a rent increase
for the same reason.76 Research by Age UK found
that older renters can face delays getting repairs,
difficulties getting essential home adaptations carried
out, and experience feelings of insecurity and fears
about eviction.77

Chapter 1

	‘They talk to you as if you’re
scum. To them, it’s a business.
The same as if you’re renting
from a private landlord.’
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Social renter, Colne
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In the last five years, one in
five (21%) private renting
parents said that their
landlord or letting agency
threatened them.

12%
12% of parents say they
have been offered ‘sex for
rent’ by a landlord in the
last five years.

For most private renters, raising an issue with their
landlord is enough to have that issue resolved. Unlike
many in social housing, local authority environmental
health teams inspect properties and enforce standards
for private renters. However, those on low incomes
who do not have a good relationship with their landlord
face a precarious situation.

Across all ages, private renters living in the worst
conditions and with the fewest options are reluctant to
make a complaint about their landlord, fearing eviction
or a rent increase – and knowing they can ill-afford
to find a new home if they are evicted. This concern
is understandable. If they are evicted and can’t
find another suitable home, increasing numbers
face homelessness.

Significant drivers of this seem to be an absence
of routes for renters to get involved in the decisions
made about their homes, delays, and a lack of
recourse when there are problems.80

When trying to resolve issues or complain, the private
renters on low incomes who we spoke to didn’t
feel they had any power to challenge or chase their
landlords.71 Relationships can deteriorate easily,
with particular issues for families: in the last five years,
Individual complaints about social housing are usually
one in five (21%) private renting parents with children
expected to be resolved through the landlord’s own
in their household said that their landlord or letting
complaints procedure – and, if necessary, determination agent threatened, harassed or assaulted them and/or
by the Housing Ombudsman. But social renters face
another renter.72 12% of these parents say they have
delays – the average time taken for the Ombudsman
been offered ‘sex for rent’ by a landlord in the last
to make a decision is eight months.81
five years.73
Though proper regulation is essential, tenant
involvement could help hold landlords to account.
But there are decreasing numbers of residents
on landlords’ governing boards – and with a
lack of funding to support tenant involvement,
tenant engagement officers have been stretched.
We heard from one who was covering 20,000
tenancies. Tenant panels can be a good means
of scrutiny, but there are relatively few of them –
for around 3.9 million households living in social
housing, only 93 tenant panels are listed on the
Housing Ombudsman’s website.81
Though standards are set for the involvement of
renters, they are vague, and are not proactively
inspected or enforced.83 The Regulator of Social

Other renters said they are concerned about high risk
bad conditions, or poor maintenance, but because
of the power imbalance, they worry it may not be
worth rocking the boat. And these concerns are not
unwarranted – environmental health teams are overstretched and under-resourced.74
Evictions and homelessness
Social renters are usually protected from eviction.
But for private renters, the threat of eviction can mean
it is a high-risk strategy to raise a complaint. Research
by Citizens Advice found that 46% of private renters
who made a complaint about the condition of their
home (such as damp and mould) were issued with
an eviction notice within six months.75

4,000
Rough sleeper counts show
that over 4,000 people sleep
rough on a given night.

Yet homelessness is broader than rough sleeping.
Overall, 277,000 people are homeless in England on
a given night.82 Most people who are homeless are
not on the street but sofa surfing, or accommodated
in emergency or temporary accommodation.
This means hostels or shelters in the case of most
single homeless people; local authority-provided
emergency accommodation (such as bed and
breakfast accommodation; or longer-term temporary
flats or houses) in the case of children and families.
The number of people who are homeless in temporary
accommodation has risen by two-thirds since 2011.83

Figure 6: Homelessness has increased in recent years
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21%

Over one in five (23%)
families say that over the
last five years, they have
avoided asking for repairs
or improvements for fear
of eviction

Rough sleeper counts show that over 4,000 people
sleep rough on a given night. Since 2010, the number
of people sleeping rough has almost trebled.78
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Our consultation showed that many social renters
feel powerless. Just a fifth (19%) of social renters who
responded reported they feel able to influence the
decisions made by their landlord about their home,
and only 11% of social renters who responded said
they feel able to influence the decisions made by
national or local government about their homes and
communities.79

Housing has the power to intervene but sets a high
bar for doing so – they must see ‘serious detriment’
resulting from ‘systemic failures’.84 As a result, only
14% of referrals were investigated last year, and a
breach and serious detriment was found in only five
cases (1%).85 The number of referrals from individuals
is in decline,86 and when we asked social renters about
the Regulator of Social Housing, no one had interacted
with it – and virtually no one had even heard of it.

Number of people sleeping rough
(thousands)

2.

The housing crisis

Number of households in temporary
accomodation (thousands)

1.
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March 2011,86 and the number of over-60s accepted
as homeless by their local authority doubled between
2009-2017.87

	Baroness Doreen Lawrence,
Commissioner85

	‘And while the public inquiry will look
just at Grenfell, I don’t believe that
institutional indifference is limited
to that community. It’s the same
indifference that too often sees
And the increase in homelessness is disproportionately
dismissive landlords protected by
affecting the increasing numbers of families and older
a system that allows them to ignore
people who had been living in the private rented
social tenants’ fears and concerns.’
sector. 77% more children are homeless now than in

Sean’s story
Sean, his wife, two children and his teenage step-daughter
had lived in their privately rented home for nearly eight years.
The property was in a state of extreme disrepair, with damp
and cold that was so bad it was classed an immediate risk
to their health and safety. An environmental health inspection
found multiple deficiencies and hazards, which they ordered
the landlord to resolve within two months. The landlord failed
to act, and the family withheld rent. The landlord evicted them,
and the local authority classed the family as ‘intentionally
homeless’, even though the property they were in wasn’t fit for
occupation. They were placed in a bed and breakfast (B&B)
twenty miles away from their former home.
‘In the B&B it was very, very stressful. We had nowhere to sit
down, it was just one single bed and one double bed. Me and
the wife were on the double and the two kids had to top and tail
in the single bed for about seven months. We were never given
a reason for the length of time we were in that B&B. No answers,
just silence.
We’re now in temporary accommodation, which is more suitable,
but my step-daughter still can’t live with us. It’s only a two-bed
and you can’t really expect a 17-year-old to share a room with a
seven-year-old and a three-year-old boy in two double bunk beds.
She’s had to move to her dad’s in her GCSE year. She’s not done
great because of the upheaval and changing schools.

‘My daughters have
had their education
disrupted and I lost
my job because of our
housing problems.’
Sean

Figure 7: Number of homeless households
by reason for loss of their settled home
20,000

Despite widely accepted benefits around stability and
affordability, there is a stigma associated with social
housing. Over half (54%) of social renters say they
are portrayed unfairly. One in six (18%) social renters
feel that they are looked down on because they are a
social renter, and one in eight social renters (13%) say
they would go so far as to say they are embarrassed
to tell people they are a social renter.89

15,000

10,000

5,000

0
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
	
Parents no longer able or willing to
provide accomodation
Other relatives/friends no longer able
or willing to provide accommodation
Relationship breakdown with partner
	
Mortgage arrears
	
Rent arrears on social or private
sector dwellings

Termination of assured shorthold
tenancy
Loss of rented or tied
accommodation for reasons
other than termination of assured
shorthold tenancy
	
Other reasons

Like those living in Grenfell Tower and the surrounding
area, many social renters across England feel that the
problems with conditions, complaints and indifference
are part of a society-wide view that social renters are of
a lesser status and less worthy of assistance or help.
Stigma can be related to particular housing designs –
social renters living on estates are more than twice as
likely to feel that people look down on them because
of where they live than people in mixed-tenure areas.90
‘Because we don’t own bricks and mortar
we are treated like trash.’
Social renter, Newcastle
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Stigma and institutional indifference
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78% of the recent rise is down to people being
forced out of their private rented home; the loss of
a private tenancy is now the number one cause
of homelessness.84 With more than half (55%) of
homeless households now in work, employment
provides neither protection from becoming homeless
nor a route out.85

Both my daughters have had their education disrupted and I lost
my job because of our housing problems. I still don’t know what’s
happening. Last time I spoke to the local authority, they said they
have now judged that they owe us a duty of care and that we’d
be informed in writing. That was three months ago and I’m still
waiting for the letter confirming that.’
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How have we got here?

Two out of three (63%)
private renters feel that
people would perceive them
in a more negative light if
they lived in social housing.

The rise and decline
of social housing

We can also see stigma at work in the negative public
perceptions of life in social housing. Despite multiple
measures showing there are better conditions in social
housing, more private renters think they would get
a better condition home in the private sector than in
social housing.91 Perhaps most worryingly, stigma
affects whether people choose to try and access a
social home, including low-income private renters.
Two out of three (63%) private renters feel that people
would perceive them in a more negative light if they
lived in social housing. Some of the people we spoke
to hadn’t applied for social housing for this reason.92
Previous research found that only a third of people who
want to live in social housing put their name down.93

	‘I would feel embarrassed about it.’
Private renter, London

No DSS
Nearly one in three people
receiving housing benefit say
they haven’t been able to rent
a home due to a ‘No DSS’
policy in the last five years.
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Stigma even persists among some social renters.
While most rejected the negative stereotypes, many
felt they had had a ‘lucky’ experience – and that
elsewhere, there would be a grain of truth within
the stories.94
Evidence shows the stigma around social housing is
misplaced. Social housing is not damaging to people,
nor does it cause deprivation.95 Rather than being a
barrier to mobility and aspiration, social renters found
that it could be a platform for getting on in life.96
Social renters we spoke to raised concerns that
indifference and stigma could lead to vital investment
being deprioritised and renters being ignored.97

6.

7.

Reforming social renting

Reforming private renting

‘Reported repair issues need to be
taken seriously. I gave up trying to get
damaged, cracked and stained plaster
repaired following a major roof leak, as I
couldn’t bear the persistent mansplaining,
accusations of being untruthful and
downright incompetence. The housing
association simply doesn’t want to
spend money’
Social renter

‘I’ve always thought of myself as
incredibly lucky to be a social housing
tenant... On the two occasions I’ve come
to rely on social housing, it has been
there to make sure my family has had
somewhere to live.’

	‘It’s like they think, you live in social,
you won’t work’.
Social renter, Manchester

In the private rented sector, finding a safe and
affordable home can be challenging enough, however
some households face the additional hurdle of finding
a landlord who is willing to rent to them. In particular,
many households who receive housing benefit face
discrimination. Bans on private renters claiming
housing benefit are a common sight in property
adverts. Nearly one in three private renters receiving
housing benefit say they haven’t been able to rent
a home due to a ‘No DSS’98 policy in the last five
years.99 Four in ten private landlords surveyed (43%)
say they operate an outright ban on renting to people
in receipt of housing benefit, with a further 18% saying
they prefer not to, but occasionally do.100 Government
figures show these discriminatory practices have a
disproportionate impact on women and disabled
people, who are more likely to be claiming housing
benefit in the private rented sector.101
On top of this, almost one in five private landlords
operate an outright ban on families with children and
a further 13% prefer not to let to families.102 Families
on housing benefit are therefore particularly likely to
be affected by discrimination.
Renters from outside the UK can also experience
significant stigma, which has been exacerbated as
a result of changes in government policy requiring
landlords to check renters’ immigration status.
Since the Right to Rent legislation103 came into force,
almost one-third of private landlords (30%) surveyed
say they are less likely to let to people who do not hold
British passports or who do not appear to be British.104

Rob Gershon, Commissioner105

85%
Our research found that the
vast majority (85%) of people
in social housing are happy
with their homes.

Despite some significant issues, our research found
that the vast majority (85%) of people in social housing
are happy with their homes. A large majority (77%)
say they feel ‘fortunate’ to live in social housing. Our
face-to face interviews revealed that this feeling derived
in part from a perception that social housing is very
scarce, and an awareness that many people are
struggling in the private sector.106

	‘Moving into social housing
has changed my life beyond all
recognition, we’ve got security,
we’re comfortable financially,
we’ve got a 24 hour helpline,
caring community, great neighbours,
a property that meets all of our
needs and we’ve still got our own
independence… I love it!’
Social renter, Middlesbrough

As we saw earlier in the chapter, social renters
particularly value the stability and affordability of social
housing.107 Time and again, we heard about the
benefits of being able to settle in to a home you can
afford, from finding work to planning for the future.

For some, this means the ability to afford things such
as treating their children, covering the cost of bills, or
buying new clothes. For others, it means the security
to save for the long term – putting money aside for a
holiday or a car.
43% of social renters are in work but only 7%
are unemployed – people in social housing are
disproportionately from groups who are less likely to
be in work, such as older people, disabled people or
people with ill health, or those with no qualifications.108
But social renters told us that their social housing
has a positive impact on them finding employment
– belying a commonly held view.109
Most people in social housing see it as giving them
a strong foundation – but what about wider society?
Through our Big Conversation, we asked 31,000
people this: what is the biggest issue with social
housing? Though issues like affordability, conditions,
anti-social behaviour, stigma, and the allocation system
were raised, by a very long way most people thought
the biggest issue facing social housing is that there is
not enough of it.110 Overwhelmingly people saw social
housing as the answer to problems in the housing
market – from rising homelessness to high private
rents, and even the increasing inability to get on the
housing ladder.111
Social housing is seen as the only option for those
in the greatest need, providing them with affordable,
secure housing that can help them get back on their
feet. But people also went further – they want social
housing to be for a much wider population, for working
households on modest incomes, for those unable to
afford to buy, and for families and older people worried
about insecurity, cost and exploitation in the private
rented sector. For everyone who needs it.

	‘Private landlords… they just exploit
people… Social housing should be
for everyone.’
Social renter, Middlesbrough
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‘If I hadn’t got a council house, I don’t
think my daughter would be in university
now. I don’t know where we’d be. It was
the first step up.’
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4.

The consequences
of the decline

Conclusion

As we will see in Chapter 4, the shrinking of social
housing stock has led to social housing becoming
marginalised – and made it less likely that people
will experience social housing themselves.

Peter, 44, Social renter, Bristol
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Shandor’s story
Shandor, 48 became homeless when an accident at work caused
him to fall behind on his rent payments. After six months in a
homeless shelter, he and his son Billy, aged eight, have finally
moved into a permanent social home.
‘My accident left me disabled and suffering from post-traumatic
stress disorder. I was on full sick pay at work then they cut me
down to half pay. Eventually I lost my job, so I couldn’t afford
my rent.
I moved to lodgings in Luton, living in one room with my son
in a house we shared with a pensioner called Gerry. It wasn’t
a perfect situation, but it was a means to an end. Then Gerry
died suddenly, and the executors served me notice. Not only
did I lose a good friend, I was thinking “What happens now,
where am I going to sleep? Where am I going to shower?
Where’s my son going to go? Am I still going to be able to
see him?”
I went to the council and asked for help. The night before I was
evicted, I was given a place in a homeless shelter. There were
people there with serious mental health issues. I had my son
every weekend and it was not a good place for him to be. I was
told the council would decide on my case within 33 days, but it
took nearly six months for me to hear anything.
We now have a wonderful little one-bedroom flat, which is our
home. The sheer satisfaction of hanging pictures on the wall
with picture hooks rather than Blu Tack is incredible. Billy is more
settled and is starting to make new friends. He’s come out of
his shell too, which is great. The only downside is he’s already
asking me how he will be able to afford somewhere to live when
he’s 18… he’s only eight.’
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‘We now have a
wonderful little
one-bedroom flat,
which is our home.’
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Chapter 2
How have we got here?
1.

2.

The housing crisis

How have we got here?

The housing system does not fail
everybody, but as set out in Chapter 1,
it is currently letting too many people
down. This chapter examines the long-term
trends that have led to England’s current
housing crisis, including the rise in costs
and increase in private renting.

Figure 8: Real average house prices since 19231
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3.

The high cost of housing
The purchase price of housing climbed
steadily until the 1980s and has risen rapidly
in recent decades.

x8

As prices have risen, incomes haven’t kept up.
The average home in England in 2017 cost almost
eight times more to buy than the average annual pay
The average home in England packet. This is up from 3.5 times in 1997, and well
in 2017 cost almost eight
above even the 2007 peak of just over seven times’
times more to buy than the
earnings.3 It is no easier for those on lower earnings
average annual pay packet.
– the ratio between their earnings and the lowest
priced homes has increased in the same way.

Home ownership rates have
been falling since 2003 when
they peaked at 71% of all
households; by 2016/17 they
had dropped to 63%

falling since 2003, when it peaked at 71% of all
households. By 2016/17 it had dropped to 63%,
taking our level of home ownership below the EU
average of 69%.4,5
However, in recent years, the situation for people on
ordinary incomes, trying to buy a home has been even
worse than the overall figure suggests (see figure 12).
England’s overall home ownership rate has masked
a significant drop in the number of households who
own their home with a mortgage – the only route
to ownership for most people on ordinary incomes.

Declining home ownership
As a consequence of the most recent increases
in prices, the number of households who own their
own home has dropped. For decades over the
twentieth century, rising ownership rates led people
across the income spectrum to build up a legitimate
expectation that one day they would be able to
own. But the overall home ownership rate has been

In only fifteen years, the number of mortgaged
households has reduced by almost a third.7 This
equates to almost two million fewer households
owning with a mortgage today than in 2001.

4.

The consequences
of the decline

Figure 9: Change in real house prices across different countries, 1980-20172
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Figure 10: Proportion of households in owner occupation since 19186
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Figure 11:

1.

The growth in private renting
households over twenty years12
The housing crisis

Figure 12: Number of households living in each tenure since 1980 (,000s)8
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As the number of private renters has grown, the type
of household that rents privately has changed too.
The stereotype of private renters being mostly students
and twenty-somethings is now out of date. Less
than 6% of private renters today are students, and a
majority of private rented households are headed by
someone who is over the age of 35.13

500000

2012

1996/97

1000000
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2.1million

1500000

2011

Reforming private renting

An explosion in private renters, including families
and older people
With home ownership in significant decline and
inadequate numbers of social homes, a growing
number of people living on ordinary and low incomes
have no other option but to rent from a private
landlord. The number of households renting privately
more than doubled over the twenty years from 1997
to 2016/17, rising from 2.1 million households to 4.7
million.10 This has prompted a generational shift in the
way people in England are housed. The Resolution
Foundation found that going back as far as records
allow, millennials (those born between 1981 and 2000)
are more likely than any other generation to be renting
privately by the time they are in their early 30s.11

2010

7.

Reforming social renting

Figure 13: Change in households with children
in each tenure since 2003/0415
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5.

As fewer people are able to move into home ownership
or social housing, households renting privately are
increasingly older, and families with children. In just
the time since 2003, the proportion of families living
in a private rented home has trebled – a quarter of all
families now rent privately.14 Overwhelmingly, as we
saw in Chapter 1, these households are looking for
an affordable, stable home, not just a stop-gap.

2007

2016/17

Even these figures understate the number of people
who have actually been priced out of home ownership.
A growing number of people today live in what are
called ‘hidden’ or ‘suppressed’ households. These
include people who are living with their parents well
into adulthood, or couples who are sharing with
friends. If these hidden households are included in
the total count, barely half of all households are now
homeowners.9 The result is that home ownership has
now been pushed well beyond the reach of many,
particularly those on lower incomes.

2006
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1.

2.

Lucie’s story
Lucie, 29, works for a charity in Luton. She has two children and
has been on the social housing waiting list since she gave birth
to her daughter at 18.

The housing crisis

How have we got here?

Rising costs to the state and to renters
England’s dependence on the private rented sector
to house a growing number of people has had
implications for the housing benefit bill. The cost of
helping growing numbers of low-income renters to
afford high private rents has substantially increased
the housing benefit bill.

As the number of families renting has grown,
so too has the number of older households.
784,983 households aged 55 and over rent from
a private landlord. This number has nearly doubled
since 2003.17
Figure 14: Number of families and older people
living in privately rented accommodation16
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The cost of this rationing has fallen back on the private
renters themselves. Across much of the country, gaps
have opened between the amount that private renters
on low incomes are able to get in housing benefit and
even the cheapest market rents. As we saw in Chapter
1, housing benefit rates have been cut and then frozen
even while rents have increased, meaning that housing
benefit does not cover the cost of a modest private
rental in 9 out of 10 areas across England. While
freezing rates has produced an immediate saving to
the treasury, it is clearly not a sustainable long-term
strategy to control expenditure.

Agenda Page 329

500,000

0

5.

I didn’t realise how long I would be waiting for social housing.
I first went on it when my daughter was born, and we’re even
lower down on it now because I gave up and moved us into
a three-bedroom house. My daughter is 11 years old now,
and just too grown up to share a room with her brother.’

The government’s preferred option for controlling the
private rented housing bill has been to severely ration
how much renters can claim.
565,861

The consequences
of the decline

Spending on private rent subsidies increased from
a low of £4 billion to over £10 billion in the decade
to 2011/12,19 spending has fallen back since, but
this is primarily due to cuts to the amount of benefits
households can claim.

1,500,000

1,000,000

4.

‘I really feel that if I’d been in stable social housing for the last ten
years, I’d be in a position to buy my own home now. But it didn’t
work out like that. Instead, all my money has gone on rent, moving
costs and fees. It’s not fair to expect people and their children
to hop from home to home, paying deposits, moving costs, and
agent fees each time. I’ve always tried to stay in the same area
and keep my daughter in the same school, but it’s been up and
down for years. I think I’ve had seven addresses, and out of those,
four landlords sold their property. The longest I’ve been in any
home is two and a half years.

Figure 15: Real terms spending on housing benefit for private rented
housing since 1980/81 (£ millions) March 2018 prices18
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‘It’s not fair to expect
people and their
children to hop from
home to home, paying
deposits, moving
costs, and agent fees
each time.’
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Sarah

Sarah’s story
Sarah, her husband – who has disabilities from a motorcycle
accident – and four children have lived in private rented
accommodation since 2010. They’ve had to move on
numerous occasions.
‘We started in Southampton. We lived in a few different houses
there, then we went to Eastleigh, then Gosport, and now we are in
Andover. We’ve had to move because we couldn’t afford the rent
when our housing benefit was cut – it’s extremely difficult to find an
affordable three-bedroom rental. We went to the council and they
said they couldn’t help us unless we would move up north, which
would be so far from our family support. They told us to look for
two-bedroom private rentals instead. But when we spoke to estate
agents, they wouldn’t rent us a two-bedroom property because at
the time we had three children. Then, when the estate agents found
out we received housing benefit, they wouldn’t rent to us at all.
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8.

‘We just
couldn’t
afford the
rent when
our housing
benefit
was cut.’

10	MHCLG, English Housing Survey, 2016/17 https://www.gov.uk/
government/statistics/english-housing-survey-2016-to-2017-headlinereport
11	Corlett, A. and Judge, L., Home Affront, Housing Across
The Generations, Resolution Foundation, 2017 https://www.
resolutionfoundation.org/app/uploads/2017/09/Home-Affront.pdf
12	MHCLG, English Housing Survey, 2016/17, Annex Table 1.1, https://
www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-housing-survey-2016-to2017-headline-report
13	MHCLG, English Housing Survey; private rented sector, 2016/17,
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-housing-survey-2016to-2017-private-rented-sector
14	11% of Families with dependent children (including lone parents) lived
in the PRS in 2006-07. 27% of families did so in 2016/17. MHCLG,
English Housing Survey; private rented sector, /16/17, Chapter1:
Figures and annex tables https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/723883/Private_Rented_Sector_
Chapter_1_Figures_and_Annex_tables.xlsx
15	MHCLG, English Housing Survey, 2016/17, Annex Table 1.1, https://
www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-housing-survey-2016-to2017-headline-report
16	English Housing Survey 2016/17 and Survey of English Housing
1993-2008
17 Ibid
18	DWP, Benefit expenditure and caseload tables, 2018 https://www.
gov.uk/government/publications/benefit-expenditure-and-caseloadtables-2018
19	Ibid
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1	Shelter Analysis, Nationwide Real House Prices, https://www.
nationwide.co.uk/about/house-price-index/download-data#xtab:ukseries
2	OECD, Real House Price Index, 1980=100, https://stats.oecd.org/
viewhtml.aspx?datasetcode=HOUSE_PRICES&lang=en#
3	In 2017 the median home in England was worth 7.8 times the median
gross annual earnings of an individual worker, up from 3.5 times in
1997. Office for National Statistics, Housing affordability in England and
Wales- Annual workplace-based earnings, April 2018, Table 1c https://
www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/bulletins/
housingaffordabilityinenglandandwales/2017
4	MHCLG, English Housing Survey, 2016/17, Section 1 household tables:
Annex Table 1.1 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/englishhousing-survey-2016-to-2017-headline-report
5	The EU average was 69.2% in 2016. Statista, ‘Home ownership rate
in the European Union (28 countries) from 2010 to 2016’ https://www.
statista.com/statistics/503864/house-owners-among-european-unioneu-28-population/
6	MHCLG, English Housing Survey Tenure trends and cross tenure
analysis tables: FT (S101): trends in tenure, https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/724770/
FT1101_Trends_in_tenure.xlsx
7	From 2001 to 2016/17 the number of households with a mortgage
decreased by 32%. MHCLG, English Housing Survey, 2016/17, Annex
Table 1.1, https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-housingsurvey-2016-to-2017-headline-report
8	MHCLG, English Housing Survey, 2016/17, Annex Table 1.1, https://
www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-housing-survey-2016-to2017-headline-report
9	Resolution Foundation, Home ownership in the UK, 2017 https://www.
resolutionfoundation.org/data/housing/

This needs to come to a stop. We do not feel safe in any property.
My 12-year-old daughter has gone to eight different schools and
has really struggled with constantly making friends and losing
friends because of all our moves. All the upheaval makes her
so unhappy.’
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Figure 17:

Timeline of social housing

The housing crisis
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How have we got here?

The rise and decline
of social housing

In the three and a half
decades after the end of
the Second World War, local
authorities and housing
associations built 4.4 million
social homes.

1869

With higher house prices forcing more
and more people into the insecure and
often unaffordable private rented sector,
and the government spending more
and more on benefits payments, what
has happened to the solution that once
existed: secure, low-cost social housing?
This chapter looks at the rise and decline
of social housing, before we look at the
implications of this decline in Chapter 4.

The first known council housing in Europe is
built by the Conservative-led local authority of
Liverpool, in response to insanitary conditions.

associations built 4.4 million social homes at
an average rate of more than 126,000 a year.1
This level of building was kept up through postwar reconstruction, despite three recessions in the
1950s, 1960s and 1970s. While some significant
errors were made along the way in terms of design
and place making, in general this extended period
was one of considerable state success. The homes
that were built over this period still make up the bulk
of our social housing stock today.
How was this incredible feat achieved? And how
did this rising tide of social housing decline to the
slow trickle of 6,000 homes a year we see today?3

In the three and a half decades after the end of the
Second World War, local authorities and housing

Labouring Classes Dwellings Act allows for
authorities to purchase sites and borrow at
preferential rates to build and improve homes
for low-income workers.

1890

Housing of the Working Classes Act empowered
local authorities to fund and build social housing
at scale.

1900

London City Council builds one of the first
major housing estates. The Boundary Estate in
east London replaced the slum housing of the
Old Nichol rookery.

Figure 16: New build annual social housing completions since 19232

4.

1920-1940

Large-scale slum clearances coincide with a step
up in local authority housebuilding to replace
them with decent homes – though often at rents
unaffordable to previous slum residents.
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1945-1970

The ‘golden age’ of local authority housebuilding.
In response to widespread housing need postwar, two landmark housing acts are passed, and
large-scale local authority housebuilding (peaking
at 300,000 a year) is delivered.
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The consequences
of the decline

1973-1977
1980

7.

Reforming private renting

The Housing Act 1980 introduces ‘the Right to Buy’, giving renters the
legal right to purchase their council house, aided by large discounts.

8.

Building more
social housing

Large-scale stock transfer of social housing from local authorities to
Housing Associations takes place, leading to investment in improving
the quality of existing social homes. New supply remains low and
government support shifts away from social housing towards low-cost
homeownership for would-be first-time buyers.

2011

In the aftermath of the financial crash, all funding for new social
housing is removed. Reduced funding is directed at less affordable
and less secure tenures such as ‘affordable rent’. The 2011 Localism
Act allows for shorter-term tenancies to replace secure tenancies.

9.

Recommendations

2016-2018

All major measures in the 2016 Housing and Planning Act
scrapped, some funding is provided for social housing, and
restrictions on local authority borrowing are lifted.

1981-1990

1981-1990 – Long-term funding for social housing was cut
back and local authority borrowing for new build restricted.
Secure, indefinite local authority tenancies were brought in
to help those unable to exercise the Right to Buy.

2008

Significant increase in investment in new social housebuilding,
partly as an economic stimulus in response to the economic downturn.

2016

The Housing and Planning Act introduces a raft of changes reducing
social housing. ‘Higher value’ council homes are to be sold to fund a
new Right to Buy for Housing Association tenants. ‘Starter Homes’
to buy are introduced and prioritised over social housing. Shorterterm tenancies are to be introduced as standard.
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1997-2008

People with highest needs are prioritised in social housing
through more needs-based allocation systems, including the
1977 Housing (Homeless Persons) Act.
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1.

2.

Chapter 3

‘Housing is the first of the social
services. It is also one of the keys
to increased productivity. Work,
family life, health and education are
all undermined by overcrowded
homes. Therefore a Conservative
and Unionist Government will give
housing a priority second only to
national defence. Our target remains
300,000 houses a year.’

The housing crisis

How have we got here?

There are four key ingredients needed to build social
housing. In this chapter, we show how these were
the foundations of every successful period of social
housebuilding. Shortages of one or another ingredient
have led to compromises along the way, and a
lack of all four ingredients has led to the decline of
social housing.
Figure 18: Four key ingredients needed to build
social housing

Conservative party manifesto, 1951
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The consequences
of the decline

Land

94,140
5.

In 1980, 94,140 social
homes were built.

Principles for the future
of social housing

44,240
By 1983, supply halved to
44,240 new social homes.

Reforming social renting

7.
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‘Under Labour more than
1,300,000 new dwellings
have been built since the
war. We shall maintain the
present rate of 200,000 new
houses a year and increase it
as soon as raw materials and
manpower can be spared.
Most of these houses will as
now be built for rent and not
for sale, and for the benefit of
those whose housing need
is greatest.’

Capacity
Skills, materials and
technology to get
homes built
Money
Balance between grant
and other funding

Land
Secure supply
of low-cost land
Purpose
A vision for and clear
commitment to build
social housing

Serious social housebuilding was curtailed after 1980,
as local authorities’ ability to build and manage social
housing was restricted. In 1980, 94,140 social homes
were built. By 1983, supply halved to 44,240 new
social homes.4 Although local authorities retain over
1.6 million homes,5 much former local authority stock
has been either transferred to housing associations or
sold into private ownership through the Right to Buy.
The Housing Act 1988 was an attempt to pave
the way for a return to social housebuilding, led
by housing associations and backed up by private
finance. Since then, housing associations have
delivered most of the very low numbers of new
social homes. However, they have lacked access
to the ingredients needed to come close to meeting
housing need.
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6.

Purpose

From the late-nineteenth century, local authorities and
housing associations responded to poor conditions
in the private rented sector by building decent social
homes for the ‘respectable working classes’, though
these were often at rents unaffordable to the former
residents of slums. Yet it was only after the First World
War, when the government committed to getting
hundreds of thousands of ‘homes fit for heroes’ built,
that social housing was used to tackle squalor at
scale. After the Second World War, governments –
faced with the persistent problem of private rented
slums, the destruction of war and returning soldiers
– set out an even bigger vision for social housing.
This programme of building meant that over the latter
half of the 20th century, public housing provided a lowrent, long-term tenancy to millions of ordinary people.
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Money

Purpose
Private and third sector organisations have been
important builders and providers of social housing
from its earliest days, but all significant increases in
the country’s social housing stock have been driven
decisively by governments.

Labour party manifesto, 1951
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The consequences
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Reforming social renting

1.5m
There are around 1.5 million
fewer social homes today
than there were in 1980.

The combined effect of the loss of stock and failure
to replace it has been a significant reduction in the
absolute number of social homes. There are around
1.5 million fewer social homes today than there were
in 1980.9 Far from growing in-step with the country’s
changing need as the population and household
numbers have increased, the size of the social stock
has fallen, making up an ever-smaller part of England’s
housing mix.
Figure 19: Not even washing its face: estimated
change in the social stock between 1980 and
2016/176

Social rented (16/17)
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Demolished
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Denmark
has used Public Asset Corporations to
pool public land, and has been effective at capturing
the uplift in land values from development
Social housebuilding in the immediate post-war
period benefited from legislation which decoupled
the land costs for social housing from the costs
of land for private housing. This stabilised costs,
providing a secure supply of affordable land on
which social housing could be built. As a result,
high-quality, well-planned developments were built
at record speeds. Many are still well-loved by their
residents today. This was phased out from 1959,
with the Land Compensation Act 1961 and case law
adding significant ‘hope value’ into the price of land.13
Compensation for landowners now includes the
value of the land along with the value of any planning
permissions for market housing it might get in future,
making it far more expensive.
While public money has built many social homes
over the years since the modern land market was
defined by the 1961 act, local authorities have often
been forced to compromise on quality, design, and
density to cope with escalating land prices. Whenever
governments have invested more public money in
social housing, land prices have increased sharply
because landowners have known they can charge
as much as the government is willing to pay.14 The
system-built tower blocks of the 1960s were in part
a way of coping with rising land prices by building
as many homes as possible on the same amount of
land. In 1963, Hackney local authority pleaded that the
‘lack of building sites and the ever-increasing cost of
site purchase left the council with no alternative but to
build higher’.15
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Singapore
has been highly praised for the way it has
promoted housing for all through state leadership in
the land market

3.0

land
assets overlying land
Source: Office for National Statistics, The UK national balance sheet: 2017 estimates

Compromises on conditions and quality – and, most
tragically, on safety – were made to bridge the gap
between land sold at market prices and the ambition
to deliver homes at affordable prices. Truly aspirational
social housebuilding programmes require rules to
make sure land comes into development at a low cost.
Access to land is also a major constraint on social
housebuilding in England today. A recent Savills
survey of housing associations found that ‘availability
of land’ was by far the biggest constraint on them
building more homes.16 Surveys of local authorities
found that ‘lack of land’ was the leading reason for
those not currently delivering housing. For those
who were delivering housing, it was the biggest
barrier to delivering more (just slightly behind the
Housing Revenue Account borrowing cap, which
the government recently scrapped).17
Social housing providers in 2019 either need an
unusually affordable source of land – for example,
land owned by a public body with an interest in seeing
social housing built, such as a local authority – or they
must find the money to compete with those buying
land to build the most profitable kinds of homes
for sale.

Money
To build social homes, the government uses money
borrowed at favourable interest rates to provide grants
to social housing providers. These grants cover some
or all the costs of building the homes, so they can
then be rented out at more affordable prices than the
market would provide. Providers can also combine
grant funding with other sources of finance and assets
such as public land, public or private borrowing or
surplus revenues. They can also subsidise social
housing with the income from other housebuilding.
Over time, the balance has shifted decisively away
from grant and towards these other sources. This is
partly because the costs of building homes – whether
market or social – have escalated, driven by high
land costs.
It is also because grant funding has declined over time.
Real terms investment in social and affordable housing
in the past five years has been less than half of that in
the first half of the 1980s and one third lower than in
the first half of the 1990s,18 see figure 21.
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Since 2011, rather than only funding social housing,
the new definition of ‘affordable housing’ has
broadened what government funds, so that it now
includes less affordable tenures such as shared
ownership and ‘affordable rent’ – as well as traditional
social housing at social rents. These rents are not
affordable. ‘Affordable rents’ for typical two-bed
properties work out at 30% more expensive than social
rents, amounting to £1,400 more per year on average.7
As pointed out by organisations such as SHOUT, the
London Tenants Federation, and Levitt Bernstein,
these rent levels are completely out of reach for most
people who are eligible for social housing.8

Both historical experience in the UK and the
experiences of other countries with significant social
housing programmes suggest that a revolution in social
housebuilding should be underpinned by measures to
allow public bodies to control the price of land:

Figure 20: Value of land and its overlying assets in the UK, 1995-2016
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How have we got here?

Land
Land makes up over 70% of the cost of a new market
home.10 The cost of land is responsible for 74% of the
increase in UK house prices between 1950–2012.11
The cost of land for residential building has increased
in value by 544% since 1995. Today, this high cost
represents a major barrier to social housing delivery.12
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In recent years, social housing has suffered from
a lack of government vision and purpose. Recent
governments have pursued policies to transfer
existing social homes into private tenures, seeing
social housing as only for those in the highest need.
Governments have focused more on the supply
of low-cost homeownership and ‘intermediate’
types of housing designed for would-be first-time
buyers, diverting resources from genuinely affordable
social homes.
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The housing crisis

Ellie’s story

Figure 21: Publicly funded social housing gross capital investment in England
(£ billions, 2017-18 prices)19

2.

How have we got here?

Ellie, 50, lives in Bath with her two sons aged eight and
18. Ellie has been renting from her housing association
for 19 years and recently moved into a three-bedroom
property, where the rent is at ‘affordable rent’ level.

10000

8000

‘I’ve been waiting eight years for a three-bedroom
property. We’ve had to share a bedroom since my
youngest son was born, and I was desperate for a
bigger place so we could each have our own room.
When the opportunity to move into this house came
up, I obviously jumped at the chance.
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The new house is an ‘affordable rent’ tenancy. I was
worried about whether I would be able to afford it,
but the housing association did an expenditure form
with me and they said it would be okay.

Local Authorities’ other investment
Homes England and Greater London Authority grants
Local Authorities’ grants to Housing Associations
Sources: Capital Economics, Homes England and the UK Housing Review 2018. Homes England and the Greater London Authority includes investment
by predecessor bodies. In 2017-18, affordable housing grants by Homes England were £543 million.

5.

6.

7.

As grant has shifted increasingly towards shared
ownership and the unaffordable ‘affordable rent’
homes we discussed above (see figure 22) social
housing has been displaced and the delivery of
genuinely affordable homes has been compromised
in favour of a thin spread of grant across more
expensive homes.

Principles for the future
of social housing

The 2011-15 Affordable Homes Programme gave
no grant at all to social housing, something that
was strongly opposed by sector bodies such as the
National Housing Federation.20 The current Shared
Ownership and Affordable Homes Programme for
2016-2021 was only expanded to provide some
funding for social housing in June 2018.

Reforming social renting

Reforming private renting

£21bn

8.

Building more
social housing

9.

Recommendations

The lack of a sustainable and adequate source of
funding is at the heart of our current inability to deliver
social homes to meet need. In the absence of grant
funding, social housing providers struggle to combine
finance in ways that meet government and investor
conditions, whilst also delivering the social housing
people need. They have relied more heavily on other
sources of finance, above all on borrowing. During the
evidence gathering phase, we heard how government
caps on how much local authorities can borrow to
build social homes under their Housing Revenue
Accounts have acted as a financial straightjacket,
preventing them from playing their part in meeting
the country’s social housing need. In 2018, the
government lifted the borrowing cap, letting local
authorities back on the playing field as providers
of social housing.
While this is welcome, a bigger, better social housing
offer cannot be built on borrowing alone. While grant
does not generally need to be paid back, borrowing
does, and that borrowing is generally secured against
existing social homes and serviced by rents. When
grants covered most or all development costs,
rental income could be deployed on managing and
maintaining homes, with rents tending to stay low
over time. Particularly in recent years, social housing
providers have struggled to service the competing
priorities of maintaining and improving existing
homes, building new ones – and providing the service
residents deserve off the back of a pot of rental income
that is, by design, supposed to be restrained to a
low level.

I’ve never been in arrears before, but now I just can’t
keep up with the rent so they’re threatening me with
eviction. I’ve asked if I can move back to my old place
which is still empty. Being overcrowded is better than
living with this stress.’

‘I’ve never been in
arrears before, but now
the rent is just so high.’
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Annual spending on housing
benefit has more than
doubled from £9 billion in
1991-92 to £21 billion now.

As a result, while at the beginning of the 1990s grant
covered around three-quarters of total sub-market
development costs, this fell to 39% after the financial
crash, and fell even lower during the Affordable
Homes Programme 2011-15.21 It is no coincidence
that annual spending on housing benefit has more
than doubled from £9 billion in 1991-92 to £21 billion
now.22 Declining investment in grant for social housing
has pushed up housing benefit expenditure – not just
because more households have been pushed into the
private rented sector, but also because social rents
themselves have become more expensive in response
to lower grant rates.

I now pay £189 per week, but there are other people
living in very similar properties on our street paying just
£110. Now my housing benefit has dropped because
my eldest son has started an apprenticeship. When we
filled out the expenditure form, no one explained that
this would happen, even though I specifically asked if
my benefits would change.
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The housing crisis

7,644 sub-market homes are
estimated to have been lost
due to permitted development
rights over just two years.25
Figure 22: Social housing and affordable housing delivery over time
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To get social housing on a truly sustainable footing,
it is essential that providers have a way to maintain and
improve existing homes and provide a good service to
residents while keeping rents affordable – as well as
a secure source of funding for new supply. Sufficient
grant is clearly part of the solution.
Section 106
Declining public investment and the long, slow retreat
of legislative support for social housebuilding have
choked off access to land and money for social
housebuilding. A partial way out of this is provided by
Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990. As a condition of granting planning permission
to build homes for sale or private rent, local authorities
can require developers to also build a proportion of
‘affordable housing’, including social housing – on
average around 30%.23 Land awarded residential
planning permission can suddenly jump in value by
275 times, at the stroke of a planner’s pen.24 The idea
of Section 106 is to capture some of this enormous
increase in land value and use it to secure
community benefits.

The precise number and tenure mix of sub-market
housing is negotiated separately for each individual
scheme via a Section 106 agreement. This can be
time-consuming, costly and frustrating for all involved,
particularly as recent years have seen ambiguity
added to the process through numerous exemptions
and loopholes.
For example, the removal of Section 106 on
developments under ten units has slashed sub-market
housing delivery on small sites, hitting smaller rural
communities particularly hard. Since 2013, Permitted
Development Rights have also allowed offices and
other buildings to be converted to housing with
no affordable element, a measure which the Local
Government Association estimates led to the loss
of 7,644 sub-market homes over just two years.25
Section 106 is an imperfect mechanism, which on
its own will never be the answer to delivering social
homes, but it has played an important role in the
absence of a bold plan for social housebuilding.
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social rent
affordable rent
intermediate rent
Source: MHCLG, Live tables on house building: new build dwellings, 2018, Live Table 244 and British Historical Statistics; B R Mitchell November 2011;
Cambridge University Press https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-house-building
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Many social housing providers today have responded
to the decline of grant by building more market
homes for sale or rent, the income from which can
be channelled into social housing. The ‘cross-subsidy
model’ has been part of social housing delivery from its
earliest days in this country, but it has undergone rapid
growth in recent years. This change has its downsides,
leaving social housing providers – and social housing
delivery – far more exposed to market risk.
Out of the storm?
After the 2008 financial crash, almost every tried and
tested method for financing social housing either dried
up or stopped functioning because another source on
which it is dependent dried up. A long-term decline in
grant levels has increased social housing providers’
reliance on borrowing, which has been unable to

Given this situation, recent governments have been
notable for taking small but not insignificant steps to
open breathing room for social housebuilding. The cap
on local authorities’ borrowing under their Housing
Revenue Accounts has now been lifted, some grant
funding has been made available for social housing,
and plans to sell off higher-value council homes have
been shelved. Following on the heels of the bleak
picture painted above, these measures are likely to
amount to more than the sum of their parts, greasing
the wheels of a clogged-up system.
However, while welcome, it is obvious that the
combined impact of these measures will be nowhere
near enough to confront a housing crisis that’s
been decades in the making. The supply of social
housing remains low and fundamentally market-led
because of its dependence on cross-subsidy from
market housing. While the decision to lift the cap has
removed an important barrier to social housebuilding,
it has yet to be backed up by a sustainable source of
grant funding.
This grant funding for social housing is crucial because
it performs a unique function which requires a higher
level of up-front investment to achieve. Grant allows
rents to be set at a genuinely affordable level, and
social landlords to provide long-term stability. As we
saw in Chapter 1, this stability and affordability can
be life-changing. But the decline in social housing has
had wider impacts, as we set out in the next chapter.
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In the mixed housebuilding system which delivered
the ‘golden age’ of social housebuilding from 1945 to
1970, the booms and busts of market supply were to
some extent stabilised by social supply. This created
a floor on the demand for labour, skills and materials,
resulting in a less risky operating environment for
housebuilders, developers and planners. In many
instances, innovations and new technologies also
thrived on this certainty, creating new opportunities
to expand development capacity. It is no coincidence
that the last time that modern methods of construction
made a major contribution to overall housing supply
was when local authorities were commissioning large
numbers of social homes.

make up the gap. Long-term upward trends in
development costs – above all escalating land values
– have intensified. At the same time, the planning
system has become less effective at delivering social
housing in the context of declining outcomes from
mechanisms like Section 106. Above all, this has
been driven by a lack of vision for social housing.
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Capacity
Finally, social housebuilding needs development
capacity to actually get the homes built; the people
and materials to turn the government’s visions
into reality.
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1.

The housing crisis

Figure 23: House prices and housebuilding by tenure since 19231
For a larger version of this graph, see the end of the report
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The decline of social housing has had the
most significant impact on the lives of the
people it’s left homeless or trapped in unfit
private rental properties. It is felt daily by
those on the ever-growing waiting lists.
However, it has also had wider effects,
including on people who would not think
of themselves as needing social housing
at all.
England’s housing system is laced with
interdependencies between the different types of
housing, and social housing has historically played a
key role within it. The consequences of not building
enough social homes has therefore caused problems
throughout the system:

If we don’t turn around the current social housing
shortage, these effects will continue and worsen.
More families and older people will be forced into
private renting – and homelessness will continue
to spiral.
A failure to build enough homes overall
Over the decades, not enough housing has been
built to meet Britain’s needs. Increasing numbers of
households who require social housing are left to
compete for a limited number of available properties.
At the same time, house prices have increased,
fuelled by available credit, rising employment rates
and higher household incomes.

There was a time when new housing supply in England
was higher than 300,000. During the interwar period
and then from 1945 up until the early 1970s, the level
of housebuilding was far higher than it is now, reaching
a peak of 352,540 new homes built in 1968.6

‘If the objective over the next five
years is to keep the affordability of
housing no worse than it is today,
or even to lower it a little bit, we
would probably need to be building
around 300,000 houses a year or in
excess of that.’2

The main difference between the past and now
is the current absence of social housebuilding.
All other things being equal, if social housebuilding
had continued at similar rates after 1981 as it did
in the 35 years before, the rate of average national
housebuilding would have been sustained.

Kate Barker, author independent review
of housing supply

Figures of around 300,000 per year have now
been endorsed by the cross-party House of Lords
Economic Affairs Committee, whose members
include former chancellors Alistair Darling and Norman
Lamont.3 In 2017, the government endorsed this figure
and committed to deliver 300,000 more homes per
year on average by the mid 2020s. Yet housing stock
in England only increased by 222,1904 in 2017/18,
and yearly increases in the housing stock have
averaged only 187,298 over the past five years.5

It may have been thought that speculative developers
would have stepped in to fill the gap created by the
drop in social housebuilding. However, no significant
increase in private housebuilding occurred. Despite
spiralling prices, volume housebuilders have not
responded with anything like an equivalent increase in
output. Since 1940, market housebuilding has never
delivered more than around 200,000 homes in one year,
and the pattern has been for market supply to respond
sluggishly to growing prices and drop quickly when
prices soften. The result is that each period of growth in
market housing output has been shorter than the one
before, and each peak has been lower (see figure 24).

The difference that a lack of social housebuilding has made to overall housebuilding7
Period

Average annual
homes built by
private enterprise

Average annual homes built
by local authorities and
housing associations

Total average
annual homes built

1946-1980

121,239

125,861

247,100

1981-2017

123,698

27,209

150,907

Difference

+2,459

-98,652

-96,193
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Various estimates have been made about how
many homes are needed. Kate Barker, who led
an independent review into the planning system,
states that:
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1.

The housing crisis

Social housebuilding is different
Social housebuilding does not suffer from the problem
of low absorption rates. With 1.2 million households
on the social housing waiting list, due to the pent-up
demand for social housing, there is practically no
equivalent limiting factor on buildout rates.16 This was
also recognised by the Letwin review when it described
demand for social housing as ‘virtually unlimited’.
It concluded that the markets for private and social
housing are separate, and so long as developers are
not relying on cross-subsidies to deliver social housing,
build out rates are faster for social housing.17

Figure 24: Market housebuilding since 19468
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This is, in part, why newly built homes in England
cost on average £60,000 more than existing homes.13
It is also why the luxury market in London has been
oversupplied, with development started on 1.6 luxury
properties for every sale between 2015-2016.14
And, crucially, it is why the market for homes which
are affordable to people on ordinary incomes is
desperately undersupplied.9 10 11

Cost of land
The necessity to recoup the large cost of land not only
forces developers to build for the top of the market,
but also to build slowly. In 2018, in a draft independent
report for government which reviewed England’s slow
rates of housebuilding, Sir Oliver Letwin recognised this
relationship between the price that a developer pays
for land and the speed at which they build housing:
‘Once a house builder working on a large
site has paid a price for the land… the
housebuilding company is not inclined to
build more homes of a given type in any
given year on that site than can be sold
by the company at that value…’15

If market housebuilders were to build homes any
quicker than a slow rate, it would risk flooding the
market and forcing them to drop the sale price.
So, developers only build houses as quickly as they
can sell them at high prices. The speed at which
they can sell homes at these high prices is called the
‘absorption rate’. Building to meet absorption rates is
the only way they can maintain their profitability. If we
want to achieve different results, we need a different
model for building homes.

In the 1980s and early 1990s
Right to Buy was responsible
for an average of 20% of first
time homeowners each year.

Sliding rates of home ownership
In addition to maintaining overall housing supply and
relieving pressure on house prices, social housing
has also played a direct role in boosting rates of
home ownership.
Even before the Right to Buy, social housing was a
good platform to get into home ownership. With a low,
predictable rent, a secure tenancy and decent living
conditions, families in social housing have been in a
far better position to build up savings for a deposit
than those renting privately. But since its introduction
in 1980, the Right to Buy scheme has provided an
additional discounted route into home ownership
for social renters.

The policy has had a significant positive impact on
home ownership rates. During the peak years of the
1980s and early 1990s, Right to Buy was responsible
for between 10% and a third of those who became
first time homeowners each year, with the average
being approximately 20%.20 However, the shrinking
stock of social housing has contributed to the
declining use of Right to Buy, so its influence on home
ownership has declined. Last year it made up only 4%
of national first-time home owners.21
There have been three distinct phases of declining
Right to Buy sales, bookended by house
price crashes:
	
the first phase was in the decade from the launch of
the policy to the 1990/91 crash. Average sales were
more than 100,000 homes a year. As many homes
were sold through Right to Buy in these first full 10
years as in the 28 years since
	
the second phase ran from the beginning of the
nineties through to just before the 2008 crash.
Average sales for the second phase were almost
exactly half the first phase, at just over 50,000 a year
	
the third phase has been over the last ten years.
Average rates of sales during this period fell to just
above 11,000 a year22
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The market is unable to deliver on its own
There is now mounting evidence and a growing
consensus across the political spectrum that the
problems of unaffordable housing, slow build out
rates, and lack of innovation are inherent in our market
housebuilding system. Essentially, the speculative
model of development that our market housebuilding
system is based on is structurally incapable of building
the quantity or type of homes that would bring down
prices.12 If they were to do so, they would undermine
their own profitability.

20%

What’s more, social housebuilding appears to have
a positive influence on market housebuilding itself.
During the post-war boom in public housebuilding,
private housebuilding peaked at the same time
as social housebuilding.18 The apparent virtuous
relationship between the two sectors is explainable,
in part, by the role that social housebuilding may
have played in maintaining the health of the private
construction industry. Smaller, regional building firms
were able to work on contract to the authorities while
also taking on speculative developments themselves.
This symbiotic relationship may have helped them
survive downturns, preserving overall industry capacity
and lessening the volatility of the business cycle itself.

Right to Buy discounts were initially set at up to 50%
of the market value of all council homes, but these
rose first to 60% and then 70% over the course of the
1980s. The details of discount levels have changed
considerably over the last four decades, but today
discounts are up to whichever is lower of £80,900
(£108,000 in London) or 70% of market value.19
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The Right to Buy
Yet the Right to Buy is no longer providing the route
to home ownership that it once did. In addition to
rising prices, the reduced numbers exercising their
Right to Buy is another factor behind sliding rates
of home ownership. Although other government
schemes have been established to try to compensate,
they have failed to fill the gap.
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£8.9bn

Help to Buy has been criticised as being expensive
and untargeted, as well as causing an increase in
house prices. Since it started in 2013, the Help to Buy
equity loan has been used by 169,000 households at a
cost of around £8.9 billion.24 As an average, this means
that 27,155 households a year used this scheme to
get a home over the period, far short of the effect that
the Right to Buy had on home ownership.
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Figure 25: Annual Right to Buy sales, 1980/81-2016/1723
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The declining effect of Right to Buy on home
ownership rates is due to the shortage of social
housing for people to buy. As the size of the stock has
declined, there are fewer social renters and they are on
lower incomes, meaning fewer and fewer are able to
exercise their Right to Buy.
Other schemes have not made up for the Right to Buy
The response of successive governments to the
diminishing effect of Right to Buy has been largely
focused on developing new lower-cost measures into
full home ownership. Chief among these new routes
are several measures collectively called ‘Help to Buy’.

What is Help to Buy?
In the Help to Buy equity loan scheme, the
government lends households up to 20% of the
cost of a newly built home (up to 40% in London).
Borrowers pay an administration charge after five
years, and the loan is repayable at 20% of the
market price when they sell or after 25 years, or
sooner if they wish. Households need a 5% deposit
and a 75% mortgage to make up the rest.
A Help to Buy mortgage guarantee scheme
was also previously in place to protect mortgage
lenders’ losses, and the new Help to Buy ISA
pays first-time buyers a bonus on their savings –
providing they are used towards a deposit.

59% of people who
used Help to Buy said
they could have afforded
the same or a similar
property, or a property
they wanted, without
using Help to Buy.

Finally, Help to Buy’s impact on house prices may
mean that it has helped a small number of people to
buy while making housing less affordable for everyone
else. Shelter research has previously found that in
its first two years, by subsidising households buying
properties, Help to Buy increased house prices by
around £8,250.30
In comparison with social housing, the cost of Help to
Buy since 2013 is not good value for money. It costs
more for every household it gets into home ownership,
and every additional home it delivers, than spending
on social housing. Given the estimates of Help to Buy’s
impact, Capital Economics have projected that each
additional home built because of Help to Buy has cost
the government between £123,000 and £380,000 in
equity loan. According to government estimates, social
housing costs considerably less, at £72,600 in grant
on average per home.31

issues with overcrowding and poor conditions
	
inability to get issues resolved, unresponsive
landlords, and a feeling of being ignored
stigma and a feeling of powerlessness.
We discuss in Chapter 6 how weaknesses in current
regulations are responsible for some of these
problems. However, the lack of social housing itself is
also having a large negative impact on the remaining
stock of social homes.
Overcrowding and poor conditions
There is a direct correlation between the shortage of
social housing and the number of social renters facing
overcrowding. A lack of larger homes has led to some
social renting families getting stuck in homes that are
too small for them, with no chance of transferring
to somewhere bigger. Over 200,000 households
currently on social housing waiting lists require a home
of three bedrooms or more.33 Many will already be
social renters.
Similarly, the significant pressure that the shortage has
placed on the ageing and limited stock of social homes
is making an inevitable contribution to some poor
conditions. For example, some problems – particularly
damp and condensation – are caused or exacerbated
by overcrowding itself.34
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Annual sales
Five year average

59%

Furthermore, 59% of people who used Help to Buy
said they could have afforded the same or a similar
property, or a property they wanted, without it.28
Analysis for this commission suggests that the number
of additional home owners produced by the Help to
Buy scheme could be even lower. Capital Economics
estimate that only 14% of the total Help to Buy sales
would not have happened without the scheme. That
means that only 24,000 households have been able
to get into home ownership because of Help to Buy.29

A negative impact on the remaining social stock
Lower-income renters living in social housing have
fewer housing problems than their private renting
counterparts. However, while less common, Chapter 1
showed that some social renters are living with
unacceptable housing problems, including:
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There are serious questions about who Help to Buy
has helped and whether many of the sales may have
happened without it. Almost 20% of those who have
used it were not first-time buyers.25 A significant
number had relatively high incomes; over 40% have
an income above 50,000.26 Only 15% of households
using the scheme earn less than £30,000.27

On top of the other benefits of social housing,
using government money to build social housing is
cheaper per home. And with the Right to Buy, social
housing has the potential to help more people access
home ownership than Help to Buy. Yet in the time
government has spent £8.9 billion on Help to Buy,
it has only spent £2.4 billion on its Affordable Homes
Programme, with a small and decreasing proportion
of the programme being used to build social housing
in recent years.32
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Elsewhere, the lack of alternative social homes to
move into means that some households are required
to stay in homes that otherwise would not be in
use. Increasing the supply of new social homes will
significantly reduce the pressure on the existing
stock and open-up the opportunity to move some
households who are currently living in poor conditions
to live in a new high-quality home.

How have we got here?

Bilbao, Spain
Bilbao is a former ship building town in Northern
Spain which has faced deindustrialisation,
unemployment and a fall in the population.
However, new housing is needed to cope with
changing demographics and the demand for
smaller units. Since 1994, a policy has been
introduced to ensure that 75% of new housing is
affordable, at a maximum of seven times incomes.
Land for development is taken over by a stateowned land management company, which is a
public-private partnership in which the city council
owns 25%. The leading role played by the public
sector has helped Bilbao avoid the over-supply
of speculative housing which has afflicted other
Spanish cities. 35
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30%
Last year, 30% of
households moving
into social housing
were homeless.

6.

7.

Stigma
The shortage of social homes has also played a
fundamental part in changing the perception of,
and increasing the stigma around social housing
and social renters.

Reforming private renting

The Resolution Foundation examined this shift, and
found a significant concentration of the number of
social renting households on below-average incomes
over the last fifty years. Between the beginning of the
1960s to 2015-17, the proportion of social renters
on less than the average income increased from
62% to 80%.36
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9.

Recommendations

Research by the Chartered Institute of Housing also
found that whereas in 1979 a substantial number of
households in all but the highest income groups were
in social housing, today the only substantial number is
amongst households on the lowest 20% of incomes.37

The shortage of social housing has been at the
centre of this residualisation. A lack of new social
housebuilding, the selling of social homes, the
investment instead in new types of government-funded
‘affordable housing’ (discussed in Chapter 3), and the
movement of those who can afford it into home
ownership, have all left a smaller number of social
homes available for a smaller group of people. These
changes have been compounded by:
	
The shortage of social housing has led to
increased rationing. This has meant pressure to
prioritise social housing allocations for those in the
greatest need, and most going to people on low
incomes. Last year, 30% of households moving into
social housing were homeless,39 and 63% of social
lettings in 2016/17 were to the 20% of households
with the lowest incomes.40
 e-industrialisation of parts of the country
D
with high concentrations of social housing has
contributed to issues including empty properties
and not enough social housing where there is the
greatest need.41
	
A lack of new social house building and loss of
more desirable stock through Right to Buy has
meant a reliance on ageing, less desirable social
homes in areas with higher levels of deprivation.
We saw in Chapter 1 how just over half of
social renters feel they are portrayed unfairly.
The residualisation of social housing has had a
profound impact on the way social housing and
social renters are seen and spoken about. Although
most people in social housing have a positive
experience, social housing has shifted from being
seen as something in which a wide range of people
on different incomes are proud to live, to something
that is marginalised. In turn, this stigma has likely led
to some social renters wanting to leave social housing,
and as we saw in Chapter 1 it has dissuaded other
renters from applying for social housing, increasing
the residualisation.

	‘I got in an argument with a
neighbour, and the next day I got
a note through the door calling me
a scrounger. They assumed I didn’t
have a job because we were the
council house on the street.’
Social renter, Birmingham

Residualisation, stigma, and decline have also reduced
the political capital of those who live in social housing.
As we saw in Chapter 1, only 1 in 10 social renters
who took part in our consultation told us they feel able
to influence the decisions made by national or local
government about their home and local community,
and many feel powerless. Even in purely numerical
terms, the large drop in the proportion of voters who
live in social housing across the country is likely to
have made social renters a less politically important
constituency. For example, if a greater number of
people lived in social housing, there may have been
greater public scrutiny and opposition to the barriers
to complaint set out in Chapter 1.
Many of the socio-economic changes that have
contributed to and reinforced residualisation – such as
de-industrialisation – go well beyond the influence of
housing policy. Increasing the supply of social housing
will not reverse these trends. However, an increase
in social housing would open up social housing
to a broader range of renters and go some way to
relieve the influence that residualisation has on social
renters’ lives.
Contribution to problems in private renting
The shortage of social housing has also had an impact
on the private rented sector’s failure to meet the needs
of its growing population.
The overall shortage of homes has created
overheated markets
Private renting is sometimes characterised as a more
‘perfect market’ than the home sales market because
there are larger volumes of transactions (i.e. there
are more new lets on average than sales). Last year
there were nearly twice as many moves into a private
rented home as there were into an owner occupied
home, despite owner occupied homes accounting
for over three times as many households.42 In theory,
this should mean renters have more options to shop
around to find a place that meets their needs, with
increased competition driving down prices and driving
up standards.

But as well as contributing to higher house prices,
the overall shortage of housing – resulting from the
withdrawal of social housebuilding – has prompted
much greater competition for privately rented homes.
This has created the conditions for a landlords’ market.
In much of the country, there are too many renters
chasing too few homes, leaving renters with weak
bargaining power. Knowing that someone else will be
willing to accept what is on offer can mean renters too
often feel forced to accept high rents, poor conditions,
and unfair terms in tenancy agreements.
This lack of bargaining power is particularly difficult for
the increasing numbers of families and older people in
the private rented sector who are more likely to need
stability. As we saw in Chapter 1, it leads to private
renters feeling powerless and unable to complain for
fear of eviction and even homelessness.
The lack of a viable alternative
and positive influence on practice
The influence that social housing exerts on private
renting is not only felt through its contribution to
overall housing supply, or lack thereof. As we saw
in Chapter 1, overall conditions in social housing are
better than private rented housing. An effective social
housing sector, where renters could access low-rent
homes, secure tenancies, and meaningful redress to
resolve issues with their tenancy, could help to set a
high standard for housing. If private landlords wanted
to attract renters, they would be forced to compete on
quality and price – not only with other private landlords,
but also with the social sector run on a different
business model. This competitive pressure could drive
up standards across the board.
An expanded social sector may be able to help in
other ways too. As large-scale, permanent institutions,
social landlords could help professionalise the rental
sector. For example, the housing association Your
Housing Group has announced that it will go beyond
the legal minimum by offering permanent tenancies
to its private renters.43 And as major purchasers of
repairs, maintenance, and other services, it can have
an influence throughout the supply chain.
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Reforming social renting

There has been a shift from social housing providing
homes for a broad cross-section of society to it
increasingly only being available to relatively worse-off
households. As the number of households in social
housing has fallen, this shift, called residualisation,
has been significant.

Residualisation has also been given its own specific
measure, with one study finding that social housing
was three times more residualised in 2010 compared
with 1970.38
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We couldn’t move in for the first three weeks because there was
no electricity. Eventually, we had to move in because we couldn’t
keep paying rent on two places, but nothing much had been
done. The place was really dirty, and the garden was like a jungle.
They only fixed the toilet on the morning we moved in after we
begged and begged them.

‘It’s just a constant
battle and the
stress it’s caused
is immense.’
Paul

We’ve battled our landlord and letting agent since May, and
we’re still battling. They’ve given us one week’s rent back to
make up for the three weeks when we couldn’t live here, and
they’ve finally offered us money to pay for some cleaning.
I know people live in worse conditions, but the stress it’s caused
is immense. My husband had serious heart problems earlier
in the year, and this situation has given him severe depression.
We’ll move out as soon as we can in the New Year, and we’re
lucky to be in that position. Not everybody has that option.’
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‘When we viewed it, we knew that work needed to be done.
The electrics were unsafe, there was water falling from the
guttering like a waterfall and the toilet sounded like a train going
through the flat every time it flushed. We’d been really struggling
to find somewhere to rent and the letting agent promised us it
would all be fixed before we moved in.

Agenda Page 343

3.

Paul and Ann’s story
Paul and Ann are in their 60s and recently moved back to
England. They had to move out of the first property they rented
when their private landlord wanted to sell, and now they’re
battling their new landlord and letting agent over problems with
their current home.
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Rising numbers of families and older people stuck
in private renting
The continuing upward trends in house prices and
the land that houses are built on suggest that prices
are likely to keep on rising. Home ownership will
be increasingly out of reach.44 This will make home

On top of this population increase, if the proportion of
older people renting privately increases, the numbers
will increase even further. With a generation of people
now of working age unable to buy, this looks likely.
Among current 45-54-year-olds, 16% are now renting
privately, up from 9% ten years ago.47 This group
is likely to stay in the private rented sector, and the
proportion of this age group renting privately, though
small to start off with, is growing even faster than
younger age groups. The Centre for Housing Policy at
York University estimates that by 2040, up to one-third
of 60-year-olds will be renting privately.48

ownership increasingly out of reach – the overall
number renting privately will increase even further.
We are already seeing the growth of a generation
of young people who are unlikely to be able to
afford to own their home at any point during their lives.
This will only get worse for future generations.
With home ownership out of reach and tight access
to social housing, the private rented sector will
continue to grow among all groups. Without action,
our analysis suggests there will be 1.17m more
younger trapped renters in the next 20 years.
The general ageing of the population expected over
the next two decades means the number of older
renters will also increase. 10% of 55-64 year olds
and 6% of over 65s are currently renting privately.
Even if the proportion of each group stays the same,
the number of households over 55 is projected to
increase by 39% in the next 20 years, so we can
expect to see another 400,000 older households
renting privately by 2039.45

And older people will be particularly hard-hit. Unlike
their peers who own property, they will not have an
asset to draw on or the disposable income to enjoy
their retirement or pay for care costs. They will also
have little chance of raising more income to cover
increasing private rental costs. The majority of current
private renters (57%) feel that if they were still renting
privately when they retired they would be unable to
afford to pay the rent on a suitable home themselves.49
Ultimately, this means more and more older people
living with insecurity and in poor accommodation,
with increasing numbers relying on housing benefit.

Figure 26: Projected increases in the numbers in the private rented
sector because of increases in the population of older people46
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Rising homelessness
277,000 people in England are homeless,50 with
eviction from a private tenancy the most common
cause.51 Even more live in unsuitable accommodation,
either because it doesn’t meet their medical needs
or because they are living in very poor, unsanitary
or overcrowded conditions. Ultimately, if more social
housing is not delivered, these groups will increase
in number. More people will have no choice but to live
in very poor or unsuitable private rented housing –
or to sofa surf, live in temporary accommodation with
no home of their own, or sleep rough.

Projections by Heriot Watt University for homelessness
charity Crisis, submitted as evidence to this
commission, suggest that around 133,000 more
households will be ‘core homeless’ over the next 20
years if nothing changes. A lack of social housing,
as well as a lack of housing supply overall, are cited
as some of the main factors.52
This increase will contribute to spiralling costs for
local and central government, due to higher benefit
costs for those in private rentals, greater need for
funding for homelessness support, and paying for
more expensive temporary accommodation. Analysis
by Capital Economics for this commission found that
because of increasing numbers of housing benefit
claimants in private renting rather than social housing,
the government will have to pay out at least £24 billion
more over the next 30 years.53
But the most profound effect will be the personal
impact on the increasing numbers who are pushed
into the tragedy of homelessness.
Throughout our work as a commission, we have
sought to understand the personal impact of the
housing crisis on people’s lives. We are convinced
that the lack of social housing is behind our current
housing crisis. The devastating impacts on people’s
lives, and above all else, the tragedy of homelessness,
means the continuing shortage of social housing
cannot continue.
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Without action, our
analysis suggests there
will be 1.17m more
younger trapped renters
in the next 20 years.

Future effects if there is no change in direction
We cannot go on like this. As a commission we
recognise that the situation that has arisen was neither
planned, nor the result of any clear strategy. Instead
it is the product of a series of interconnected trends
and decisions. If we do not change course, we face
a future of worse outcomes at higher cost. The farreaching effects of the social housing shortage listed
above will continue to be felt and worsen. More people
will be stuck in unaffordable, overcrowded, insecure
housing. Government funding will be spent on
rising housing benefit rather than the bricks and
mortar of new homes, and increasing numbers
will become homeless.
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In the remainder of this report, we outline
our recommendations for long-term,
transformational change.
This won’t be achieved overnight and will depend on
cross-party consensus. This is a shared endeavour
for the public, private, and non-profit sectors – and
as part of this there is a clear role for government to
make sure people are provided for, as it does with
health and education.
We believe that by seizing the opportunity to
develop a new generation of social housing,
we have the chance to reverse the trend of
decline and give people hope for a better future.
A new vision for social housing must embrace its
potential to provide homes for people from all walks
of life. It should provide both security for those in
need, and also a step up for young families trying to
get on and save for their future. We envisage a new
generation of social housing providing desirable homes
for nurses, mechanics, and others who are struggling
in the private rented sector – as well as for those who
are homeless, older, or unable to work.

Marissa’s story
Marissa, 42, lives with her two children (aged eight and nine) in a
two-bedroom flat in Harlow. Marissa has been living in her current
place for nine years and it’s changed her view of social housing.

Something that has struck us very forcefully as
we have reviewed the evidence is that the sense of
stigma associated with social housing pervades this
debate. It’s totally unacceptable that people should
experience any judgement or discrimination based
on where they live. We are determined to tackle this
through promoting a better social housing sector,
and celebrating the enormous benefits of social
housing for society – as well as individuals.
Clearly social housing is not perfect, and needs
reform as well as investment. It can be too difficult
and take too long to get issues resolved, and many
social renters feel powerless. Landlords should be
transparent and accountable, and treat people with
respect and decency. There must be clear recourse
for renters when things go wrong, without fear of
reprisal – as well as consequences when standards
are breached.
Housing is a key national asset that deserves our
investment. But we also recognise that our housing
system must spend money more wisely. The way
public money is used on housing now is shockingly
inefficient, and with a change in priorities could be
reallocated to far better effect.
Building high-quality homes in the right places is critical
to our mission. We are not willing to accept a trade-off
between high standards and supply, and we believe in
the potential for social housing to provide a foundation
for thriving, diverse neighbourhoods – as well as the
needs and interests of the people living in them.

‘People are having
such a hard time
in private renting,
we desperately
need more social
housing.’

‘But now I think I’m very lucky to live in social housing. People are
having such a hard time in private renting, particularly with the
housing benefit cap. There’s no security and it’s unsettling having
to move all the time, especially for families. People need to be able
to build up relationships and a sense of community, but how can
they do that when they have to move all the time?
Where I live isn’t perfect. But living here means I can do a job
that I love, even though it’s not well paid, and my children can
go to after-school clubs and do activities that otherwise I couldn’t
afford. There’s also a great sense of community – I know all my
neighbours and we’ve set up a cooperative community garden.
More people should be able to access homes like this and not
have to rely on private renting.’

Marissa
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We began this process already united in
our conviction that everyone, no matter
what their income, deserves a decent
place to live. While few would disagree
in theory with the importance of a home
where people can thrive, in practice there
are still too many who are denied this.
This situation is the result of state and
market failure over many years, and is
particularly acute because of the failings
in the growing private rented sector.
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	Ed Daffarn, Commissioner4

There are good examples of residents of social housing
having a strong voice, creating stronger communities
and saving money.5 And residents are happier when
they are effectively involved in decisions about their
homes. Research suggests that renters of co-operative
housing,6 which is managed (either entirely or mainly)
by its residents, experience the highest levels of
satisfaction (88%).7 Our recommendations aim to build
on the experience of what works.

	Jacqui Haynes, Head of Lancaster West
Estate Residents’ Association1

We recommend five areas of reform to social renting:
	
set clearer standards

We all want to have as much control and autonomy
in our homes as possible, which is part of the reason
that owning our own home is so appealing. All social
renters should have a strong voice in how their homes
are managed and maintained.
A strong voice for social renters also matters because
they cannot use consumer power to ensure they
receive a good service. Tenants shouldn’t have to
move home because they’re unhappy with their
landlord’s services – and, even if they wanted to,
the chronic lack of supply, means they have few
options to move elsewhere

8 months
The average time taken
for a determination
by the Housing
Ombudsman was
eight months.

	‘Grenfell is the culmination of the
disrespect, the neglect, and the
way that we were never listened to
and our voice was never important.
Grenfell would’ve never happened
if there was some respect, even just
some respect for our voice.’

In this chapter, we make recommendations for the
reforms which would help create this more humane
social housing system; more responsive to the needs
of social renters. In doing so, we draw on evidence
from innovative countries and cities demonstrating
the huge potential of public housing.

Set clearer standards
Standards are set for tenant involvement and
empowerment.10 These fall under the consumer
standards required of all social landlords.11 The
commission heard from national tenants’ groups who
argue these standards are not being implemented by
most social landlords.

	
ensure speedier redress for individual complaints
	
proactive enforcement of regulation to protect
social renters
	
give residents a voice in landlord governance and
decision-making
	
give residents a voice in decisions made by national,
regional, and local government
The regulation of social housing operates on the
principle of co-regulation, which was established in
2008.8 Under this system, effective service delivery
and the implementation of standards is seen as the
responsibility of landlords’ boards or local councillors,
with the Regulator expected to ‘minimise interference’.9
Landlords are expected to support renters in shaping
and scrutinising performance, and in holding boards
and councillors to account.

These standards set out the expectations of social
landlords, but they are not specific. For example,
on complaints, the standards set no minimum
requirements (e.g. timescales) but state that
landlords must ‘have an approach… that ensures
that complaints are resolved promptly, politely and
fairly’. Standards should require landlords to adopt
recommendations made by renters or justify why this
isn’t possible, rather than saying they need to be given
‘opportunities to influence and be involved’.
Recommendation

If residents are to be protected and given a voice,
there must be clearer standards for social housing
providers. The government should direct the
Regulator to make consumer standards more
specific; setting clear, minimum expectations,
such as timescales for dealing with complaints.
Ensure speedier redress for individual complaints
The Housing Ombudsman is the single, specialist
ombudsman for all individual complaints about
social landlords.
From 2010, the government wanted local councillors
and MPs to use their influence to help resolve housing
complaints at an earlier stage. They saw that tenant
panels could act as an advocate for the complainant
by giving advice, providing a review of the way the
complaint has been handled, or being more proactive
and suggesting a solution.
2011 legislation12 introduced a ‘democratic filter’,
requiring renters who have exhausted their landlord’s
own complaints procedure to ask for their complaints
to be considered by a local MP, councillor, or
designated tenant panel. If renters wish to refer their
case directly to the Ombudsman, they must wait eight
weeks to do so.13

And even once a referral has been made, there can
then be long delays. In 2017/18, the average time
taken for a determination by the Ombudsman was
eight months,15 even though resident safety may be
at risk. MHCLG’s Social Housing Green Paper reports
a perception that the process of seeking redress
takes too long, with the ‘democratic filter’ adding
an additional hurdle that does not apply to people
complaining in other sectors.16
Recommendation

To make it easier for social renters to get redress
on individual complaints, barriers to complaining
must be removed. The government should
remove the democratic filter for referral to the
Housing Ombudsman.
Residents should also receive support in making
referrals to the Ombudsman, including to commission
independent experts (e.g. fire safety experts or
surveyors) to substantiate their complaints.
Recommendation

Residents must be given support with their
complaints. The government should extend the
Legal Help scheme to cover detailed advice and
support to make a referral to the Ombudsman or
the Regulator.
Proactive enforcement of regulation
to protect social renters
While renters are expected to take individual
complaints to the Housing Ombudsman, they can alert
the Regulator of Social Housing of serious failures in
service delivery if the Regulator will be more able to
solve the problem.
‘Very few people in positions of power
understand what this experience is like.
I doubt they’ve ever had to live in poor
housing or know what it is like to feel
invisible, like no one cares.’17
Baroness Doreen Lawrence,
Commissioner

Evidence suggests the democratic filter is ineffective
– the Ombudsman itself has called for the democratic
filter to be scrapped, after reporting that 93% of
complainants simply wait the full eight weeks and then
access their service.14
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Research suggests that
renters of co-operative
housing, which is
managed (either
entirely or mainly) by its
residents, experience
the highest levels of
satisfaction (88%).

	‘Social housing is not like choosing
a doctor – you can’t just up sticks and
move if your housing association gets
a low rating… Much more is needed to
put power in residents’ hands. We need
a new regulation system that will be
proactive and fight for residents, with real
repercussions for housing associations
or councils that fail in their duty.’
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While our research found that most social
renters feel they can easily approach their
landlords with any problems that arise with
their homes (67%), they are more likely
than those renting privately to have issues
left unresolved.2 Despite the clear ‘social’
remit of local authorities and housing
associations, a large minority of social
renters feel their landlord is indifferent to
their needs, and there is a lack of tenant
voice and agency. These renters wanted a
more ‘human’ social housing system which
treats residents as people, not numbers.
As A Voice for Tenants has commented,
‘there is a strong need to make social
housing much more tenant focused’.3
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However, the Regulator’s stated approach is ‘reactive
only and therefore we do not have a role in monitoring
providers’ performance on consumer standards…
We do not have a role in resolving individual disputes
between landlords and tenants’.18 The operation of the
‘serious detriment test’ means that for the Regulator to
intervene, tenants’ bodies referring their landlords for
breaching consumer standards must convince it that
all of the following apply:

How have we got here?

	
there has been a breach of the rather
ambiguous standards

The rise and decline
of social housing

	
that this breach has, or will, result in serious
detriment to tenants
	
there is evidence this is a systemic failure rather
than an individual landlord and tenant dispute

5.

6.

Principles for the future
of social housing

Reforming social renting

3.9m
There are around 3.9m
households living in
social housing, yet the
Housing Ombudsman
currently lists only
93 tenant panels on
its website.

When we spoke to social renters and other
organisations, there was widespread appetite for a
regulator with more ‘teeth’. This is seen as a workable
and effective solution to pressing problems in the
social housing sector. People said they wanted to see
a new regulator working to identify good, as well as
inadequate practice by:
	
conducting regular inspections of social landlords,
resulting in a rating which could lead to intervention
if they were found to be failing
	
raising awareness of their regulatory role, so that
tenant groups know how they can directly raise
concerns about their home or community

7.

Reforming private renting

	
investigating complaints of systemic failings from
tenant groups

8.

9.

Building more
social housing

	
taking or recommending enforcement action
against landlords who are found to be in breach
of consumer standards
	
ensuring complete transparency about how
they work, the conclusions of their investigations,
and the reasons behind these conclusions

Recommendation

Recommendation

Residents should not have to prove they might
be at risk of serious detriment for the Regulator
to intervene. The government should remove
the ‘serious detriment’ test for intervention,
which is a barrier to proper enforcement of
consumer standards.

Tenant panels should be encouraged and taken
seriously. The government and Regulator should
require landlords to actively support the formation
of tenant panels and share good practice on how
this should be done.

Tenant panels
As part of a more localist approach to regulation,
tenant panels have been seen as the main means
to scrutinise performance and hold landlords to
account.22 In 2011, in response to a series of riots
across England, the government announced23 new
training to allow social renters ‘to take control of their
area; putting them at the heart of proposing solutions,
and no longer simply putting up with the problems’.
Social landlords should encourage tenants to establish
and join tenant panels, but tenants’ groups report this
often doesn’t happen, and there remains no statutory
or regulatory requirement on landlords to establish
a tenant panel. There are around 3.9m households
living in social housing, yet the Housing Ombudsman
currently lists only 93 tenant panels on its website.24
And some tenants’ groups we spoke to who had
attempted to hold their landlords to account report
that their landlord:
	
won’t recognise their groups
	
brand them as trouble-makers, or
	
send formal letters requesting they desist
in asking difficult questions or approaching
other residents for support
To be a ‘designated’ tenant panel dealing with
complaints, the panel must be ‘recognised’ by the
landlord. There is no guidance on what is required
to achieve recognition. Grenfell Action Group could
not gain landlord recognition because their landlord
argued there was already a residents’ group for the
wider estate.

Recommendation

Any group of residents (whether recognised by
their landlord or not) should be able to refer their
concerns directly to the Regulator where they have
common concerns they believe are caused by
systemic failings.
Proactive inspection of consumer standards
Even where renters are very well-informed and
volunteer lots of their time (and often money) to
improve their housing and communities, they
cannot be expected to be the main means of
enforcing standards.
In his 2007 social housing review, Martin Cave27 rightly
identified that social housing needs strong regulation
because it is ‘a system in which tenants cannot switch
and are put at risk of poor treatment by providers,
which face limited pressures to offer good service and
choice, or even to operate efficiently’.
The social housing green paper recognises ‘there is
a powerful case for strengthening the Regulator so
it not only focuses on the governance and financial
viability of housing providers, but also on how residents
are treated and the level of services they should
expect’. We agree, and so did many respondents
to our consultation.

Recommendation

Social housing residents need better protection.
Government should require standards of social
housing to be proactively inspected, publicly
reported and strongly enforced by an independent
regulator, which can hold failing landlords to
account in the same way as other public services,
such as health (Care Quality Commission) and
education (Ofsted).
There should be a review of enforcement powers
and a focus on protection of consumers via effective
inspection and enforcement of the consumer
standards in the same way as other consumer
regulatory bodies, such as the Financial Conduct
Authority or Food Standards Agency.
Separate consumer regulator
Even with proactive inspection and regulation of
consumer standards, there may be problems because
this could lead to conflicting priorities for the regulator.
A regulatory focus on the growth and sustainability
of the sector may crowd out regulation to protect
residents. We looked at what is used in other sectors
with similar potential conflicts, like financial services.
Due to perceived regulatory failure during the 2007/8
financial crisis, government decided that the prudential
regulation of banks should be separated from
regulation of service standards and the protection
of consumers. The Financial Services Authority was
abolished, and its responsibilities split between two
new agencies.
The Financial Conduct Authority became responsible
for protecting consumers, enhancing integrity and
promoting competition. The Prudential Regulation
Authority of the Bank of England took on prudential
regulation. At the heart of this regulatory reform was
the insight that it is difficult for regulators to play a dual
role, both overseeing the economic sustainability of
a sector and its treatment of customers. One role will
inevitably crowd out the other in terms of organisational
priorities, knowledge, and skills. In social housing,
consumer standards regulation has taken second
place to financial regulation of social housing providers.
Recommendation

The government should create a new regulator to
protect social renters and ensure their voices are
heard. This separate consumer protection regulator
(based on the model of the Financial Conduct
Authority) should operate alongside a slimmeddown Regulator of Social Housing (operating on
the model of the Prudential Regulation Authority),
focused on its core economic brief, see figure 27
on the next page.

Recommendations
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removing the ‘serious detriment’ test for
intervention or at the very least lowering the
conditions for intervention

The powerlessness and lack of influence social renters
feel, coupled with the lack of resources and barriers to
effective involvement and resolution of issues, may be
putting people off getting involved. Sharon Hayward,
coordinator of the London Tenants Federation, believes
the complaints system is currently so dysfunctional that
‘I think people are giving up and getting frustrated’.25
The Hackitt Review into building regulations following
the Grenfell Tower fire26 pointed out the need for a
culture change, recommending that the good practice
that already exists should become the norm across the
whole sector.
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4.

This places a very high burden of proof on residents’
groups. As we saw in Chapter 1, it has led to the
Regulator intervening in only very few cases.19
According to Zacchaeus 2000 Trust (Z2K)20, this
reveals a deep-seated culture of taking what landlords
say as read, while requiring renters to prove that
‘serious detriment’ has taken place.

The consequences
of the decline

Serious detriment test
The social housing green paper says21 the government
wishes ‘to consider a number of possible regulatory
changes to enable consumer standards to be enforced
in a similar way to the economic standards. This would
enable the Regulator to take a more rigorous and
proactive approach to enforcement.’ As part of this,
it will consider removing the ‘serious detriment’ test if
it is preventing such an approach. People attending
our deliberative events felt the test wasn’t fit for
the purpose of enforcing standards that matter to
residents, such as disrepair.
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Figure 27
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Reforming social renting

Reforming private renting

Building more
social housing

Recommendations

Registration, proactive
monitoring and
enforcement of private
registered providers
(e.g. housing associations)

Registration, proactive
monitoring and
enforcement of all
landlords (social and
private) with more
than 25 homes

A reduction in involvement in governance contrasts
with other European countries, such as Denmark and
Austria, which have a large, co-operatively governed
social housing sector.30 The idea of co-operative
housing was pioneered in Denmark to enable groups
of people to own their homes but to share common
facilities, such as eating together on a regular basis.
This is helped by grants from the city councils. Up to
an estimated 40% of housing units in Copenhagen
are co-operative.31 The tenant’s participation statute in
Vienna, Austria32 sets the terms of cooperation between
the City of Vienna and its tenants. The statute ensures
tenant participation rights with regards to maintenance
costs, common utilities, and housing management;
allowing control and ownership for residents.
Research33 shows the social and community benefits
of co-operative and mutual housing models, and
highlights how they can help with accountability.
Such models are gaining recognition in England:
At the Community Gateway Association34 in Preston,
tenants can influence what happens to their homes
and communities as well as the services provided.
They are represented on the association’s board,
on the Gateway Tenants’ Committee, in service
action groups and through ongoing, direct contact
with staff and other residents.
Rochdale Boroughwide Housing,35 which operates
more than 13,500 homes, is the UK’s first tenant and
employee co-owned mutual housing society. The
representative body sets out the strategy and direction,
and is responsible for appointing the board of directors.
Merthyr Valleys Homes,36 which owns and manages
over 4,200 homes across the borough, is a mutual
housing association. It’s the first in Wales to allow
both tenants and employees to become members
and own a share in the organisation.
The social housing green paper37 says the government
is ‘considering a new stock transfer programme
to promote the transfer of local authority housing
particularly to community-based housing associations’.
In our view, any such changes to the management of
people’s homes must be triggered by residents and
voted on by residents.

Give residents a voice in decisions made
by national, regional, and local government
The voice of social renters should not only be heard
by their landlord but at all levels of government where
decisions are made that affect them.
As the National Federation of ALMOS set out
in its written submission, the purpose of ‘tenant
engagement is the transference of power from
organisations to tenants and communities, and
as a result, better outcomes for those tenants,
communities and organisations’.38
The Cave review39 recommended there was ‘an
overwhelming case for the establishment of a national
voice for tenants of social housing providers because,
while existing tenant representative groups did good
work, there is the need for an expert advocate in
the many strategic policy discussions that shape
the professional housing agenda’. In response, after
engagement with social renters and national tenants’
organisations,40 the National Tenant Voice (NTV) was
launched in February 2010. However, only a few
months later in July 2010, NTV was abolished by the
new government. This means social renters do not
have a nationally recognised route through which to
influence government policy.
Nonetheless, good practice exists at a local level.
Newcastle Independent Tenant Voice was established
in 2016 as a way of involving residents in the policymaking process.41 26,000 residents and leaseholders
are encouraged to share their views on policy changes
(such as rent increases or allocation policy) through
online surveys, social media, pop-up events, and focus
groups in their local communities.
The four national tenants’ organisations are now
calling for the reintroduction of a national tenant voice
organisation like the National Tenant Voice.42 They
recently conducted a survey of tenants, which found
93% of respondents said that there needs to be a
national voice for tenants.43 The Mayor of London has
called for government to establish a Commissioner for
Social Housing Residents modelled on the Children’s
Commissioner for England.44 The social housing
green paper has asked for views on whether there
is a need for a stronger representation for residents
at a national level.
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The rise and decline
of social housing

Recommendation

The government should compile good practice
on cooperative and mutual social housing models.
However, local proposals to transfer existing
homes to such models should only be triggered by
residents and should only happen if the majority of
residents vote for it.
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4.

Up to an estimated
40% of housing units
in Copenhagen
are co-operative.

How have we got here?

Give residents a voice in landlord governance
and decision making
As well as becoming less able to challenge their
landlords, it is reported that fewer social renters
are involved in governance and decision making.
Zacchaeus 2000 Trust (Z2K) and TAROE Trust27 told
us that in their experience, many housing associations
used to include a significant number of tenants and
leaseholders amongst their boards, but many larger
housing associations have ended this good practice,
focusing less on attracting tenants and focusing
instead on getting people with the right ‘skills’ to help
them manage increasingly complex organisations.29
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There’s a residents’ association and they hold regular meetings
which we can all go to. Whenever there are problems on the
estate, the residents’ association helps us get them sorted.
Someone from the council normally comes to the meetings
so we’re able to voice our opinions and mostly this leads
to something being done.
We get regular updates from the residents’ association on
what’s happening on the estate, which is good, and you can
easily contact them if there’s a problem. I haven’t had to go to
them often, but when I have, they were so helpful – like recently,
when some scaffolding damaged my garden.
Housing estates have a bad reputation, but in the case of my
estate, it’s quite unfounded.’

‘We’re able
to voice our
opinions
and mostly,
things are
done about
them.’
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7.

‘I’m coming up to my 22nd year of living here now, and I
very much enjoy it. It’s a very pleasant place to live – it’s wellmaintained, regularly cleaned and I have lovely neighbours.
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The rise and decline
of social housing

Cloud’s story
Cloud, 76, lives in social housing in Hackney. The estate he
lives in has a mixture of private and social renters and there’s
an active residents’ association through which residents can
share their views.

Cloud
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Footnotes

Chapter 6

1.

The housing crisis

Recommendation

2.

3.

How have we got here?

The rise and decline
of social housing

Residents of social housing must have a voice
with national, regional, and local government.
Government should support the establishment
of an independent tenants’ voice organisation or
tenants’ union, to represent the views of tenants
in social housing to national and local government.
It should involve as wide a range of tenants
as possible.
This new body could use a variety of involvement
methods to:
collect tenants’ views on issues facing them
carry out and publicise research into these issues

The consequences
of the decline

	
raise matters with government and other bodies
on issues affecting tenants
	
inform tenants about services in their area and
develop a two-way dialogue with them
	
help to develop and strengthen the representative
tenants’ movement, e.g. grass roots groups

5.

Principles for the future
of social housing

Reforming social renting

7.

Reforming private renting

8.

Building more
social housing

9.

Recommendations

People identified two main barriers to overcome
to make it work on the ground:
	
Funding
People cited budget cuts as limiting participation.
But they questioned whether a new resident
body could be truly independent if funded by
government. So, it’s important that the new body
is independently funded
Inclusivity
People felt that it would need to be fully
representative to avoid ‘busy bodies’ dominating
the agenda. People we spoke to suggested
publicity campaigns and tenant welcome packs
to raise awareness. They wanted different ways
to get involved: online to provide quick and easy
access for busy people, but also by telephone or
face-to-face for those excluded from online access

Current government guidance45 recommends residents
are engaged in projects, but this does not go far
enough. For example, the London Mayor’s Good
Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration46 recommends
that when developing estate regeneration proposals,
local authorities and housing associations should
always engage openly and meaningfully with those
affected by the project from the outset. Residents
should be proactively supported to be involved in
shaping any proposals that will affect their homes,
and throughout the planning and design process.
Submissions of evidence we received from SHOUT
and London Tenants Federation47 recommend that
this would require meaningful community involvement
with ‘much stronger independent tenant advice
when regeneration schemes are proposed (such as
independent tenant advisors)’.48 Any such regeneration
or neighbourhood redesign must have the approval
and support of existing residents via a ballot to
measure support for a scheme. Schemes involving
demolition and redevelopment should maximise the
numbers of social homes – and at least guarantee
full replacement of all existing social homes on the
same terms and conditions, and the right of return
for existing residents.
Examples from elsewhere can give us some idea
of what a community-led scheme could look like.
The Central Govan Action Plan in Glasgow49 was
initiated by the residents of Govan, due to the
frustration at what they saw as the decline and
stagnation of Govan Town Centre. Residents
persuaded Glasgow City Council to prepare the
plan, shared their local knowledge, and helped
to implement the plan.
Recommendation

Residents must have a leading voice in major
works to existing homes or neighbourhoods.
The government’s good practice guidance on
estate regeneration should be revised to reflect this.
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People attending our deliberative events welcomed
this idea. However, they were only likely to get involved
if they felt it made a real difference. So, the new body
would need to be seen to be listened to by national,
regional, and local government.

Resident voice in estate regeneration
It’s also important that residents have a voice where
major works are being considered for their homes and/
or neighbourhoods, such as estate regeneration and
neighbourhood redesign.
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Figure 28

Proposed system of regulation,
with new consumer regulator
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Reforming social renting

2.15m
In 2015, HMRC
estimated that there
were 2.15 million
private landlords
in the country.3

There are good reasons for such a tenure-neutral
approach. Those who rent from private landlords
should not expect different standards of service
to those living in social housing. And the divisions
between landlords operating in the social and private
rented sectors are becoming increasingly blurred.
Some private landlords are already registered with
the existing Regulator of Social Housing, but this is
not a requirement. Sometimes social landlords lease
properties from private landlords. And several large
social landlords now have large private sector renting
portfolios and are significant private landlords in their
own right.1 Joint regulators also have international
precedent, such as in the Republic of Ireland where
responsibility for all private landlords and housing
associations were brought under a single Residential
Tenancies Board in 2016.2

Other countries have introduced regulation to make
the market for private renting work better, but in
England, the regulation governing private renting has
not kept up with the breakneck expansion of the
sector. Our current regulations are relics from a time
when private renting was normally only a short-term
option and for a small minority. They exacerbate the
weak bargaining position that private renters are put in
by the overheated market, and they put private renters
at risk of exploitation. They need to be reformed.

In 2015, HMRC estimated that there were
2.15 million private landlords in the country.3
To limit the administrative burden on both small
landlords and the regulator itself, it would be
appropriate to initially set a threshold on the size that
private landlords must be before becoming subject
to the new regulator. For example, the most recent
government figures available suggest that setting the
threshold at a portfolio of more than 25 properties
would mean that fewer than 1% of all private landlords
would be subject to the regulator, but more than 20%
of all properties would be covered by the regulator.4

One consumer regulator for all renters
If we are to expect some private renters to remain
and thrive in the sector over the medium or even long
term, it makes sense to have a national regulator to
act as custodian. Private renters enjoy the protection
of national regulators for their energy, water and
telecommunications, but have no equivalent to
regulate the standards of their homes.
In proposing new regulation for social renters, with
responsibilities split between economic and consumer
regulation, we have considered whether the consumer
regulator could take on responsibility for all rented
housing, rather than just social housing.

8.

Building more
social housing

9.

Recommendations

Consumer Regulator
Similar to Financial
Conduct Authority

Registration, proactive
monitoring and
enforcement of private
registered providers
(e.g. housing associations)

Registration, proactive
monitoring and
enforcement of all
landlords (social and
private) with more
than 25 homes

Power to investigate
smaller landlords following
referral from:
Tenant groups
Ombudsman
Local enforcement teams

Scope to require all
private landlords to
register
(e.g. national
registration scheme)

Recommendation

Government should require all private landlords
with over 25 homes to register with the new
consumer regulator.
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Reforming private renting

Whether a landlord owned or managed many
homes in single development (e.g. the Olympic
Village) or across a geographically dispersed area
(e.g. a large buy-to-let portfolio), they would be
subject to the single consumer regulator of rented
housing. Registered landlords could be subject to
cyclical regulatory inspections – as well as quicker,
short-notice inspections – and then receive a rating
based on a published report.

Economic Regulator
Similar to Prudential
Regulation Authority
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4.

The consequences
of the decline

Our focus as a commission is on the future
of social housing, and in Chapter 8 we set
out recommendations for building more
social housing. However, the depth of
the problems faced by private renters we
revealed in Chapter 1 necessitates urgent
action. Improvements to the private rented
sector now will make a major difference for
the increasing numbers who rent privately,
including more and more families and
older people. In this chapter we make
recommendations to improve standards
in private renting through better regulation
and enforcement, and to protect private
renters from eviction and above-market
rent increases.
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‘The damp and wet was so bad that
the entire bottom floor was unliveable.
That was the kitchen, lounge and dining
room. The cellar was flooded and the
water from this went onto the bottom floor.
Mould destroyed a whole brand new sofa
downstairs, alongside several coats and
other equipment. The electric sockets
then stopped working or fritzed in the
middle of the water. The letting agency
still refused to do anything as they said
it would cost too much. It was affecting
next door too; the water was that bad.
We complained to the environmental
health officer and the landlord
evicted us.’

Clearer standards for all rented housing
While initially, only larger landlords would be required
to register with the single regulator, it could also
play a broader role in the regulation of the sector.
For example, it could set and publish standards
for all landlords.
This would help residents of all types of housing
understand the level of service they should receive.
The regulator could also clearly set out their means
of redress, such as referral to an enforcement agency
(such as local housing enforcement and tenancy
relations services), referral to the Housing Ombudsman
or redress scheme (for compensatory redress),
or tribunals or courts.
A useful comparison could be made with the model
of the Food Standards Agency (FSA). As well as
directly inspecting larger establishments, the FSA:
provides information on food safety and hygiene
commissions research
sets and monitors regulatory standards, which are
used by local environmental health enforcement
officers to inspect smaller establishments
Recommendation

The new consumer regulator should set consumer
standards for all private rented housing.
With only large landlords to be directly regulated by
the new consumer regulator, local authorities will
continue to enforce standards in the majority of private
rented homes. Given this, it will be important to get the
relationship between national and local enforcement
right. For example, if local enforcement services
found that a smaller landlord had breached the level
of consumer standards required, in addition to taking
enforcement action (including any local registration or
licencing scheme), they could be required to submit
their rating to the regulator. The regulator could then

analyse and review reported ratings to ascertain
whether a particular small landlord was regularly
subject to poor enforcement ratings, and have the
power to inspect.
It will also be important to improve the effectiveness
of direct local authority enforcement. In recent years,
there have been many attempts to improve the
regulation of standards and conditions in private
renting. For example, as part of the Housing and
Planning Act 2016, the government gave local
authorities new enforcement powers to help tackle
poor standards in private renting and impose tougher
penalties on landlords who break the rules. This
includes allowing local authorities to levy larger fixed
penalties on private landlords, giving local authorities
the power to apply for a banning order to ban
landlords from letting out properties if they commit
certain offences and the creation of a Rogue Landlord
and Agent Database to help local authorities share
information about those who commit offences.
While these have been positive steps, resources
for enforcement have not grown at the same rate as
the growth of the number of private rented homes.
Indeed, significant reductions in local authority budgets
have hit housing services harder than almost any other
area.5 This has limited the effect of these reforms and
the extent to which any increase in powers could be
exploited by local authorities to the benefit of private
renters. Some authorities have made good use of new
powers, but many have not. Freedom of information
research in 2015 found that formal enforcement
activity6 was ’rare in many local authorities and
non-existent in even more’.7
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Recommendation

The government should increase resources for local
enforcement to tackle rogue landlords and poor
conditions, in line with the growth in the number
of private rented properties.
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Response to the question
‘What’s the worst thing that’s ever
happened to you as a private tenant?’
from polling by YouGov10
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In most of our neighbouring countries, stronger legal
protection against eviction puts private renters in a
much stronger position to push for a good deal.11
There are legal protections against no-fault eviction
across mainland Europe. And since December 2017,
private renters in Scotland have been legally entitled
to a permanent tenancy, where they can leave at
any point with 28 days’ notice, but they can only be
evicted if landlords have a legitimate ground for doing
so.12 Giving private renters in England a similar legal
protection would strengthen their bargaining power
and make it easier for them to complain or challenge,
without fear that it will result in them being asked
to leave.
The government acknowledges that ‘longer tenancies
can provide a form of consumer protection, ensuring
that tenants can confidently make a complaint’.13
The consultation included new proposals for how to
deliver longer tenancies to more private renters, and
at the time of writing, we are awaiting the government
response to the consultation.

The government’s proposal for a model
longer tenancy14
The terms of the model tenancy are that:
it would be three years in length. During this time
renters would be protected from no-fault eviction
and landlords would only be able to regain
possession where they are able to demonstrate
grounds (like serious rent arrears)
the tenant would be able to leave at any
time by giving two months’ notice
it would be subject to a break clause after the
initial six months when either party would be able
to break the tenancy
rent increases would be limited to one each
year. How rent increases would be calculated
would also need to be set out when the property
was advertised

In addition to improving renters’ bargaining power,
longer tenancies would make private renting more
suitable for some households for the medium term,
such as families with children. With a longer tenancy,
families would have much greater certainty that they
would be able to stay in their home for at least a while
and reduce the risk of multiple moves impacting on
their child’s education.15
However, while three-year tenancies would clearly
be an improvement on the existing rental framework,
any fixed duration will create a cliff edge and limit the
potential benefit it will have. In terms of consumer
protection, a fixed end date will mean that there will

continue to be a period in the months leading up to the
end of the tenancy when renters will fear recrimination
if they raise a complaint. And for families and older
people who want stability, a longer but fixed tenancy
will only have a limited impact on the certainty that they
will be able to stay in their home. For example, parents
may still find themselves forced to move multiple
times during their child’s education. Following the
change adopted in Scotland, permanent, open-ended
tenancies are clearly preferable.
Alongside setting out a new model for a longer
tenancy, the government’s consultation included
three options for how to implement the change:
legal change, to make it a legal minimum for all
private renters or a default with an option to opt out
incentivisation through the tax system,
while maintaining voluntary adoption
promoting voluntary adoption with publicity
and education
Anything less than legal change to give all renters
protection from no-fault eviction as a legal minimum,
with no opt-out, will significantly limit the number
of private renters who benefit. Research by the
Cambridge Centre for Housing and Planning Research
has shown that even with a tax incentive – the
strongest voluntary measure proposed – only 46% of
landlords would voluntarily offer three-year tenancies.16
The risk is that those who already face discrimination,
such as those on low incomes, would struggle most
to find a longer tenancy in such a divided market. It is
therefore necessary to introduce a legal change to end
Section 21.

To ensure that landlords have confidence in their
capacity to legitimately regain possession (such
as if their tenant goes into serious rent arrears),
this legal change could coincide with a review
of court processes and resourcing.
To make a legal change for permanent tenancies
effective, private renters would also need additional
protection against landlords who try to use excessive
rent increases as a way of evicting through the back
door. Unlike in many of our neighbouring countries,
renters in England have no regulatory protection from
above-inflation rent increases – and the process for
appealing a market-busting rent is ineffective.17
Recommendation

The government should protect private renters
from no-fault eviction. It should end Section 21
by changing the law so permanent tenancies are
the legal minimum for all private renters. It should
make sure they are protected from eviction by
above-market rent increases.
Beyond permanent tenancies, there are additional
reforms that would also put private renters in a
stronger position, particularly when it comes to
negotiating the rent. In other countries, like Ireland
and Germany, private renters have access to reliable,
detailed information about rents to help them
understand the going rate.18 Although the Valuation
Office Agency publishes tables on local rents,
these are only available at broad levels and do not
differentiate by housing characteristics.
Recommendation

The government should explore how to introduce
more detailed information about rent levels for
different property types at a ward level.
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Strengthening private renters’ bargaining power
Private renters should not always have to rely on
referring problems to a watchdog like a regulator or
local authority to get a good deal in their home. They
also need to be in a better position to negotiate a deal
for themselves. The biggest opportunity for change is
increasing renters’ protection from no-fault or ‘Section
21’ eviction (so-called in reference to the section of
the 1988 Housing Act that gives landlords the power
to evict without a reason). As we saw in Chapter 1,
research found that half of private renters who make
a formal complaint about their property receive an
eviction notice in revenge in the next six months, and
many do not complain for fear of eviction.8 Other
private renters have been evicted for trying to get a
good deal in other ways, like ’asking to freeze the rent’.9
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10	YouGov, survey of 3,978 private renters, online, weighted, July-August
2017
11	Bibby, J., Time for reform: how our neighbours guarantee stability for
private renters, Shelter, October, 2016 https://england.shelter.org.uk/
professional_resources/policy_and_research/policy_library/policy_
library_folder/time_for_reform_how_our_neighbours_guarantee_stability_
for_renters
12	Shelter, Grounds for eviction for private residential tenancy and tenants,
2018 https://scotland.shelter.org.uk/get_advice/advice_topics/eviction/
eviction_of_private_tenants/grounds_for_eviction_for_private_residential_
tenancy_tenants
13	MHCLG, Summarised from Overcoming the barriers to longer tenancies
in the private rented sector, 2018 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.
uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/721556/
PRS_Longer_Tenancies_Consultation.pdf
14 Ibid
15	Rodda, M., Hallgarten, J. and Freeman, J., Between the cracks, Royal
Society of Arts, 2013 https://www.thersa.org/globalassets/pdfs/reports/
education-between-the-cracks-report.pdf
16	Clarke, A., Morris, S., Oxley, M., Udagawa, C. and Williams P., The
effects of rent controls on supply and markets, Cambridge Centre
for Housing and Planning Research, May 2015 https://www.cchpr.
landecon.cam.ac.uk/Projects/Start-Year/2015/The-effects-of-rentcontrols-on-supply-and-markets/Project-Report/Report
17	Although it is possible for tenants on an Assured Shorthold Tenancy to
appeal an excessive rent to the First-tier Tribunal (Property Chamber) in
the first six months of a new tenancy, it is rarely used because tenants
risk being evicted if they make such an appeal. Tenants with an Assured
Tenancy are able to appeal an excessive rent increase mid-tenancy, but
this type of tenancy is now rarely used.
18	In Ireland, all rents are registered with the Residential Tenancies Board.
Detailed averages are available down to a small locality and by property
type as well as size. In some German cities, the Mietpreisspiegel rent
tables provide similarly detailed rent data on paid rents.

Lola’s story
Lola and her two daughters, aged seven and nine,
have been renting privately in Bristol. They recently
received an eviction notice from their landlord asking
them to leave.
‘It’s a very worrying time for all of us. I’ve tried to
be positive because I don’t want to upset the girls,
but it’s nerve-wracking knowing we’ll have to leave.
I suffer from depression and the eviction is making
me very anxious.
Our current flat is in a terrible condition – there’s
lots of damp and it’s freezing in winter because
there’s no insulation. In some ways, it’s probably
a good thing for us to leave, but I just know we
won’t be able to afford anywhere else nearby.
I’ve been bidding on social housing since I received
the eviction notice in March, and I’ve also made a
homeless application. I don’t want to be forced to
move a long way from where we are now. With my
depression, I want to make sure we stay near my
parents. I also don’t want to have to move the
girls to a new school – I know they would adapt,
but I think being homeless is enough for them to
deal with.’

‘It makes me
very anxious,
I just worry
all the time.’
Lola
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Chapter 7
1	For example, major social landlord Clarion currently manages 800
PRS properties with plans to build 3,000 more. Clarion Housing
Group, Clarion Housing Group to grow Build to Rent portfolio by 3,000
homes in five years, 20 March, 2018, http://www.clarionhg.com/
news-research/2018/march/clarion-housing-group-to-grow-buildto-rent-portfolio-by-3-000-homes-in-five-years Notting Hill Genesis
manages 962 market rent properties Notting Hill Housing Trust Report
and Financial Statement 2018, 31 March, 2018, https://www.nhhg.org.
uk/media/10708/nhhg-1718-signed-financial-statements.pdf and L&Q
Group has £466 million invested in the private rented sector; London
and Quadrant Housing Trust, Financial statements 2017, 2017, https://
www.lqgroup.org.uk/_assets/files/view/84f4c87e-def3-4990-99c6913cc4b26304/
2	Residential Tenancies Board, RTB annual report 2016, https://www.rtb.
ie/docs/default-source/annual-reports/annual-report-2016.pdf?sfvrsn=2
3	Scanlon, K. and Whitehead, C., The profile of UK private landlords,
Council of Mortgage Lenders, December 2016 https://www.cml.org.uk/
documents/the-profile-of-uk-private-landlords/the-profile-of-uk-privatelandlords-20170118.pdf
4	MHCLG. Private landlords survey, 2010, https://www.gov.uk/
government/statistics/private-landlords-survey-2010 An update of
this research is expected in 2019, and could be used to refresh the
estimated level of impact
5	Amin Smith, N., Phillips, D., Simpson, P., Eiser, D. and Trickey, M.,
A time of revolution? British local government finance in the 2010s,
Institute for Fiscal Studies, 2016 https://www.ifs.org.uk/uploads/
publications/comms/R121.pdf
6	This includes hazard awareness notices, improvement and prohibition
notices, as defined under the Housing Act 2004.
7	Battersby, S. The challenge of tackling unsafe and unhealthy housing,
prepared for Karen Buck MP, December, 2015 http://sabattersby.co.uk/
documents/KBReport2.pdf
8	Citizens Advice, Complain and you’re out: Research confirms link
between tenant complaints and revenge eviction, 2018, https://www.
citizensadvice.org.uk/about-us/how-citizens-advice-works/media/pressreleases/complain-and-youre-out-research-confirms-link-betweentenant-complaints-and-revenge-eviction/
9	Example of a response given to the question ‘What’s the worst thing
that’s ever happened to you as a private tenant?’ YouGov, survey of
3,978 private renters, online, weighted, July-August 2017
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Figure 29

3.1m households need
a social home3

1.

2.

3.

The housing crisis

The central message that has come
through to us most strongly over the
course of the commission is that the
biggest problem with social housing
is that there simply isn’t enough of it.

How have we got here?

Building many more social homes is the only way to
address the current mismatch between demand and
availability, which has left 1.2 million people stuck on
waiting lists.1 But the benefits of new social housing
are felt much more widely. New social housing can
play a vital role in supporting overall levels of housing
supply and standards (and a healthy economy), while
meeting a range of housing and social needs. It will:

The rise and decline
of social housing

help to address the stigma that has been brought
about through the residualisation of social housing

The consequences
of the decline

reduce the spiralling costs of housing benefit

5.

6.

7.

Principles for the future
of social housing

Reforming social renting

Reforming private renting

Building more
social housing

9.

Recommendations

Building more social
homes is the only hope
government has of
reaching its target of
300,000 new homes
a year2.

In this chapter, we set out the full cost-benefit case
for building much more social housing – and make
recommendations on the reforms required to deliver it.
However, we also believe that we need to forge a new,
expanded consensus on what and who social housing
is for. We believe this is the only way to give hope
to the ever-increasing numbers of people in need of
social housing – from those who are homeless, to the
younger families and older people with no other option
than unaffordable, poor quality, and insecure private
rented homes.
Our vision for expanding the supply
of social housing
A fundamental shift is needed in how we think about
social housing. In the post-war period, politicians of
both parties – from Macmillan to Bevan – saw public
housebuilding as an investment. They espoused the
idea that it should help meet people’s aspirations,
as well as their needs. From this height, new social
housing has slowed to a trickle of just 6,000 a year.

those in the greatest need – households who
are most acutely failed by the current housing
emergency. They include homeless households,
those with a long-term impairment or health
conditions, and those who are living in poor or
overcrowded conditions. Without the security
of social housing, they face long waits for a home
that is affordable and meets their essential needs.
Many are failed entirely. For them, social housing
is essential

Those in greatest need

631,0008 In hazardous conditions

240,0007 In overcrowded accommodation

194,0009 Living with ill health or disability
128,0006 Rough sleeping and hidden
79,9005

Homeless and in temporary accommodation

1.17m

Younger trapped renters

 lder private renters – with no other option,
o
a growing number of older people on lowerthan-average incomes are now renting privately.
Without more social homes, they face high housing
costs and insecurity beyond retirement and risk
facing ill health or impairment without being able
to make necessary adaptations to their home.
For these renters, social housing is the opportunity
to have a decent old age; free from major money
worries or being forced to move home
y ounger, trapped renters who will never afford
to buy – these are younger households who will
never be able to buy a home. As things are, they
will remain trapped in insecure and unaffordable
private rentals, facing the prospect of raising a
family without a stable home. For these renters,
social housing is the opportunity to put down roots,
save for the future, and build a good life
With no action, we expect to see 3.1 million
households failed by the housing market over the next
20 years2. They deserve better – a social home is their
only realistic chance to get secure, affordable housing.
Our vision is for these households to have this chance.

691,000
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300,000

It is the only credible hope that government has of
reaching its target of 300,000 new homes a year.

This extended vision for social housing would
see us building new social homes for:

1.27m
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4.

improve the experiences of those living in social
housing, who need more choice over where they
live – and the ability to move on from unsuitable,
overcrowded homes

Our vision is for a return to this more ambitious
understanding of social housing’s purpose. This is an
investment in the future of the nation – with challenges
from changes in employment to the ageing society,
we need a new cross-party consensus to invest
in enough social housing for the next generation.
The offer of a social home needs to be extended to
groups that wouldn’t currently expect to be able to
access social housing. It should provide both security
for those in need, and also a step up for young families
trying to get on and save for their future. Our estimate
of the number of new social homes the country needs
reflects this. We believe we should be building not
only for those who are worst affected by the housing
emergency, but for a broader group who are being
failed and would be better off in a social home.

Older renters
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Those in greatest need, such as homeless or
disabled people and those with a long-term
health condtion

Younger trapped renters who
will never afford to buy

Older renters with no other option

Anthony’s story

Emma’s story

Vicky’s story

Anthony, 62, lives with his partner Lisa, 11-year
old stepson and four-year old son, in a privately
rented property in Chesham. Anthony is disabled
as a result of having polio as a child, and his eldest
son has autism and Attention Deficit Hyperactivity
Disorder (ADHD).

Emma, 35, and her husband Rob, 36, have raised
their three children in rented properties. They’ve
been forced to move home 11 times in 16 years.

Vicky is 73, but with no option other than private
renting, her retirement years have been anything
but restful.

‘I find it difficult to get in and out of the house
because there are steep steps up to the front door
which I’ve fallen down several times. We have a
two-bedroom house, but I have to sleep downstairs
because I can’t get upstairs. My youngest son
sleeps downstairs too – it’s difficult for the boys
to share a room as my stepson is autistic and he
needs his own space. So we both sleep downstairs
and have to use a portable toilet.

‘We’d love to save a deposit to buy, but every time
we’ve started saving something has happened –
my husband’s been made redundant, or we’ve
had to move because of a rent increase.

‘I had been renting a flat on the North Circular for
about four and a half years. The owners were rich,
but they kept putting the rent up. I was on housing
benefit, they knew what the council cap was
and that once they went over it, I couldn’t afford
to stay. I couldn’t challenge it. When the letting
agents refused to let them increase the rent again,
the owners said they were going to sell up and
evicted me.

‘I want a
better life,
that’s all
I want.’
Anthony

Our rent is £1,000 per month and we’re in terrible
debt. My partner works full-time as a lorry driver
and because her income takes us over the earnings
threshold, we’re not entitled to any housing benefit.
We can’t move to a cheaper property because we
can’t afford the moving costs. We’re on the waiting
list for social housing but that’s gone nowhere,
despite letters from our GP.

8.

Building more
social housing

I just feel so let down. Sometimes I think “what’s the
point of life?” We’re not getting anywhere. Shared
ownership is a lot of money and Help to Buy isn’t
targeted at us either. We could save a bit, but it
would probably take us 30 years to save the deposit
we’d need. We’re both heading into our late 30s,
so that’s going to affect the mortgage we can get
soon, too. The whole system is so wrong. Unless
you’ve got parents who can lend you the deposit
to get on the housing ladder, or are young enough
to live at home rent free, what hope have you got?
We need a rent to buy scheme suitable for families.
But until then I will just keep working hard and
hope that once I qualify as a teacher next summer,
that will help.’
‘The whole system is so wrong. Unless
you’ve got parents who can lend you
the deposit to get on the housing
ladder, what hope have you got?’

9.

Recommendations

I went to the council. I had to fill out a horrendous
amount of paperwork. The council kept getting
it wrong, the website kept crashing. It felt like
they just didn’t care. I was moved into temporary
accommodation in Tottenham. But even then it took
nearly nine months for the council to accept I was
homeless and put me on the social housing list.
The temporary accommodation was a nightmare.
The drug dealers, the fighting every night, the
schizophrenic bloke in the room upstairs...
I nearly threw up just thinking about it.
I’m now back renting privately and have a one-bed
place. It’s £880 a month and there are problems, but
I’m grateful to have it. Renting privately leaves you
feeling so vulnerable. It’s not stable, and after what
I’ve been through, I’m never going to feel secure.
If the council came to me and said, “we’ve got a
place for you”, at least I’d feel more in control of my
life because I know they aren’t going to turn around
and put my rent up to £1,200 a month.’

Emma
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Why is it fair that some people have social housing,
and some don’t? It’s such a shame.’

We feel lucky that our children haven’t had to move
schools, but they do get anxious about when we will
have to move again. Her younger brother is on the
autism spectrum and he’s very particular about his
belongings so moving is very hard for him too.
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‘Renting privately
leaves you feeling so
vulnerable... after what
I’ve been through,
I’m never going to
feel secure.’
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Who should we build social housing for?
Those in the greatest need
Those in the greatest need are losing the most from
the housing crisis. Existing rules already prioritise
them when deciding who gets social housing, but
there still isn’t enough. The rules require that social
housing be allocated with consideration to ‘reasonable
preference’. In simplified terms the types of people that
might be given reasonable preference are homeless,
living in very poor or overcrowded conditions, or need
to move on medical grounds.10 To understand the
number of social homes that we need just for those
in greatest need, we have estimated the number of
existing households with similar needs to those who
should have ‘reasonable preference’ today yet do
not have a social home. This comes to 1.27 million
households. These people are being failed by the
lack of social housing, despite a duty to give them
reasonable preference. In estimating their number,
we recognise that households move in and out of
these categories – either because they are fortunate
enough to secure a social tenancy, or because their
circumstances change. However, though the figure
may change slightly, the overall size of this group
currently without a social home can be taken to
represent the number of social homes required.

The rise and decline
of social housing

The consequences
of the decline

Principles for the future
of social housing

Reforming social renting

Reforming private renting

Building more
social housing

9.
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Enough social homes
are needed for the 3.1
million households who
will be failed by the
housing market over
the next 20 years.

Older private renters
As we have seen, older households who rent privately
face a range of challenges – including insecurity,
increasing rents, and struggling to get necessary
adaptations made to their homes.

Younger trapped renters
Young people today are less likely than previous
generations to ever be able to buy a home of their
own – these people are now trapped renting privately.
Even with the reforms we set out in Chapter 7,
without more social homes this expanding group will
be forced to compete for increasingly unaffordable
private rentals, with uncertainty over rent increases
and security. Some will face very poor conditions,
overcrowding, and the devastating consequences
of a shortfall in housing benefit.
Core to this commission’s vision is that the supply
of social housing should be increased to such a level
that it can provide a realistic option for these young
households, many of whom will be working, and will
have children.

‘Politicians cannot look
young people in the eyes
and honestly tell them
that everything will be
OK if they just work hard.
Our broken housing market
has become a major barrier
to social mobility.’

Of those born in 1986,14 now aged 32, between 43%
and 56% may be able to buy their own home. This is
in the region of a 19% drop compared with the baby
boomer cohort. This range of projections builds on
research which suggests that the age of 40 is a crunch
point for would-be homeowners. If you have not been
able to buy a home at this age, your chance of doing
so in the future becomes substantially smaller because
it’s less likely that you will be able to pay off your
mortgage before retirement.
This research suggests even average earners will be
priced out of ownership. The Resolution Foundation
projections suggest that for trapped renters aged 30,

the average pre-tax income is around £25,000
per year.16 And a large proportion are expected to
be families with children. These households need
a realistic alternative to renting privately.
To determine how many social homes this group
needs, we have identified the size of the gap between
ownership rates achieved for baby boomers and
projected for cohorts of trapped renters (19%).
We have taken a mid-point projection of home
ownership between the range of scenarios presented
in the Resolution Foundation’s research. We have
made reasonable estimates of the flow of young
people turning 30 who are likely to form households
over the next 20 years, using population projections,
and assumed an average household size consisting
of two adults.17
To provide social housing for 19% of the households
who will reach the age of 30 over the next 20 years –
i.e. our younger trapped renters – will require 58,350
social homes each year, or nearly 1.17 million homes
over 20 years.

Figure 30: Ownership rates for baby boomers (observed) and trapped renters (predicted)15
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Baby-boomers – observed ownership
Trapped renters (1986 birth cohort) – observed ownership
Trapped renters (1986 birth cohort) – projected ownership midpoint
Trapped renters (1986 birth cohort) – projected ownership range

Baroness Sayeeda Warsi, Commissioner13
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3.1m

Other categories of reasonable or additional
preference – such as people who are homeless due
to domestic violence, and homeless ex-servicemen
and women – are included within the numbers of
homeless households.11

We have only estimated need based on those on lower
incomes (under the national median income), who are
more likely to be trapped in private renting long-term
as the only available option, rather than by choice.
Two-thirds of older households (65%) in the private
rented sector have an income below the national
median. Assuming income distributions stay the same,
by 2039 this will equate to 691,000 households.
It is this group who we believe would benefit from
the security, affordability, and support that can be
offered through social housing.

In Chapter 2, we described the growth of this cohort
of private renters who might, in previous generations,
have become homeowners or had access to social
housing. The Resolution Foundation estimate that
renters born in the 1950s and 60s had a 69% chance
of becoming home owners by the age of 40. This
proportion has fallen since the 1980s, with bigger
financial hurdles to overcome.
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Government should deliver enough social
homes over the next 20 years for the 3.1 million
households who will be failed by the market,
providing both for those in need, and also a step
up for young families trying to get on and save for
their future.

This is likely to be a conservative estimate, given
that these proportions are likely to increase due to
worsening affordability.

Percentage

1.

10% of 55-64 year-olds and 6% of households with
renters aged 65 and above are now renting privately.
Assuming these proportions stay the same, we have
estimated how many older households will be in
private renting in 2039 using official projections of
household12 numbers.
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Figure 31: Population projections and trapped renter estimates
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In the past five years, housebuilding in England has
achieved an average supply of around 166,00018 new
homes each year. Our vision for social housebuilding
would provide an average of 155,000 more homes a
year, doubling the overall housing supply in England,
and allowing government to reach its target of 300,000
homes a year.
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There is a clear case to build this housing to provide
for the needs and aspirations of a generation of people
failed by the market. There is also a clear economic
case for investing in social housing as a key pillar
of national infrastructure. To understand the longterm economic implications of such an investment,
we commissioned Capital Economics to investigate
the costs and benefits.21

The costs of social housebuilding are the actual
construction and land costs, whether fully or partially
funded by government grant, and the financial cost of
any resulting debt. The benefits include the tax receipts
and any rental income from the asset, a reduced
welfare bill since the beneficiaries of the new social
homes require less housing benefit, and the multiplier
effect such an investment in construction
would generate.
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Investing in social housing as a national asset
In total these three groups – those in greatest need,
older private renters and younger trapped renters – will
add up to an estimated 3.1 million households needing
a social home over twenty years. To provide homes for
these households will demand ambition and crossparty consensus over the long term. But housing this
number of households will require returning to the
ambitious scale of building of the post-war period.
It will mean a substantial increase on what we have
achieved in recent decades, and more than any major
political party is currently committed to.
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Figure 32: Our vision for the future of social housing in historical context20

‘We must make a profound and
generational shift away from a belief that
housing benefits alone can solve this
problem, and back towards investment
in bricks and mortar and a view that
affordable housing is a national asset like
other infrastructure.’

1927

2.

The housing crisis

1923

1.
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Another benefit to the investment is that it could help
to grow the residential construction industry and so the
economy as a whole; if this happens then tax benefits
will go to the Treasury, as each home will generate tax
receipts for the government: income tax, corporate tax
and VAT.

total of 145,000 private sector homes
built last year
Modelled position

 .1 million social homes built between
3
2019-2039 – an average of 155,000
per annum
 ach home is partially funded by
e
government grant

Underlying
economic
assumptions

Forecasts for public finances, inflation
and gross domestic product taken from
the Office for Budget Responsibility’s
July 2018 fiscal sustainability report

The modelled scenario assumes that the new supply
of social homes ramps up over time. This is to account
for the time required for the building industry to scale
up supply and to mitigate the potential effects of price
inflation in the sector created by a sudden increase
in demand.
Different governments make different decisions about
how to allocate funding. Capital Economics has
assumed that, as with all infrastructure investment
programmes in the short-run, this housebuilding
programme would require additional government
borrowing. This will be paid back through the benefits
of investment; reduced benefit costs, and increased
tax receipts from increased economic activity.
Capital Economics’ research shows the net costbenefit impact for the public finances. The gross
additional cost is on average £10.7 billion per year.
But the annual net cost comes to £3.8 billion on
average per year, rising to a peak of £5.4 billion in
today’s prices. This represents an increase of just
over 2% in public sector net debt and less than
1% of GDP.28
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Source: Capital Economics, Increasing investment in social housing:
Analysis of public sector expenditure on housing in England and social housebuilding scenarios, 2018

For comparison the annual cost of Housing Benefit
alone is £21 billion, and the government currently
budgets £62 billion on capital expenditure – land,
buildings and equipment.29 Investment in social
housing on this scale is both achievable and
necessary, and the benefits are worth the costs.
Moreover, after the 20-year programme, the returns
on this investment will be achieved within just
one generation. Capital Economics demonstrates
that 39 years after beginning the 20-year building
programme, it will have paid for itself – after which
time it saves the government money in each year.
We believe this represents a compelling investment
in our country’s future.
Reforms to aid delivery
To return to this level of building will be a major national
challenge. It will require significant reform, so that we
can deliver more homes in the right places, along with
the transport and community infrastructure required.
Clarity about the homes we need
Our recommendations focus on the actions central
government should take, which represent the
foundations of a successful programme of social
housing. Local authorities, housing associations,
community groups and housebuilders of every size
will need to build on these foundations to scale up
capacity and delivery. They will need to do this in a
way that works for each area – for example in some
communities, some run-down and empty homes
may be able to be brought back into use. To fix a

housing crisis that is decades in the making, builders
and providers must be confident that the fundamental
building blocks of social housebuilding will be in place
for years to come, whatever the political weather.
And to galvanise this wider community behind the
necessary action, the government should set clear
objectives for the number of social homes it wishes
to see built.
Recommendation

In future assessments of housing need,
government should specify the need for
social housing.
After the major social housebuilding efforts of the
1950s, 60s and 70s, government decisions to sell
social housing through Right to Buy contributed
hugely to increasing levels of home ownership.
However, the failure to replace these homes has
made a significant contribution to the shortage –
only 4% of the 1.94 million homes sold through
Right to Buy have been replaced.30 If government
is to invest in significant amounts of social housing,
they should not be sold off without being replaced.
Recommendation

Government should ensure that any Right to Buy
scheme(s) are sustainable, by replacing any social
housing sold.
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For every £1 spent on
construction, the UK
economy will benefit
by £2.84.

Money injected into the construction industry will be
reinvested by those firms further down the construction
supply chain generating more jobs and consumption.
This process – investment diffusing through the wider
economy – is known as a multiplier effect. As residential
construction is a firmly domestic industry the multiplier
effect of construction investment is high relative to other
forms of investment such as infrastructure, hospitality
and life sciences. It is estimated at 184%. That means
for every £1 spent on construction, the UK economy
will benefit by £2.84.26 The investment in social housing
will go first to construction firms, who in turn will spend
on materials and wages. The higher level of activity
means workers have more money and spend more
in their own local economies.

Current position

1.5

2027-28

With our 20-year programme of housebuilding, in
areas of average social rents, providing a social home
for a resident in receipt of housing benefit will generate
a net saving to the government after 30 years of
£5,600. This estimated saving is based on current
low interest rates, in areas of high cost a social home
will generate over double the saving (£10,840) over
30 years, even with normal interest rates24. In total,
savings on housing benefit alone will reach £60 billion
within 30 years of beginning building.25

The consequences
of the decline

Figure 33: Comparison of current and modelled
policies, and underlying assumptions

2.0

2025-26

The rise and decline
of social housing

The economic implications of our 20-year programme
Capital Economics assessed the economic and fiscal
impact of realising the vision to build 3.1 million new
social homes over 20 years through grant funding,
compared to the current position.

2.5

2023-24

The average housing benefit claimant living in the
private rented sector costs the government £982
a year more in housing benefit than a housing
association tenant, and £1,242 more than a local
authority tenant. With no other option, the proportion
of housing benefit claimants living in the private rented
sector has increased over the last 25 years. Capital
Economics estimates that the increased reliance on
the private rented sector has cost the taxpayer £6.2
billion over this period in higher housing benefit costs.23

Figure 34: Percentage difference in public sector net debt due to modelled 20-year
social housebuilding programme, as a share of baseline public sector net debt
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This does not reflect the full extent of possible savings
from a new programme of social housebuilding.
Beyond housing benefit savings, social housing also
delivers rent revenue for the local authority, housing
association or other bodies managing it. To get a
sense of the full costs and benefits of social housing,
Capital Economics also modelled the rent levels and
found that 3.1 million homes would generate £58
billion in rents (in today’s prices).27

2021-22

3.

The cost-benefit case
In modelling the costs, Capital Economics used a
grant rate of £72,600 per home. This is based on the
government’s recent assumptions about its Affordable
Homes programme, in which it has assumed that
£1.67 billion of grant funding will help fund the building
of 23,000 new affordable homes – of which 12,500
will be social rent.22
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‘I really like my block. It’s friendly and clean and there
are lovely communal gardens where I can walk my dog.
There’s a community room for events where you can
get to know each other. I’m quite active and I have a
big family nearby, so I don’t often use the communal
facilities, but they are great for some of the older
people who are more isolated.

As we have seen, in England, the Land Compensation
Act 1961 has played a role in inflating land values
by giving landowners an entitlement to ‘hope value’.
The levels of direct investment which would be needed
to purchase land at today’s market prices and then
use it to build social homes at affordable prices would
be considerable. If government increased grant for
social housing without also reforming the land market,
this additional demand for land would be factored into
its cost – making it even more expensive.

There’s a great sense of community in a social housing
block. Everybody knows each other by name, and no
one could drop dead in our block without someone
knowing about it.
We’ve got to remove the stigma around social housing.
We are always going to have a class system, but
everyone needs a safe and affordable place to live.
Why should we judge people because they can’t afford
what others can afford? We’ve got such a thing about
owning our own house here, but in Europe, people rent
all their lives – it’s the done thing.’

Because of this, the problems of financing social
housing are bound up with the problems of accessing
the land on which to build it. It is not enough to pour
more money into a broken system. At the same time
as we increase public investment in social housing,
government must also act to reform the broken market
for land.

38%
Civitas estimates land
reforms could reduce
the costs of social
housebuilding by 38%.

The prize of reform is great. Work from Civitas
estimates that such land reforms could slash 38%
off the total development costs of a new scaled-up
programme of social housebuilding.31

Recommendation

Government should reform the Land Compensation
Act 1961 so that landowners are paid a fair market
price for their land, rather than the price it might
achieve with planning permission that it does not
actually have. It could do this most simply by:
	amending Section 14, so that no account is
taken of any prospective planning permission
in land designated by local authorities or city
regions for infrastructure including housing
	amending Section 17 so that Certificates of
appropriate alternative development cease
to apply in those areas designated by local
authorities or city regions for development
Tightening the Section 106 rules
Section 106 remains an important way of delivering
some social housing and will continue to play an
important role in delivering new social homes, at
least until land reforms have been made to provide
an alternative supply of affordable land. While the
government has taken steps to close the viability
loophole which was reducing the effectiveness of
Section 106, many gaps remain in the system.
As a result, less social housing is being built
through Section 106 than should be.
Recommendation

Government should remove the exemptions that
mean Section 106 rules do not always apply to
new developments and conversions.
Building new neighbourhoods and communities
By broadening out who will be able to access social
housing, our ambitious programme will help to tackle
the stigma we discussed in Chapter 4. However,
to tackle stigma over the long term, we need to build
high-quality, mixed communities, not just chalk up
units in the annual statistics. The public sees creating
high quality, mixed communities as central to delivering
new high-quality social homes, not an optional extra
or afterthought.
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Anna

Land reform
The cost of land now represents a major barrier to
social housing delivery, which did not exist in the
heyday of social housebuilding. Countries that build
large amounts of social housing successfully can
share the proceeds of the increase in land value that
comes from planning and development between the
land owner and the public. Singapore is an example
of a country that does this very effectively.

Anna’s story
Anna, 69, has been living in social housing in Bristol
since 2001. Anna currently lives in a block for older
people and values the sense of community.
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‘Everyone
knows each
other by
name here.’
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Case study:

Community engagement in development in Reiselfeld, Germany38
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‘This is a moment for
boldness on social housing
investment that we have
not seen for a generation.
It is the way to restore hope,
build community, and help
to fix the broken housing
market so we meet the
needs of people across
our country.’
Rt Hon. Ed Miliband, Commissioner
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Reforming social renting

Reforming private renting

Housing quality and design
Poor housing conditions can seriously harm social
renters’ health, safety, and quality of life. However,
there also is an interplay between construction quality,
design, housing conditions, and a neighbourhood’s
long-term sustainability. If homes are built poorly at the
outset, it increases the potential for neighbourhood
decline in the future. Poorly constructed homes
are expensive to maintain and easily fall into
disrepair. Poorly designed homes, for example
with poor soundproofing, can contribute to tension
between neighbours.

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, the pressure to
deliver social housing with lower levels of investment
led to poor construction methods. Some of the most
infamous examples were the large panel systembuilt tower blocks, like Ronan Point in East London.
Both design and construction faults contributed to
the partial collapse of this 22-storey tower in a gas
explosion in May 1968, only two months after it was
completed, killing four people and injuring 17.32
In the wake of that tragedy, widespread problems were
found in similar buildings across the country. These
issues were the root cause of a range of complications
and contributed to further risk of catastrophic failure.
Mass remedial work was needed on many of these
buildings and hundreds of homes were subsequently
demolished. Recent serious concerns about the safety
of the Ledbury Estate in Southwark and the Broadwater
Farm Estate in Haringey show that we continue to live
with the legacy of errors made in the construction of
these large panel system blocks to this day.33 34

Reiselfeld is a new development built on the edge of a relatively poor housing
area. The development was completed in about ten years and now has a
population of 12,000 residents. Infrastructure such as a tram line extension,
shops, and schools were built first. This made the new development more
attractive to its new residents than moving away from the City. The ‘soft’
infrastructure of education and community facilities are seen as just as
important as the hard infrastructure.
One-third of the housing in Reiselfeld is designated as affordable through
a mix of municipal housing companies, cooperatives, and low-income
classifications subject to subsidies. Homes are indistinguishable from each
other and are designed to the same standards and quality. The communities
were engaged from the start in the design and management of public spaces
through the so-called ‘Building Groups’ (Baugruppen), working closely with
the city’s own architect-designers.

Given these problems with the country’s last major
venture into modern methods of construction, it would
be all too easy to advocate for building exclusively
using traditional methods. However, this would be
completely unrealistic. Constraints on the capacity of
the construction industry, like the long-term shortage
of skilled construction workers, mean that we will need
to embrace new methods as well as traditional ones.35
Furthermore, modern methods have the potential to
significantly reduce the total environmental impact of
construction, e.g. by reducing site traffic and reliance
on cement and concrete. Precision manufacturing
can also help to deliver homes with a lower carbon
footprint throughout their lifetime. Support for exploring
modern manufacture was echoed by the G15 group
of the country’s largest housing associations.36
In embracing modern methods of construction,
we must learn from the past by avoiding the
widespread use of untested, unscrutinised, and poorly
understood construction techniques. Many modern
methods of construction are now tried and tested at
home and overseas.37 The emphasis should be on
using what has been proven to work, and rigorously
scrutinising new techniques that are adopted.
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Recommendation

8.

Building more
social housing

Government should embrace modern methods of
construction in a way that reduces risk and builds
public confidence, using methods that are proven
to work over the long term.
Picture courtesy of WMUD williemiller.com
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There is a lot we can learn from the present and
past. Some of the lessons of the last time the
country built large numbers of local authority and
housing association homes are mistakes that a
future building programme must avoid. But there
are also many positive lessons to be drawn, from
home and internationally, about developing excellent
neighbourhoods that people want to move to and
stay in.

Recommendations
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The Opzoomeren policy originated in Rotterdam as a way
of encouraging residents to work together to improve
their neighbourhood. It revolves around the principle that
community-organised work not only improves physical
surroundings, but also contributes to the strength of
community cohesion and integration. Initiatives usually
take the form of community street clean-ups, sports
activities, and festivals. However, they can often be more
specialised, such as community Dutch language lessons
for new migrants. The initiatives are first started by the
community. If successful, the Rotterdam Municipality will
provide additional funding and support. This has proved a
highly effective strategy in bridging cultural gaps between
different ethnic communities, socio-economic classes
and age groups, and the initiative now operates on over
1,600 streets in Rotterdam. It has now been adopted as
a national policy.

Credit: Solstock
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Community cohesion through the
Opzoomeren policy in Rotterdam
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Mixed communities
The term ‘mixed communities’ has become
controversial. Some academics have questioned the
evidence for the ‘neighbourhood benefits’ that others
claim mixed communities deliver.46 For some, the
language of mixed communities is now associated with
a disruptive approach to estate regeneration, involving
the net loss of social homes.47
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Strong local leadership will be necessary to deliver
the master planning and take advantage of the new
land powers we recommend. Leadership will also
be key in coordinating the new infrastructure needed
for neighbourhoods.
Long-term stewardship
For neighbourhoods to succeed over the long term,
investment and care must be sustained long after
they are initially developed. Without repairs and
maintenance, even the highest quality homes fall
into disrepair. And without long-term stewardship,
community amenities and public spaces decline.
Too often the history of investment in maintaining
social housing has been feast followed by famine
followed by life support. After being built, too many
social homes saw years of underinvestment in repairs
and maintenance and subsequently fell into poor
conditions. Limited initiatives were then developed

The failure to invest in repairs and maintenance clearly
forces individual tenants to live in poor-quality housing.
But as with poor construction quality, if part of a
broader pattern, it can also have a profound impact on
a neighbourhood’s reputation and residents’ desire to
stay in the area. To make neighbourhoods sustainable,
a long-term commitment to maintaining and repairing
homes is essential. This should include certainty about
the financial environment that social landlords will be
operating in. Government has given social landlords
certainty through a five-year rent settlement from
2020 – albeit one that will require social renters to pay
above-inflation rent increases.45 However, to avoid
the risk of deterioration, there must be a commitment
to an agreed standard of new social housing and
neighbourhoods covering the full lifetime of new
homes, not just over the length of a parliamentary
term. This should be funded in a way that does not
undermine the low rents that are at the heart of the
social housing offer.
Recommendation

Government should set a standard to ensure
investment in maintaining and improving homes
and neighbourhoods over their full lifetime.
The need to take a long-term view applies to more
than maintaining the fabric of the homes themselves.
In the past, too many developments have been built
with too little thought given to how the quality of the
public realm will be sustained or how communities
will be engaged. Even well landscaped spaces
have seen confusion arise over who is responsible
for their upkeep or ongoing costs (e.g. to service
charge payers). As with attempts to ‘catch up’ on
underinvestment in repairs and maintenance, there
have been several initiatives designed to rescue
neighbourhoods that have fallen into bad condition.
The key to making a new generation of social homes
successful over the long term will be ensuring the
public realm never falls so far that it needs rescuing.

63% of social
renters feel part of
their communities,
compared with 39%
of private renters.

However, we are unashamedly committed to the
principle that, as part of increasing the size of the
social housing stock, new social homes should be
delivered in mixed communities. New developments
should include different types of housing, and people
of different incomes and ages.
Social housing is one of the key tools that we have to
avoid the social segregation seen in different parts of
the world, from the Chicago ‘income donut’ to Rio’s
‘favelas’ and the low-income Parisian banlieues.48 49
Segregation is clearly undesirable. It can also have very
serious additional effects. The Cantle report, which was
commissioned by the Home Office after the Burnley,
Bradford and Oldham riots in 2001, highlighted the
role that segregation had played in breaking down
a sense of common identity and stoking community
tension.50 It was seen as playing a similar contributory
role towards the riots in Paris in 2005.51 Our existing
stock of social homes is one of the reasons that our
great cities, where housing demand is particularly high,
enjoy a significant amount of social mix – even during
the current housing crisis. And they allow local families
on lower incomes to find housing in rural areas where
prices and rents have been pushed up by holiday
makers and second home owners.
In addition to the contribution that having low-rent
homes in expensive areas makes to increasing the
community mix, the strong security of tenure in social
housing also helps to build stronger communities.
It does this by reducing population churn, common
in areas with many private renters, and giving tenants
the opportunity to build up good community ties.
Social renters are much more likely to feel part of their
community and look out for their neighbours than
private renters.52

However, over recent years the role of social housing
in building strong, mixed communities has been
questioned. ‘Mono-tenure social housing estates’ have
themselves stood accused of causing segregation,
rather than helping to tackle it.53 This accusation is
outdated. Social housing sales through the Right
to Buy have seen 38% of the 1980 stock of social
housing sold to home owners, who now live alongside
their social renting neighbours in large numbers.54
A considerable proportion of these are also now
rented out to private renters.55 Today, former council
housing developments – and the large post-war
estates and blocks were overwhelmingly developed
as council housing – are a diverse mix of home
owners, private renters, and social renters.56
Despite this reality, the persistence of the stereotype
indicates that there are lessons for a new programme
of social homebuilding to learn. The first is about scale.
There will be little public support for building new
social housing in large single-tenure estates. Doing
so risks cementing existing stigma. While completely
interspersing different housing types throughout
developments would be costly and difficult to manage,
new social homes should be built-in developments
with a mix of types of housing, and without large
concentrations of any one.
It can also be desirable to have some similar homes
for similar households located together on a small
scale; for example, homes for older people. Residents
in these small sub-communities can gain additional
benefits from living with people at a similar life stage,
with similar life experiences. The principle can be
applied more broadly. We heard through our research
that a balance is important. Some social renters feel
that there can be benefits of living alongside others
through a sense that ‘we are all in the same boat’.57
And research into mixed communities suggests that
contact between neighbours can decrease when they
are significantly different.58
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Reforming private renting

The design of the public realm is also vitally important.
The history of post-war social housing architecture
holds lessons for neighbourhood design. For example,
theoretically, the idea of ‘streets in the sky’ made sense
as a way of separating pedestrians from the pollution
and danger of traffic. But in practice, walkways could
be intimidating, under-lit, and disorientating. It is highly
unlikely that any architect would propose building
new streets in the sky today. However, the broader
principles of the relationship between poorly designed
external spaces and crime have resulted in clearer
guidelines for future proposals. the police are now
able to give official advice on reducing the potential for
crime in new buildings.41 While these considerations
can sometimes be seen to compete with other
priorities in the public realm, like promoting walking
and cycling (e.g. segregated paths), good design
should accommodate both considerations. Prioritising
enough green space, dedicated play space for children
and facilities for young people, such as multi-use
games areas, also helps to ensure that outdoor spaces
do not become contested or the source of conflict.

to try and put things right. For example, when the
Decent Homes Programme was embarked upon
in 2000, the government estimated that there was
a £19 billion backlog in social housing repairs.42
Although this estimate helped to illustrate the scale
of underinvestment across the country, it was itself
subsequently seriously criticised for being far too
modest.43 By 2010 the cost of the scheme had more
than doubled.44

Agenda Page 368

4.

Planning and investing in places
Throughout our Big Conversation, we heard
from people how important the overall design
of neighbourhoods, and provision of community
infrastructure and green space will be as part of
delivering a new social housebuilding programme.39
Access to a good school can be decisive in whether
families with children want to move to a new area or
remain in one which they feel comfortable in.40 Good
transport links and access to employment are essential
for a neighbourhood’s residents to stay and succeed.
And the public sees excellent green spaces as an
essential part of a good neighbourhood.

Social landlords and developers should look to learn
from the best examples of community engagement
and stewardship on new developments.
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This award-winning development contains east London
bungalows that have been designed by architect Patel
Taylor. The red-brick bungalows have been designed
to house senior citizens in Barking in a traditional
style modelled on almshouses. The bungalows were
developed across six infill sites that were once used
for industry. The first phase provides 39 homes over
two sites, while the second phase delivers 34 homes
over four sites. The scheme used innovative design
to provide spacious homes which are wheelchair
accessible for elderly residents. The development plays
an important social function of bringing together a mix
of senior social tenants whilst simultaneously freeing
up larger local authority properties for families in need.
We’re also designing Extra Care apartments at
London’s Southbank Place. They’re currently under
construction, but these assisted living facilities
are usually pushed to the city fringes and hardly
ever incorporated within prime residential urban
developments. All new developments should
serve the whole population, not just the young/
able-bodied/wealthy.
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Innovative older people’s Courtyard
Housing in Barking, London59

Photograph: Peter Cook

Patel Taylor ‘Courtyard Housing’, 2015,
http://www.pateltaylor.co.uk/works/architecture/
residential-and-mixed-use/courtyard-housing
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490 are social homes, enabling existing low-income households to remain in
what is otherwise a high-value housing market. The scheme has been funded
by a combination of MHCLG funding and cross-subsidy from the 301 private
homes that are being developed. Plans for the redevelopment were finalised
after substantial consultation with existing residents. These consultations
have also led Rydon and Hyde Housing to include family housing, local shops,
a new park, community centre, an adventure playground, and youth centre.

There has been recent concern about the effect that
excluding social renters from shared parts of new
developments can have on community mix. These
have included examples of so-called ‘poor doors’,
where social renters are given a separate entrance

within a joint block or are unable to access from
other common spaces.60 Attempts to minimise the
service charges that social renters must pay are
understandable.61 But designs that create a sense that
social renters are excluded from shared facilities within
a single building risks undermining the principles of
mixed communities at the outset, by creating divisions
and animosity between new residents. Developments
should be designed to avoid contributing to a
sense of exclusion. While local authorities, social
housing providers, and developers will have primary
responsibility for making sure that these principles are
adopted, government could also act to promote this
approach – for example, through the planning system
or conditions on grants.
Recommendation

Anyone involved in delivering social housing should
ensure that new social homes are delivered as part
of tenure-blind, mixed-community developments.
This includes avoiding design that will contribute
to a sense of exclusion, e.g. avoiding separate
entrances to the same building, which divide
households based on tenure.
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The consequences
of the decline

The redevelopment of the Packington Estate, Islington, provides an
award-winning example of a regeneration project that is delivering mixedtenure housing which fits into the existing context.63 The regeneration is
being carried out in a 50:50 joint venture between developer Rydon and
housing association Hyde Housing. The architect is Pollard Thomas Edwards.
The redevelopment saw 538 flats replaced with 791 mixed-tenure, but tenureblind houses and flats across a nine-year (2010-2019), six-phase programme.

The second lesson is about appearance. We support
the principle that new developments should be ‘tenure
blind’ so that the type of housing is not physically
distinguishable, and new social homes do not stand
out from the neighbourhoods in which they are built.
In many cases, it will be possible to build new social
housing to the same specification and finish as
new homes for private sale. Indeed, historically, the
specification of elements such as room sizes has been
higher in social housing than in new private housing.
However, rather than specifying that they must look the
same, we set a principle that differences should not be
identifiable on appearance alone. New social housing
and private housing should fit into neighbourhoods
seamlessly with one another. This means that new
social housing – whether in rural or urban areas –
should be designed and built with sensitivity to its local
context; to existing housing as well as planned new
homes. New homes’ design, scale, and finishes should
all bear in mind the context that a home is placed into.

Photograph: Tim Crocker.
Architect: Pollard Thomas Edwards
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Tenure-blind development of the Packington Estate, Islington, London62
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We are currently wasting money on housing policies that
don’t help those in need. With challenges from changes
in employment to the ageing society, in the shadow of the
Grenfell Tower fire, ten years on from the financial crisis, and
with the nation divided by a worsening housing crisis affecting
more and more people, the time to act is now.
Throughout this report we have shown how the positive
sentiment towards social housing, the residualisation, the lack
of regulation, and the return on investment in social housing all
point to one thing – a bigger and better social housing sector.

Complaints and regulation
	The government should create a new consumer regulator
to protect renters and ensure their voices are heard.
This should operate alongside the Regulator of Social
Housing, focused on its core economic brief.
	Social housing residents need better protection.
Government should require standards of social housing to
be proactively inspected, publicly reported, and strongly
enforced in order to hold failing landlords to account.
	If residents are to be protected and given a voice, there
must be clearer standards for social housing providers.
The government should direct the Regulator to make
consumer standards more specific; setting clear, minimum
expectations, like timescales for dealing with complaints.
	All groups of residents (whether recognised by their
landlords or not) should be able to refer their concerns
directly to the new regulator where they have common
concerns they believe are caused by a systemic failing in
the landlord’s services.
	Residents should not have to prove they might be at
risk of serious detriment for the Regulator to intervene.
The government should remove the ‘serious detriment’ test
for intervention in complaints about social housing, which is
a barrier to proper enforcement of consumer standards.
	To make it easier for social renters to get redress on
individual complaints, barriers to complaining must be
removed. The government should remove the democratic
filter for referral to the Housing Ombudsman.
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We need to stop ignoring social renters and to properly
consider what the future of social housing should look like.
Too many social renters feel powerless and without a voice,
so we make recommendations to improve regulations and
support tenant voice. Yet we also found that the whole housing
market is broken. House prices are too high, so fewer and
fewer will ever own their own home. The ballooning private
rented sector provides insecure, lower quality, less affordable
accommodation for renters on low incomes. Reforms are
urgently needed to the private rented sector, but it is ultimately
unfit to meet the needs of increasing numbers of people
trapped renting privately. Only a good quality, reformed, and
larger social housing sector can meet these needs. With highquality design, proper investment over time, and good planning
of mixed communities, social housing can be a key part of
strong communities and improve standards across all housing.

Reforming social renting
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As a commission we were brought together by a sense
of horror and injustice about what happened at Grenfell
Tower. Though we came from different backgrounds,
professions, and with different levels of knowledge about
housing, through our exploration of the issues in the whole
housing market today, we have agreed upon a clear and
ambitious set of recommendations.
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Tenant voice and involvement
	Tenant panels should be encouraged and taken seriously.
The government and Regulator should urgently require
landlords to actively support the formation of tenant panels
and share good practice on how this should be done.
	Residents of social housing must have a voice with national,
regional, and local government. Government should support
establishment of an independent tenants’ voice organisation
or tenants’ union, to represent the views of tenants in social
housing within national and local government. It should involve
as wide a range of tenants as possible.
	
Residents must have a leading voice in major works to
existing homes or neighbourhoods. The government’s good
practice guidance on estate regeneration should be revised
to reflect this.
 he government should compile good practice on
	
T
cooperative and mutual social housing models. Transfers of
existing homes to such models should only happen if triggered
by tenants, and if voted for by a majority of tenants.

Building more
social housing

9.

Recommendations

	The new consumer regulator should set consumer
standards for all private rented housing.

	The government should protect private renters from
no-fault eviction. It should end Section 21 by changing
the law so permanent tenancies are the legal minimum
for all private renters. It should make sure they are
protected from eviction by above-market rent increases.
The government should explore how to introduce more
detailed information about rent levels for different property
types at a ward level.
Building more social homes
	Government should deliver enough social homes over the
next 20 years for the 3.1 million households who will be
failed by the market, providing both security for those in
need, but also a step up for young families trying to get on
and save for their future.
	Government should reform the Land Compensation Act 1961
so that landowners are paid a fair market price for their
land, rather than the price it might achieve with planning
permission that it does not actually have. It could do this
most simply by:
	Amending Section 14 so that no account is taken of
any prospective planning permission in land designated
by local authorities or city regions for infrastructure
including housing.
	Amending Section 17 so that Certificates of appropriate
alternative development cease to apply in those
areas designated by local authorities or city regions
for development.
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Reforming private renting
	Government should require all private landlords with over
25 homes to register with the new consumer regulator.

	The government should increase resources for local
enforcement to tackle rogue landlords and poor
conditions, in line with the growth in the number of
private rented properties.
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	Residents must be given support to complain.
The government should extend the Legal Help scheme
to cover detailed advice and support to make a referral to
the Ombudsman or the Regulator.
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Reforming social renting

Since 1980, many social
homes have been sold and
fewer and fewer have been
built

	Government should ensure that any Right to Buy scheme(s)
are sustainable, by replacing any social housing sold.

400000

	Government should embrace modern methods of
construction in a way that reduces risk and builds public
confidence, using methods that are proven to work over the
long term.

	Anyone involved in delivering social housing should ensure
that new social homes are delivered as part of tenure-blind,
mixed-community developments. This includes avoiding
design that will contribute to a sense of exclusion, e.g.
avoiding separate entrances to the same building that divide
households based on tenure.

To meet it, a home must:
Be free of category 1 hazards
Be in a reasonable state of repair
	Have reasonably modern facilities
(e.g. kitchen, bathroom, toilet)
	Provide a reasonable ‘degree
of thermal comfort’

350000

325000

300000

Disrepair
The Government also looks at how much it would
cost to repair a home. Homes in ‘substantial
disrepair’ are defined as having a repair cost of more
than £35 per square metre of floor area.

275000
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Since 1980,
many social
homes have been sold and
fewer and fewer have been
175000
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125000
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Reforming private renting

Building more
social housing

As such, affordability concerns are a major part of the
housing challenges faced by households in England.
18% of all households say they regularly have to
cut spending on food in order to afford their rent or
mortgage payments.14

£400,000

£375,000

£350,000

£325,000
300k current government annual housebuilding target

£300,000

£275,000

Part of these difficulties are down to changes in what
type of housing people on low incomes are living
in. In 2007/08, just 13% of households below the
poverty line (pre-housing costs) lived in the private
rented sector.15 Less than ten years later, in 2016/17,
the private rented sector is now home to almost
double (25%) the share of households in poverty
(before housing costs).16 Where before, people on low
incomes had other options, they are now forced to
rent privately. This shift has knock on impacts on low
income groups. The proportion of working-age adults
in the poorest fifth of the population who spend more
than a third of their income (including Housing Benefit)
on housing costs has risen from 39% in 1994/95 to
47% in 2015/16.17
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This ‘overall’ figure obscures the major differences
in costs faced by households in different places and
types of housing. Across England, those buying
their home with a mortgage spent 19% of their
household income on mortgage payments whereas
rent payments were 31% of household income for
social renters and 41% of household income for
private renters.11 A common rule of thumb12, previously
used by the UK government, is that spending more
than 30 percent of household income on housing is
unaffordable.13

social housebuilding

recession years

real house prices

Recommendations

Page 74 of 75

Agenda Item 4a

8.

Damp and mould
The Government measures the extent of damp and
mould through two methods: a physical survey of
homes, and through an interview with homes.
Affordability
As not enough homes have been built, house prices
have increased, and the cost of housing has increased
for most people across England. On average,
households in England pay 29% of their income
towards rent or mortgage.9 The average share of
income that young families spend on housing has
trebled over the last 50 years.

150000

7.

Examples include:
Exposed wiring or dangerous electrics
A dangerous or broken boiler
Rat, pest or vermin infestation
External doors that can’t be closed or locked
securely
Non-decent homes
The decent homes standard includes a wider
set of criteria than just hazards.

375000

	Government should set a standard to ensure investment
in maintaining and improving homes and neighbourhoods
over their full lifetime.

Category 1 hazards
Hazards that fall into category 1 pose a serious and
immediate threat to health or safety.

Real House Prices

6.

The rise and decline
of social housing

	Government should remove the exemptions that
mean Section 106 rules do not always apply to new
developments and conversions.

1980

Households that turned thirty between 1956 and 1975
spent just 17% of their income on their housing at that
age. Today, thirty year olds spend over a quarter. This
‘overall’ figure obscures the major differences in costs
faced by households in different places and types of
housing. Across England, those buying their home
with a mortgage spent 19% of their income on housing
(23 percent)10
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How have we got here?

Government measures of poor housing
conditions
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3.

The greatest concentration of poor
housing is in the private rented sector.
38% of private rented homes, 24% of
owner occupied homes and 22% of
social rented homes are defined
as poor housing.

The housing crisis

	In future assessments of housing need, government should
specify the need for social housing.
2.

Building for our future: a vision for social housing
Chapter 1 The housing crisis

Annual house building in England 1923-2039, including our modelled 20-year vision for social housing

New homes per year

1.

218
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Shelter helps millions of people every year
struggling with bad housing or homelessness
through our advice, support and legal services.
And we campaign to make sure that, one day,
no one will have to turn to us for help.
We’re here so no one has to ﬁght bad
housing or homelessness on their own.

shelter.org.uk
Registered charity in England and Wales (263710) and in Scotland (SC002327). OBR-3212.01.
Photos: BBC, Kayte Brimacombe, Alicia Canter, Steve Frank, Anna Gordon, Getty images,
Adam Hinton, Stephen Lock, Alexander Smart, Kate Standworth, Benjamin Youd.
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Foreword from the Children’s Commissioner for England
Growing up in a stable, healthy and secure
home is so important for any child. Yet we
know there are thousands of children in
England who are living in homeless families,
stuck
in
poor quality
temporary
accommodation, often with low prospects
of finding something permanent. There are
many others who are at risk of ending up
homeless.
This report shines a light on this
homelessness crisis and shares the
experiences of some of those children.
Earlier this year, we visited children and families living in temporary accommodation, and spoke with
them and some of the frontline professionals who work with them. We also carried out new data
analysis to identify the scale of the problems.
As ever, I was struck by the resilience of the children we met, as well as being shocked by their stories.
A nine-year-old girl told us ‘we have to eat on the floor as there’s not enough space … when we sleep,
water drips on us which we don’t like’. A teenage boy described living in a hotel for 8 months alongside
sex workers. We spoke with children who are spending hours every day having to get to and from
school because they have been housed far away from where they are taught. Others told us that being
homeless can lead to bullying and causes stress and tensions within their families. Some are unable to
do their homework and feel cold, dirty, sad, embarrassed, worried and unsafe in the place they live. 1
The laws are already in place to make sure that children are protected from living in dangerous or
unsuitable accommodation. Under section 11 of the Children Act, local authorities must act in a way
that safeguards children and promotes their welfare. The homelessness code of guidance reminds
local authorities of these duties and sets out what is expected from councils when housing homeless
families in temporary accommodation. However, as we heard from children and families themselves,
this guidance is not always met and doesn’t go far enough.
Some of the places children are being forced into calling ‘home’, often for months or years at a time,
are simply inappropriate places for a child to be growing up. It was sad, though not unexpected, to
find that B&Bs continue to be used by some councils. It was more surprising, but just as sad, to learn
about the growth of new developments which councils have turned to in recent years to deal with the
continued flow of homeless families coming through their doors: office block conversions, in which
whole families live in single rooms barely bigger than a parking space, and shipping containers which
are blisteringly hot in summer and freezing in the winter months.
Most incidents of family homelessness in England are not the result of personal circumstances like
mental health problems – primarily it is a result of structural issues, including the lack of affordable
housing and welfare reform. 2 There is very little these families can do to escape the cycle of
homelessness without outside help. The children growing up in B&Bs, shipping containers and
https://www.childrenscommissioner.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Childrens-CommissionersBusiness-Plan-2018-19.pdf
2
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/793471/
Homelessness_-_REA.pdf
1

2
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converted office blocks have a right to a decent home to grow up in. In this prosperous country of
ours, it is a scandal that many thousands of children are growing up without one.

Anne Longfield, OBE
Children’s Commissioner for England

3
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Lucy and Jake’s story
“It’s wrong how they treated me. I wouldn’t like someone else to go through this.”
Lucy is in her early twenties; her son Jake is 2. When she became homeless they were placed by her
local authority in a converted office block far from home. Although this was considered an emergency
placement, they were there for 11 months.
On the day Lucy was offered the flat, she was given one hour to travel across London to collect the
keys by 5pm. The flat had no basic furniture: Lucy had to borrow a blow-up mattress and a cot.
“They put me in a small room in an office block which had been converted into flats. It was in
an industrial estate in the middle of nowhere. The cars and lorries would whizz round really
fast. It was very noisy and it felt unsafe to walk to the shops.
“There were a lot of people congregating at the entrance who didn’t live there and I felt unsafe.
I was approached to buy drugs during the day on the way to the shops with my son.”
It took six months and a formal complaint before Lucy’s local authority completed its assessment and
found that it had a duty to find the family a permanent home – but that did not mean she got one
straight away.
Far from it: she was placed on a waiting list and asked to express an interest in properties she wanted
to live in by “bidding” online, even though she was too low on the list to be offered any of them any
time soon. And she couldn’t even start bidding until a dispute about her temporary accommodation,
which was clearly inadequate in Lucy’s view, was resolved – a process that took months.
“No one in the council replies to my emails and I couldn’t bid on permanent properties for six
months while they were assessing my case.”
This experience began to take its toll on Lucy and her son. When she was in her previous place Lucy’s
mum would come and help her with Jake, but moving away meant she was isolated and she struggled
to cope. Lucy had to go to her GP for treatment for stress. One of the main worries Lucy faced was
concern about Jake’s living conditions. By now Jake was crawling and he didn’t have much space to
play inside the small studio flat. She couldn’t gate off the kitchen and was worried he’d burn himself
on the oven.
Playing outside wasn’t possible as there was nothing appropriate nearby and she wanted to limit the
number of times she had to walk past the people congregating at the entrance.
Lucy then had to submit yet another complaint in order to be moved back to her local area. This took
a further three months.
Eventually Lucy was able to move back to her local area, where she was offered a self contained flat
with its own bathroom and kitchen. But the flat is up 3 flights of stairs with no lift. That being said, she
prefers carrying the buggy up the stairs than avoiding drug dealers on her doorstep. She still does not
know when she and her son will be offered a permanent home, what it will be like or where it will be.
“They need a higher standard of care; they failed me in so many ways. The fact that they get
away with it is so, so bad.”
***

4
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“We have to eat on the floor as there’s not enough space.
(Daisy, aged 9)
“The journey to school takes too long and I’m tired.”
(Ruby, aged 6)

How big is the problem?
The government statistics show that there were 62,000 homeless families living in temporary
accommodation in England at the end of 2018. Among these families were 124,000 children. This
means that there are 80% more children living in temporary accommodation than in 2010. 3
This increase has caused widespread concern. Stability and security at home is crucial to children’s
education, health and wellbeing – all things which must be protected if children are to go on to lead
happy and successful lives. The fact that more than a hundred thousand homeless children are living
in unstable and often poor quality housing amounts to a crisis. But the true scale of the problem is
even greater than these official figures suggest.
Firstly, the government statistics are an underestimate of the number of homeless children in England
today. They do not include hidden homeless families who are “sofa surfing” rather than living in
temporary accommodation – staying with friends or family, often in cramped conditions. New analysis
conducted for the Children’s Commissioner’s Office using the English Housing Survey estimates that
in 2016-17 there were 92,000 children living in sofa surfing families. It says a lot about the state of
temporary accommodation that for these families, the prospect of living in such overcrowded
conditions can be better than turning to the council for emergency help, which may be a poor quality
single room in a B&B miles from home.
Official figures also fail to capture a small but highly vulnerable group of homeless children who have
been placed in temporary accommodation by children’s services rather than by the council’s housing
department. This includes families who have been deemed to have made themselves “intentionally
homeless”, and therefore are not entitled to a permanent home from the housing department, and
those ineligible as a result of their immigration status. There is no publicly available data on how many
families are being housed in this way.
“Temporary accommodation” is too often a misleading term – many children end up living in their
temporary accommodation for months, if not years. The longer the child is in the accommodation, the
longer they must live with the insecurity and the more impact this has on their childhood.
Until very recently the temporary accommodation figures were just a snapshot – they simply showed
how many children were in temporary accommodation on a particular date. They could not be used
to tell how long children had been in temporary accommodation for. This will gradually change with
the introduction of a new data collection system, 4 but in the meantime, the Children’s Commissioner’s
Office commissioned analysis to create national estimates of the numbers of children living in

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-homelessness
On 1 April 2018 the Homelessness Case Level Information Collection (H-CLIC) data system was introduced.
Under H-CLIC, local authorities are required to collect more detailed data on households, including the ages and
gender of household members and their employment and benefit status.
3
4

5
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temporary accommodation for extended periods.5 This analysis suggests that in 2017 around 2 in 5
children in temporary accommodation – an estimated 51,000 children – had been there for at least 6
months. Furthermore, around 1 in 20 – an estimated 6,000 children – had been there for at least a
year. For children in these situations, it would be difficult to describe their accommodation as
“temporary”.

Taken together, the data suggests that there could be more than 210,000 homeless children in
England. This consists of the more than 120,000 children who are officially homeless and living in
temporary accommodation, and the roughly 90,000 children in sofa surfing families; there is also an
unknown number housed by children’s services, for which no data is available. 6

Finally, the government figures say little about the number of families at risk of becoming homeless. 7
Analysis for the Children’s Commissioner’s Office suggests that around 375,000 children live in
households that have fallen behind on their rent or mortgage payments, putting them at financial risk
of becoming homeless in the future. 8

The analysis used Housing Benefit databases from a sample of LAs (c. 20-25), which includes data about all the
families in temporary accommodation in those areas and tracks their housing status over time. For more
information, see technical appendix.
6
This calculation assumes that there are presently around 90,000 children living in ‘sofa-surfing’ families – i.e.
that the level has not changed significantly since 2016/17 (to which the estimate of 92,000 applies). It also
assumes no overlap between these children and those currently living in temporary accommodation.
7
The Government statistics give only the number of households threatened with homelessness within 56 days.
8
Estimates based on new analysis of Wealth and Assets Survey 2014-16. For more information, see technical
appendix.
5

6

Page 7 of 30

Agenda Page 385

Agenda Item 4a

Based on the figures on the previous page, we estimate that there could be between 550,000 and
600,000 children in England who either are homeless, or at risk of becoming homeless. 9

This calculation uses the previously-calculated figure of 210,000 children (at least) who could presently be
homeless. It adds on to that the estimated 375,000 children living in households that are behind on rent or
mortgage payments, assuming that this number has not changed significantly since 2014-16 (the date of the
most recent data). Finally, the calculation assumes no overlaps between these groups.
9

7
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Temporary accommodation is frequently not fit for children
The government requires that temporary accommodation must be “suitable”. 10 As set out in guidance
for local authorities, suitability depends on “the relevant needs, requirements and circumstances of
the homeless person and their household”. 11 Key factors include space, arrangement and affordability
to the household.
But our findings show that despite the guidance around suitability, many families are forced to stay in
accommodation that is wholly inappropriate to their needs. Due to the level of demand and shortage
of permanent council accommodation, families frequently spend long stretches living in this
“temporary” housing, suffering desperately poor conditions for months if not years.
At one end of the spectrum, temporary accommodation can be a conventional self-contained flat or
house, with its own kitchen and bathroom – the same kind of place that a family could eventually be
offered as permanent housing. If the family is lucky then it will be well-maintained and spacious, giving
children the room they need to play, study and grow up.
Unfortunately, good quality, self-contained temporary accommodation is costly and in short supply.
As a result, many families are placed in accommodation which is poor quality and simply too small.
Some types of accommodation are particularly concerning:
>

B&Bs

For many years families have been placed in B&Bs. This type of housing is not self-contained – the
bathroom is shared with other residents in the building, along with the kitchen (if there are any
cooking facilities at all). The other residents might be families, but might also be vulnerable adults,
such as those with mental health or drug abuse problems, creating intimidating and potentially unsafe
environments for children.
This practice has been eradicated in some areas but lingers on in others. This is despite the
introduction of a legal limit in 2003 which means that families can only be housed in a B&B in
emergencies when no other accommodation is available, and even then for no longer than six weeks,
after which the family must be moved on to suitable accommodation.
In December 2018 there were 2,420 households with children living in B&Bs according to government
statistics. Of the 2,420 families known to be living in B&Bs last December, a third had been there for
more than 6 weeks, meaning that the councils involved were breaking the law. The National Audit
Office (NAO) have heard of families being housed illegally in this way for as long as 30 months. 12
Once again, the government statistics do not tell the full story. The six week legal limit on B&B use
applies only to families housed in private B&Bs, not council-owned B&Bs. 13 In 2018, CRAE found
through FOI requests to councils that 1,641 families were living in council-owned B&Bs. 14 Of these,
nearly two thirds had been there more than 6 weeks – a much higher proportion of families than in
private B&Bs. Furthermore, these figures are likely to be a significant underestimate as only 58% of

Section 206 of the Housing Act 1996
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/homelessness-code-of-guidance-for-local-authorities
12
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmpubacc/462/462.pdf
13
The Children’s Commissioner’s Office was unable to identify the reasons for the limit applying to private B&Bs
only and not council-owned B&Bs.
14
http://www.crae.org.uk/media/126985/B3_CRAE_POVERTY-WEB.pdf
10
11

8
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councils responded to the FOI request.
>

Office block conversions

A more recent and deeply worrying development has been the conversion of former office blocks and
warehouses into temporary accommodation. In 2013, the Government changed planning rules so that
under permitted development rights, developers no longer need to seek planning permission from
the council in order to convert office blocks to residential use. Councils can only object on limited
grounds including environmental issues and flooding problems, not on the basis of the size or quality
of the accommodation.
Some areas have become hotspots for conversions like these, in particular Harlow, where more than
half of all new homes being created are office block conversions. 15 The council has identified at least
13 office blocks that have been converted, creating more than 1,000 individual flats. There is high
demand for temporary accommodation in these blocks from central London councils seeking
alternatives to higher cost rents within their own boroughs. This has led to accusations that areas such
as Harlow are being used to “socially cleanse” the capital, with families being required to move far
from home. 16
Many of the flats are small, single rooms which do not come close to meeting national space
standards. For example, it has been reported that some of the flats in Templefields House in Harlow
measure as little as 18 square metres – a space which may be shared by a whole family, with parents
and children living and sleeping in the same single room also containing their cooking facilities. 17 The
cramped conditions are in stark contrast with the Government’s own “Nationally Described Space
Standards”, according to which the minimum size for a one bedroom, one person home should be 37
square metres. 18 In Newbury House in East London, the flats reportedly measure even smaller at just
13 square metres – barely larger than a standard car parking space.
Crime and antisocial behaviour is a constant problem. As with B&Bs, homeless families may find
themselves living in close proximity to vulnerable adults also being housed by the council, including
people recently released from prison, exposing children to possible harm. The Children’s
Commissioner’s Office has heard from children that they are sometimes afraid to go home at the end
of the day. Terminus House in Harlow, a large office block located above a car park, was converted in
April 2018. In the first 10 months after tenants moved in, crime in the area rose by 20% to more than
500 incidents, including violence, burglary, arson and drug-related incidents. Within the block itself,
crime rose by 45%. 19
Office block conversions are often located on or near industrial estates, presenting even more risks.
These are often far away from shops and other amenities. Siobhain McDonagh MP has drawn
attention to Connect House in her constituency of Mitcham and Morden – located adjacent to an
industrial estate. Families have been affected by heavy dust and fumes which have caused breathing
problems for some. Lorries and machinery are continually navigating the same roads where children
walk and play, and which parents have to use to pick up basic supplies as there are no shops on the

https://www.local.gov.uk/about/news/one-10-new-homes-was-former-office
https://www.yourharlow.com/2019/01/29/harlow-mp-robert-halfon-calls-to-meet-minister-of-office-blocks-turned-in-to-homes/
17
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2019/mar/16/is-harlow-being-used-to-socially-cleanse-london
18
Note that the standards are currently applied only to new-build homes and are not compulsory – they apply
if they are adopted by councils as part of their local housing plans.
19
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-essex-47720887
15
16

9
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estate itself.
Living in the developments can also be a stigmatising experience for children and families. There are
reports of children being referred to “office block kids”, compounding their sense of isolation and
difference to their peers. 20
The quality of accommodation built under permitted development rights was recently criticised by
the Public Accounts Committee, with particular concerns raised about office block conversions. The
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government accepted that there can be problems with
these blocks, with inadequate space standards and build quality. It has committed to a review of
permitted development rights, and it is vital that this review addresses these issues. It has also been
suggested that new legislation which gives tenants additional rights if they believe their property is
not fit for human habitation could be used to challenge the growth of office block conversions. 21
>

Shipping containers

Some councils are even using shipping containers as temporary accommodation for families, including
Brighton, Cardiff, Ealing and Bristol. Often they are located on “meanwhile sites” – land that is
earmarked for future development but currently not in use.
An advantage of the units is that they are self-contained – they each have their own front door, kitchen
and bathroom facilities.
However, the units are typically one or two-bedroom and small in size, meaning that overcrowding
can be an issue. The containers become very hot in summer - one mother told us she had to sleep
with the front door wide open and that her baby got heat rash - but are too cold in the winter. They
are often not properly designed with children in mind. Ovens and other dangers can be too close to
the ground so that they are in reach of very young children.
As with some office block conversions, antisocial behaviour has been a problem, leaving some parents
worrying about letting their children play outside, forcing them to stay in cramped conditions inside
instead.
Despite the problems posed to families housed in these containers, they continue to be an attractive
option to councils. They are less costly than repeatedly paying for B&Bs, with a one bedroom shipping
container costing approximately £35,000 to set up. Anecdotally the Children’s Commissioner’s Office
has heard of increasing numbers of councils looking to install shipping containers as temporary
accommodation within their areas.

Some families are forced to move away

In addition to quality, a big problem with temporary accommodation can be its location, with many
families forced into temporary accommodation away from their local area. That can mean moving to
different jobs, schools and being isolated from friends and family, with a deeply disruptive impact on
children’s lives when they have already lost their former home.
The government’s guidance on homelessness addresses the issue of moving homeless households
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-essex-47720887
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Lords/2019-07-23/debates/69580106-62F9-489E-B7F2707A7F86C075/HousingPermittedDevelopmentRights
20
21

10
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away, stating that they should be housed within the local area “so far as is reasonably practicable”.
But with such large numbers of people needing temporary accommodation and so little housing
available, it is routine for some local authorities to require families to move away. In December 2018,
over 23,000 households in temporary accommodation had been moved to a different area 22 – the vast
majority from London, who might have been sent to a neighbouring borough, to the outskirts of the
city, or even as far away as Birmingham.
Sometimes when a council moves a family away to a different area, they do little to ensure that the
move is a success and that the family settles. Sometimes they do not inform the new council that the
family has moved in, meaning that the new council cannot provide the support the family might need.
This is despite the fact that when a family moves to a new area, it is their new council that is
responsible for providing them with the education, health and social services they need. Vulnerable
children in need of help can begin to fall through the gaps under these circumstances.
It appears that certain families could be more likely to be moved to a different area than others. For
example, government guidance states that when considering location, councils should minimise the
disruption to children’s education, “particularly (but not solely) at critical points in time such as leading
up to taking GCSE (or their equivalent) examinations”. It also requires councils to consider the impact
on the family’s employment. In effect this means that workless families with very young children,
below school age, are often those who are required to move away – such as single mothers with
toddlers, who are often placed far away from family and become isolated as a result.

Note that this number is not specific to families but to all homeless households, as the data specific to families
is not publicly available

22

11
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Poor quality temporary accommodation presents serious
risks to children
To shed light on the impact of homelessness on families, the Children’s Commissioner’s Office visited
three local areas to speak to children and parents about their experiences (note that names have been
changed to protect the anonymity of participants). We also spoke to frontline professionals including
a specialist health visitor team working exclusively with families in temporary accommodation.
Our research found that when children are denied their right to adequate housing this has a significant
impact on many aspects of their lives, as set out below.

Too far from home

Many families face the double problem of poor temporary accommodation and no choice but to move
out of their local area. Moving away from an area can have a deeply disruptive impact on family life.
For children, moving area might mean a new school, no longer being able to see their friends or go to
the places they are used to.
“I don’t like it here”
(Susie, aged 3)
Friends and family can be an important source of support for parents. Grandparents or others who
might have been able to help with childcare might no longer be able to due to the distances involved.
In addition to increasing loneliness and isolation, parents might be forced to pay for childcare.
One mother told us she became so stressed and isolated after moving away from home that she had
to see her GP about it. Some councils offer support when they place a family in accommodation away
from home, such as helping to sort a new school place or connecting parents with employment
opportunities, but some offer very little or no help.
“They left me to deal on my own with no support or updates”
(Alexa, mother of two year old son)
“We have had no support from the council since being put in TA... [the council] moved us to
[another area] for 8 weeks, this was very isolating as it is quite far from where we were used
to living”
(Mila, mother of 4 year old)
Travel costs might increase as children have to travel further if they stay at the same school.
“We are spending 80 quid per week for travel to get the kids to and from their school”
(Anne, mother of four children)
Problems can arise when families are placed out of area and the new council is not made aware of
this. The specialist health visitors we spoke to said that they were at the will of building owners letting
them know that a new family had moved in. This meant that they had no background knowledge of
any issues within the family:
“Last week we walked into a family with disruptive teenagers and a family on a child protection
plan” (Specialist health visitor)

12
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Education

Unsurprisingly, a child’s education can suffer, even if they stay at the same school. The cramped, noisy
and sometimes disruptive environments children find themselves in can make it difficult to do
homework and to get a good night’s sleep, impacting directly upon their school results – especially if
they have to travel far the next morning.
“My daughter has to take two buses to school. By the time I am home it’s time to leave and
pick her up again.
“My eldest daughter has to read her school books in the toilet so she doesn’t wake the little
one.”
(Chinwe, mother of two children)
There is also an impact in the lead up to critical times, such as GCSEs – as recognised in the
government’s guidance. But the impact on younger children is just as important. Their initial
educational development might be delayed, risking them falling behind at the very beginning of their
education and finding it difficult to catch up.
There can also be practical challenges. Teachers have told the Children’s Commissioner’s Office that
they have done laundry for some children who would otherwise be forced to attend school in dirty
clothes, owing to the lack of facilities at their accommodation.
Children tell us that bullying can be an issue for those affected by homelessness.
“If people who are homeless go to school they’d be bullied for what they are.”
(Priya, aged 14)
Research from Shelter has found that particularly in areas of mixed levels of affluence and deprivation,
children from homeless families can stand out compared to their peers – e.g. if they arrive late or not
in the correct uniform, adding to their sense of isolation. 23 Children can experience extreme emotional
trauma, resulting in stress and anxiety. Younger children become withdrawn, while older children can
be angry or aggressive. These problems can lead to deteriorations in a child’s behaviour which may
impact upon their ability to participate at school if the causes of their behaviour are not identified and
addressed.

Health, wellbeing and safety

Temporary accommodation can present serious risks to children’s health and safety. This was
particularly the case for families living in B&Bs, who were often forced to share facilities with adults
engaged in crime, anti-social behaviour or those with substance abuse issues.
“I used to open my door to find drug dealers and men just standing there. People would cook
up crack in the kitchen so I could never eat there. I had to eat out all the time.
(Mia, a pregnant young woman speaking of her time in a B&B)
“I lived in a hotel for 8 months … it’s like where all the prostitutes live.”
(Matthew, aged 14)

https://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/1474652/2017_12_20_Homelessness_and_Scho
ol_Children.pdf
23
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“I was next to an alcoholic neighbour who would scream all night.”
(Arabella, mother with baby under 1 year old)
“Cigarette smoke would come in under my door and a man threatened to kill me when I
asked him about it.”
(Danielle, mother of 3 year old)
“There can be a lot of teenagers hanging around at night playing loud music. Around
firework night we cannot go out at night as there are always teenagers throwing
fireworks below our flat. I have had to call the police a few times as it has been quite close
and scary.”
(Alina, mother of 4 year old)
Families have to adapt to minimise the risks involved in these situations, by not using certain facilities
or spending more time away from the accommodation and treating it only as a place to sleep.
“I’d hold in needing the toilet till morning because the toilet was down the corridor and I
didn’t want to leave my child alone in the room”
(Amaya, mother of 1 year old)
The Children’s Commissioner’s Office visited a shipping container site and was told by one mother that
she much preferred living in the container than a B&B, where she had previously been placed, simply
because the unit was self-contained. However, many families were much more critical of the
accommodation. One family said that condensation dripped down the walls of their container and had
to be collected. As the containers are made out of metal, noise travels very easily which means that
the children find it difficult to sleep at night.
“When we sleep water drips on us which we don’t like”
(Daisy, aged 11)
As the specialist health visitor team we spoke to made clear, there can be an extremely significant
impact on children’s development arising from poor quality temporary accommodation. The team
described one case in which a mother was afraid to allow her daughter to play on the floor of their
accommodation:
“We’ve been working with a mum who won’t put her 18 month old baby on the floor to play
because of a mice infestation so she spends a lot of time in her high chair. But children need
floor play. As she’s been placed out of borough the mum has to do the school run with her
older child which takes 2 hours, and so her baby is in the push chair for much of the day. Her
baby can stand up and balance but has only really been standing up in her cot.”
(Specialist health visitor)
The team have also seen the impact on children’s emotional development. They spoke of a three year
old whose play space was the size of a cot in the main walkway of the room, so that she was never out
of view of her mother. The child had formed an insecure attachment – she became extremely upset
whenever she could not see her mother, and had not developed the confidence to be out of reach,
leading to concerns as to how she would cope when starting nursery.
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Unable to play

The cramped, overcrowded conditions (particularly in B&Bs where families often share one room)
leave little room for furniture and possessions, let alone space in which children could play.
“It’s hard for my brother to run around.”
(Max, aged 8, whose brother has special educational needs)
“There is no space to play.”
(Jade, aged 4)
Many children want to escape the conditions inside and get out to play, but are forbidden by their
parents as it is not safe to do so – whether because of the environment they are in or the people they
might encounter. As a result, families can find themselves cooped up inside. The school holidays can
be challenging as families lack space inside, are reluctant to play outside and may be miles away from
friends or leisure facilities. Even if there are activities close by for the children to attend, the prices
can be prohibitive.
“School holidays are very tight. It’s very scary allowing the children to play downstairs in the
communal playground – it is risky because of drug dealers, it is very hard to let my children
out”
(Sophia, mother of children aged 14, 11 and 8)

Lack of security and stability

Even when a family is provided with decent temporary housing in the right location, the threat of
being moved on somewhere else always hangs over their heads, depriving children of a sense of
stability and security. There is a lack of data on the number of times children living in temporary
accommodation are forced to move, but the Commissioner has heard of cases of families being pulled
from pillar to post: one family in Cornwall with 4 children under 8 were rehoused by the council 13
times in 18 weeks. 24
“Day to day can be quite stressful for me as we could get a call any day telling us that we
need to move again. My daughter is too young to understand most of what has happened
but she has been in temporary accommodation for most of her life and knows we will have to
move from the home she has known for most of that time soon…
“Life has been pretty difficult as when we were put into a hostel we lost most of our furniture
and possessions…We could not afford storage for all our furniture when we moved from our
previous property so we had to leave it behind…We had to contact a charity that provided
beds, wardrobes and other furniture items.”
(Chloe, mother of 4 year old)
Temporary accommodation is tough on children and families but it is also costly. Councils spent nearly
£1 billion on temporary accommodation in 2017-18. 25 The social costs associated with homelessness
put pressure on other public services, including healthcare. Homelessness can also be a barrier to a
child’s parents being able to work, leading to further costs to the state in the form of welfare benefits.

24
25

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-cornwall-46152587
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2019/jan/01/councils-ripped-off-by-private-landlords-experts-warn
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Not all homeless families have a right to accommodation
from the Housing Department
Many families who are homeless are placed in temporary housing by the housing department while
they wait for permanent accommodation, which is provided under the Housing Act. However not all
families are eligible for accommodation under the Act. Families with No Recourse to Public Funds
(those subject to immigration control) are not eligible for housing – only advice and information.
Families might also be judged to be “intentionally homeless” if they left their home when they could
have stayed, if they failed to pay their rent despite it being judged affordable, or if they were evicted
because of their behaviour. The line between intentional and unintentional homelessness can be
blurred: a case was brought to the Supreme Court in January 2019 after a single mother was treated
as intentionally homeless because she could not afford to use her non-housing benefits to cover the
£35 weekly shortfall between her Housing Benefit and her rent 26. Families found to be intentionally
homeless are also not entitled to long term housing under the Housing Act.
When a family is found ineligible for accommodation under the Housing Act, the housing department
is required to provide emergency accommodation for a reasonable period (normally a few weeks) to
give the family time to find somewhere to go, and to provide advice and assistance with this process.
If the family is still homeless after that point, their case will likely be referred to children’s services.
Under section 17 of the Children Act 1989, it is the general duty of a local authority to safeguard and
promote the welfare of children within their area who are in need. Children’s services can therefore
assist families with housing problems in order to fulfil section 17 of the Act and ensure that children
do not end up on the streets.
In theory the Children Act provides an important safety net for homeless families, but whether it
operates as such in reality is another question:
>

Councils are not required to report on families housed by children’s services, so there is
no central data to monitor whether the numbers of children in this group are increasing
or what type of accommodation they are housed in.

>

The regulations setting out the kind of accommodation homeless families should be
housed in do not apply to families accommodated by children’s services, so councils can
decide what counts as suitable housing. 27 For example, there is no legal limit on the
length of time a family can be housed in a B&B.

>

Children’s services lack expertise in housing, and some do not work closely with housing
departments. Without this expertise and contacts with local landlords children’s services
are more likely to place children in substandard (and often expensive) accommodation
such as B&Bs.

>

Some councils are reportedly ignoring their duty to help and only complying when

http://www.cpag.org.uk/content/single-mother-forced-homelessness-housing-benefit-shortfall-goessupreme-court
27
https://england.shelter.org.uk/legal/housing_options/young_people_and_care_leavers/social_services_duti
es_to_children_in_need/accommodation_under_section_17#_edn3
26
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forced by legal action. 28
>

Although the Department for Education is responsible for Children in Need, there is not
a clear focus at a national level on children whose needs are housing-related. There is no
central collection of data about these children and there was no mention of housing or
homelessness in the Department’s recent Children in Need review.

London charity Project 17 found that of the families they assisted who had been denied support from the
council, 90% were then offered accommodation once legal action was taken citing the Children Act. In the
meantime families found themselves sleeping on the streets, in A&E waiting rooms, night buses and police
stations
28
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The housing shortage and welfare reform are driving the crisis
A family can become homeless for many reasons, whether they be personal circumstances such as
mental health problems or because of wider economic issues which affect people’s opportunities.
Family homelessness in England today is primarily a result of these structural factors, including the
lack of affordable housing and recent welfare reforms. 29

A lack of affordable housing

It is no secret that England is facing a housing crisis. The social housing sector has been in decline for
many years: between the early 1980s and early 2010s, the proportion of Britons living in social housing
halved – a result of Right to Buy and a drop in the amount of social housing being built. 30
The decline in social housing has forced many households, including families, into the private rented
sector. High rents are a major problem: between 2011 and 2017 rents in England grew 60% quicker
than wages. 31 Simply put, many families cannot afford their rent. It is telling that over half of homeless
families in England are in work. 32
The point at which a family leaves one tenancy and tries to secure a new one is a critical time. There
has been an explosion in the proportion of homelessness cases caused by the end of an assured
shorthold tenancy (AST) 33: from 15% in 2010/11 to a peak of 31% in 2016/17. 34 Families may be unable
to find another property in their local area that is affordable given how quickly rents are rising. In
addition, landlords frequently discriminate against Housing Benefit claimants – half say they would
not let to someone in receipt of Housing Benefit. 35
The Government recently announced that section 21 no-fault evictions 36 are to be banned, which will
mean greater security for families who are able to afford their rent and stay in their home. However,
for families who are unable to keep up with their rent payments or tolerate rent hikes, the financial
costs of moving will remain, putting them at risk of homelessness.

Welfare reform

As the NAO noted, the rise in family homelessness is likely to have been driven by the Government's
welfare reforms. 37
In 2017 around 1 in 4 private tenants were receiving Housing Benefit to help them meet the cost of

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/793471
/Homelessness_-_REA.pdf
30
https://www.ifs.org.uk/uploads/publications/bns/BN178.pdf#page=9
31
https://blog.shelter.org.uk/2018/08/flatlining-wages-surging-rents-and-a-national-affordability-crisis/
32
https://england.shelter.org.uk/media/press_releases/articles/over_half_of_homeless_families_in_england_
are_in_work,_shock_new_figures_show
33
An AST is the most common type of tenancy for people renting from a private landlord or letting agent.
34
https://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/SN06856
35
https://www.moneywise.co.uk/news/2019-03-01/half-landlords-wouldnt-let-to-tenants-housing-benefitsthe-government-plans
36
Section 21 notices allow landlords to evict renters without a reason after their fixed-term tenancy period ends.
37
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Homelessness.pdf
29
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renting. 38 The amount received in Housing Benefit (or the housing costs element of Universal Credit)
is determined by the Local Housing Allowance (LHA), which varies by area to reflect local rent levels.
In 2011 LHA rates were capped, and a four year freeze in LHA began in 2016. This has meant that as
private rents have continued to rise, the amount of Housing Benefit families access has not risen
accordingly.
Another factor has been the benefit cap, which limits the overall amount a household can claim in
benefits each year. Research has shown that tenants on the benefit cap are two-thirds more likely to
be in rent arrears than all other tenants receiving Housing Benefit. 39
Further challenges are being posed by Universal Credit. The delay experienced by claimants before
they receive their first payment is pushing some into arrears. Analysis for the Children’s
Commissioner’s Office shows that the 5 week wait for their first UC payment pushes 70% of families
from a cash surplus to cash shortfall. 40

https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Homelessness.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2018/nov/03/benefit-cap-leaves-poor-families-with-mounting-debtstudy-shows
40
https://www.citizensadvice.org.uk/Global/CitizensAdvice/welfare%20publications/Managing%20Money%20
on%20Universal%20Credit%20(FINAL).pdf
38
39
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Prevent families from becoming homeless in the first place
What more needs to be done

The best outcomes for children, families and wider society are achieved when families are prevented
from becoming homeless in the first place and councils do not have to place them in expensive
temporary accommodation.

Recent action by government

A cross-government Ministerial Taskforce was created in 2017, focusing initially on rough sleeping. It
has been stated that the remit will be expanded to drive progress across all forms of homelessness
and homelessness prevention.
The Homelessness Reduction Act 2017, includes:
>

A stronger prevention duty - councils must help a household threatened with homelessness
within 56 days, regardless of their priority need status, local connection or intentionality.

>

A new relief duty – requiring councils to take reasonable steps for 56 days to relieve
homelessness, regardless of whether the household is in priority need.

>

A duty to provide advice and information about homelessness to everyone within the area.

>

A Duty to Refer - a range of public bodies (including children’s services and youth offending
teams) must notify local authorities of people they think are homeless or at risk of
homelessness.

What more needs to be done

In the medium and long term the Government must invest properly in house-building so that there
are more affordable homes. Shelter has called for 3.1 million new social homes to be built over the
next 20 years, including 1.27 million for homeless households and others in the greatest need. 41
Analysis shows that the economic benefits of this programme would outweigh the initial costs,
through recouped Housing Benefit and increased tax revenue.
8 in 10 councils have seen an increase in homelessness presentations since the Homelessness
Reduction Act came into effect. 6 in 10 said it had increased the number of people in temporary or
emergency accommodation, and the same proportion said it had increased the length of time spent
in that accommodation. 42 Although it is positive that more households are receiving homelessness
support, it is yet to be seen whether the ultimate aim of the reforms to reduce the number of people
needing support in the first place will be achieved. Structural forces such as welfare reform and the
housing shortage mean there are very few levers for councils to pull in order to prevent a family from
becoming homeless.
In the short term, the Government should provide more funding to help councils to fulfil their stronger
https://england.shelter.org.uk/media/press_releases/articles/three_million_new_social_homes_key_to_solv
ing_housing_crisis2
42
https://www.local.gov.uk/about/news/lga-councils-warn-rise-temporary-accommodation-usehomelessness-reduction-act
41
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prevention duties. 43 It should immediately address welfare changes which are tipping too many
families into rent arrears. LHA rates must be unfrozen and increased to match rising rents and the
benefit cap lifted. Families on Universal Credit should receive their first payment straight away, not
after 5 weeks.
Although funding is a crucial piece of the puzzle, more needs to be done to make homelessness
prevention for families a success:
>

As the key cross-government body charged with reducing homelessness, the Ministerial
Taskforce should undertake a specific programme of work focused on children and families.

>

A formal target for government to reduce the number of children in temporary
accommodation should be introduced.

>

The Duty to Refer, which requires certain public bodies to notify local authorities of people
they think are homeless or at risk of homelessness, should be extended to schools and GPs.
The duty should also be triggered earlier than 56 days before homelessness is anticipated as
often that is too late for anything meaningful to be done.

>

Frontline staff across family care and support agencies should be given the training and
resources they need to spot the early signs of homelessness.

Good practice by councils
>

Using data to target prevention services at the local level

Some councils, including Bristol, are using predictive analysis to target prevention services. An
evaluation of this work indicates it is cost-effective, 44 but that some councils are unable to access the
necessary data.
It has become increasingly difficult to access Housing Benefit data as DWP is now responsible for this
data under Universal Credit. DWP should review its approach to these requests and MHCLG should
help councils to access data from additional sources to further improve the analytics, e.g. the prison
and probation service.
>

Working with other agencies to prevent homelessness

Many Trailblazer areas helped families receive support from a range of different local authority teams
and external partners, like charities, reflecting the often complex causes of homelessness. For
example, Newcastle launched a multi-disciplinary team consisting of a Jobcentre Plus work coach, a
welfare rights advisor and a debt advisor. Southwark have also increased access to independent advice
and information through co-locating Shelter within their Housing Options service reception area to
improve residents’ access to advocacy. More housing authorities should try to work with other
agencies in this way.

In the first three years of the Homelessness Reduction Act, a total of £72.7 million is being provided to councils to help
them deliver on the new stronger duty to prevent homelessness, but two-thirds of council chiefs think it is insufficient to
meet the requirements. So far there has been no guarantee that further funding will be made available after 2020.
http://www.nlgn.org.uk/public/2019/new-survey-on-the-one-year-anniversary-of-the-homelessness-reduction-actcouncils-reveal-they-lack-the-funding-to-fulfil-their-new-statutory-duty-to-prevent-homelessness/
44https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/791585/Evaluation
_of_Homelessness_Prevention_Trailblazers.pdf
43
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Develop better housing solutions for homeless families
What more needs to be done

The Localism Act 2011 allows councils to fulfil their duty to provide long-term housing to a family by
finding them a private tenancy with a landlord, rather than adding them to the list for social housing
and placing them in temporary accommodation in the meantime. With temporary accommodation
and long-term social housing in short supply, placing families in the private sector through PRSOs can
be an attractive solution to local authorities seeking to ensure that all homeless families have roofs
over their heads. However, they are too often a short-term fix: the instability and unaffordability of
the private rented sector means that many families offered a PRSO simply become homeless again
after their 12-month tenancy expires. The Government should increase the minimum tenancy that
can be offered under a PRSO from 12 to 24 months to give children more stability. More local
authorities could introduce measures to ease access to the private sector, such as acting as a guarantor
for families and maintaining lists of landlords who meet good standards and accept tenants in receipt
of Housing Benefit.
The Government must use its review of permitted development rights, which allow office blocks to be
converted to residential use without planning permission, to reverse the policy with immediate effect.
The current guidance on suitability does not go far enough. The Nationally Described Space Standards
should be made compulsory, and should apply to all new temporary accommodation – new-build or
otherwise. There should be new requirements on councils to inspect the quality of accommodation
before they place families there so they can be assured of its suitability, and new funding provided to
councils for them to do so. The guidance needs to be clear that the needs of all children must be
considered paramount when determining suitability – not just the educational needs of children about
to sit their GCSEs. Children should not be housed in the same accommodation blocks as vulnerable
adults if kitchen and/or bathroom facilities are shared.
Finally, bed and breakfast accommodation is never an appropriate place for children to call home –
not even for 6 weeks. Some councils have all but eliminated the use of B&Bs to house families
altogether. Now is the time for all councils to put children first and do the same, and the Government
should extend the current regulations limiting the use of private B&Bs to council-owned B&Bs too.

Good practice by councils
>

Eliminating B&B use

Some councils have been able to reduce their use of bed and breakfast accommodation by developing
alternative sources of accommodation. Southwark Council also emphasise the importance of cultural
change, whereby booking a family into a B&B is understood by staff at all levels as a matter of last
resort.
13 London boroughs have launched Capital Letters – a not-for-profit company which will procure
temporary accommodation and private sector tenancies on behalf of all member boroughs. Joining
forces reduces competition between boroughs, which helps contain costs as competition drives up
prices.
PLACE Ltd is a not-for-profit company created by a group of London boroughs to deliver modular
temporary accommodation on meanwhile sites. It is building on the success of Place/Ladywell in
Lewisham: a pop-up village of 24 modular homes, created in 2016 to house homeless families who
would have otherwise been accommodated in B&Bs. In contrast to most shipping containers, the two-
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bedroom homes exceed the London space standard, are brightly lit and well insulated. The
development incorporates shops and community spaces, including a café, providing a positive
environment for children.
>

Enabling families placed in the private sector to access long term social housing – not just
those in temporary accommodation

Sometimes the way a local authority allocates its social housing can incentivise families to become
statutorily homeless and enter temporary accommodation in the hope that they will eventually be
offered a council house. This can result in worse outcomes for children, who experience the negative
impacts previously described for months or years.
Camden has removed the incentives to enter temporary accommodation. Families doing so receive
100 points, whereas families who accept a homelessness prevention offer in the private rented sector
and stay there for 6 months receive 200 points, meaning they have a better chance of accessing social
housing than families who simply become statutorily homeless.

Improve the support available to children housed by children’s
services, who are often the most vulnerable
What needs to be done

Firstly, these children need to be made more visible to government. Local authorities should be
required to report the number of children being housed by children’s services, just as they are required
to report the number being accommodated by the housing department. Similarly, the numbers being
housed in B&Bs (including for longer than 6 weeks) and the numbers being housed out of area should
be reported. Unless the Government begins to collect this data, the Children’s Commissioner’s Office
will use its powers to collect it ourselves.
The standards of protection for these children also need to be strengthened. The requirements around
suitability should mirror those applicable to children being housed under homelessness legislation,
including the limit on using B&B accommodation only in emergencies and for a maximum period of 6
weeks.
The Department for Education must pay specific attention to children whose needs are housingrelated, as a distinct group within its responsibility for Children in Need. It should work in close
collaboration with MHCLG and additional relevant government departments such as DWP to ensure
they receive the support they need.
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Summary of recommendations
The crisis of family homelessness can no longer be ignored. Taken together, the recommendations
made in this report would not only improve the state of temporary accommodation for families who
need it, but reduce the number of families becoming homeless in the first place, ultimately delivering
the best outcomes for children. Below is a summary of the recommendations.

Prevention

1. In the medium and long term the Government must invest properly in house-building.
2. Councils must be given clarity on future funding for the implementation of their new duties
under the Homelessness Reduction Act after current funding runs out in 2020.
3. LHA rates must be unfrozen and increased to match rising rents and the benefit cap lifted.
4. Families on Universal Credit should receive their first payment straight away, not after 5
weeks.
5. The Ministerial Taskforce should undertake a specific programme of work focused on
children and families.
6. A formal target for government to reduce the number of children in temporary
accommodation should be introduced.
7. The Duty to Refer, which requires certain public bodies to notify local authorities of people
they think are homeless or at risk of homelessness, should be extended to schools and GPs.
The duty should also be triggered earlier than 56 days before homelessness is anticipated.
8. Frontline staff across family care and support agencies should be given the training and
resources they need to spot the early signs of homelessness.
9. DWP must make it easier for councils to acquire the data they need to identify families at
risk of homelessness in their area. MHCLG should help councils to acquire data from other
sources.
10. Local authorities should improve their joint working arrangements, whether through
greater contact between the housing department and other service providers (benefits
teams, third sector organisations, Jobcentre Plus, etc.) or by the creation of multidisciplinary teams.

Improving experiences in temporary accommodation

11. The Government should increase the minimum tenancy that can be offered under a PRSO
from 12 to 24 months.
12. More local authorities could introduce measures to ease access to the private sector, such
as acting as a guarantor for families and maintaining lists of landlords who meet good
standards and accept tenants in receipt of Housing Benefit.
13. The Government must use its review of permitted development rights, which allow office
blocks to be converted to residential use without planning permission, to reverse the policy
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with immediate effect.
14. The Nationally Described Space Standards should be made compulsory, and should apply to
all new temporary accommodation – new-build or otherwise.
15. Local authorities should be required to inspect the quality of accommodation before placing
families and be given new funding to do so.
16. Guidance on suitability needs to be clear that the needs of all children must be considered
paramount, not just the educational needs of children about to sit their GCSEs.
17. Children should not be housed in the same accommodation blocks as vulnerable adults if
kitchen and/or bathroom facilities are shared.
18. Local authorities must eliminate the use of bed and breakfast accommodation for housing
children and families – not even in emergencies. The Government should extend the current
regulations limiting the use of private B&Bs to council-owned B&Bs too.

Families housed by children’s services

19. Local authorities should be required to report the number of children being housed by
children’s services, just as they are required to do so for children housed by the housing
department. Unless the Government begins collecting this data, the Children’s
Commissioner’s Office will use its powers to do so.
20. The standards of protection for these children should be brought in line with the
protections for children housed under homelessness legislation.
21. The Department for Education must pay specific focus to children whose needs are housingrelated, as a distinct group within its responsibility for Children in Need. It should work in
close collaboration with MHCLG and additional relevant government departments such as
DWP to ensure they receive the support they need.

25

Page 26 of 30

Agenda Page 404

Agenda Item 4a

Technical appendix
1. Tracking the numbers of children and families who are officially homeless longitudinally
New analysis we commissioned provides an indication of what levels of homelessness – as measured
by numbers in temporary accommodation (TA) – look like when measured longitudinally. The
analysis used monthly Housing Benefit records 45 from a sample of 25 local authorities, which provide
information on every household in that local authority who is claiming Housing Benefit in that
month, as well as a flag for whether that household is living in TA at that point in time. 46
Importantly, these monthly snapshots can be stitched together, thereby showing how many families
spend how long in TA.
Using records from the 2017 calendar year, the analysis found that across the 25 local authorities:
>

Roughly 55,000 children (in 28,000 households) were in TA at a specific point in 2017.47 This
is equivalent to 2.7% of the dependent children in those LAs.

>

Around 62,000 children (in 30,000 households) had been in temporary accommodation at
some point in the last 12 months. This works out to 3% of the dependent children in those
areas.

>

Around 23,000 children (in 11,000 households) had been in TA for period of at least 6 months,
and 2,700 children (in 1,300 households) had been in TA for at least 12 months.

These figures are from a small sample of local authorities (around 1 in 6), but can be extrapolated to
provide an indicative sense of how many children in England as a whole ever lived in TA in the last 12
months, or have done so continuously for at least 6 or 12 months. This is done by scaling up the above
figures in in proportion to the snapshot number of children living in TA in those 25 local authorities.
Thus this analysis assumes that the ratios between the numbers of children living in TA any point /
continuously and the number living in TA at a point in time, can be applied across England more
generally.
The table below shows these potential national estimates.
Dependent children who have lived in TA:
At any point in last 12 months
Continuously for at least 6 months
Continuously for at least 12 months

Estimated national total of:
Children
Households with children
137,000
65,000
51,000
25,000
6,000
3,000

Note: Estimates are for 2017 and are rounded to nearest 1,000.

Specifically, the data were combined Single Housing Benefit Extract records along with Council Tax Reduction
records
46
All households in temporary accommodation who claim support for housing costs will do so via Housing
Benefit. Therefore this data source, while not the official source of statistics on TA, should capture all households
in TA in a given local authority.
47
This is an average of the monthly snapshots in 2017.
45
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From this analysis, we learn that a potential total of around 137,000 may have been living in temporary
accommodation at some point in the last 12 months (based on data from 2017). If so, then this
represents roughly an extra 10,000-15,000 children in temporary accommodation, over and above the
snapshot number who are living there at a given point in time.
The estimates also suggest that a potential national total of around 50,000 children in 2017 had been
living in TA for six consecutive months – this works out to around 2 in 5 children in TA at a given point.
And a smaller group of around 6,000 children in 2017 had lived in TA for 12 consecutive months – this
works out to around 1 in 20 children in TA at a given point.
These estimates are extrapolations from a sample of 25 local authorities, so they are only an informed
guess about what the actual national figures could be. The analysis would be improved by using
Housing Benefit records from a wider sample of local authorities.
Despite that, it is also likely that some of these figures could actually be an underestimate, due to
underlying data quality issues (namely an issue with how TA status was recorded in the Housing
Benefit databases). This particularly affects the estimation of how many children were continuously
in TA for 6 or 12 months. Those figures should therefore be treated as lower bounds: they could be
considerably higher, although the exact magnitude of the bias is unknown.
2. Children facing homelessness risks
Other analysis we commissioned looked at the numbers of children and families not officially
homeless, but perhaps hidden homeless, or at risk of becoming homeless in future.
The analysis used surveys of households – namely the Wealth and Assets Survey or the English Housing
Survey – so the numbers presented below are effectively best guesses by extrapolating from those
samples, rather than official exact figures. There will be margins of error around all of these estimates,
which (for brevity’s sake) are not shown here. Nevertheless we believe these to be the best available
estimates.
2.1 Children and families who may be hidden homeless
This analysis used the English Housing Survey 2016-17. 48 It considered how many children and families
in England might show signs of being homeless, or at risk of being homeless, without being officially
homeless and living in temporary accommodation.
The analysis indicated that in 2016-17:
>

1.1% of households with children reported that were living in another household’s
accommodation as an additional family, and could not afford to buy or rent their own
housing. We describe these families as ‘hidden homeless’. Across England as a whole, this
would equate to 71,000 households with children, containing 92,000 children.

>

3.2% of households with children reported that they had approached the local council with
concerns about becoming homeless. Across England as a whole, this would equate to
217,000 households with children, containing 414,000 children.

>

2.9% of households with children reported that they had asked the local council to accept
them as homeless. Across England as a whole, this would equate to 193,000 households

For more information about this survey and its findings, see
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-housing-survey-2016-to-2017-headline-report.

48
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with children, containing 369,000 children.
>

Around 23% of these households that their homelessness application had not been
accepted by the council. Across England as a whole, this would equate to 45,000
households with children, containing 74,000 children.

It should be borne in mind that these figures come from analysis of the English Housing Survey 201617, and therefore are not current (but are the most recent available).
2.2 Children in families at financial risk of becoming homeless in future
This analysis used the Wealth and Assets Survey 2014-16. 49 It considered how many children and
families in England faced significant financial risk of becoming homeless in future, by estimating how
many children are in households which are struggling to keep up with housing or living costs.
The analysis indicated that over this period:
>

2.7% of households with children had reported having fallen behind with rent or mortgage
payments. Across England as a whole, this would equate to 184,000 households with
children, containing 375,000 children.

>

3.0% of households with children reported that they spent at least 60% of their income on
rent or mortgage payments. Across England as a whole, this would equate to 199,000
households with children, containing 336,000 children.

>

2.2% of households with children reported that they had applied for insolvency proceedings
in the last year. Across England as a whole, this would equate to 147,000 households with
children, containing 265,000 children.

>

6.3% of households with children reported that they had applied for insolvency proceedings
in the last year. Across England as a whole, this would equate to 422,000 households with
children, containing 816,000 children.

>

7.3% of households with children reported that they “always ran out of money before the
end of the week or month”. Across England as a whole, this would equate to 491,000
households with children, containing 913,000 children.

>

11.7% of households with children reported that they “would last for less than a week if
their income dropped”. Across England as a whole, this would equate to 841,000 households
with children, containing nearly 1.6 million children.

It should be borne in mind that these figures come from summary analysis of a survey carried out
between 2014 and 2016. These estimates are not current, therefore, but they are the most recent
available.

For more information about this survey and its findings, see
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhouseholdfinances/incomeandwealth/
bulletins/wealthingreatbritainwave5/2014to2016
49
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1. Background
1.1 Housing supply
Estimates have put the number of new homes needed in England at
between 240,000 and 340,000 per year, accounting for new household
formation and a backlog of existing need for suitable housing. In
2017/18, the total housing stock in England increased by around
222,000 homes. This was 2% higher than the year before – and the
amount of new homes supplied annually has been growing for several
years – but is still lower than estimated need.
The 2015 Government set out an ambition to deliver 1 million net
additions to the housing stock by the end of the Parliament, which was
expected to be in 2020. Net additions include, for example, conversions
and changes of use. Critics said that the figure did not take account of
the backlog of housing need. The House of Lords Select Committee on
Economic Affairs concluded in Building More Homes (2016), that the
target “was not based on a robust analysis” and went on to
recommend that the housing crisis required the development of at least
300,000 new homes annually “for the foreseeable future.”
The current Conservative Government was elected in 2017 with a
manifesto pledge to meet the 2015 commitment to deliver 1 million
homes by the end of 2020 and to “deliver half a million more by
the end of 2022.” The manifesto said that, if elected, the Government
would deliver on the reforms proposed in the Housing White Paper
(February 2017). The Autumn Budget 2017 set out an ambition “to
put England on track to deliver 300,000 new homes a year.”
There is consensus around the long-term under-supply housing and the
need to address this, but there is less agreement within the industry
about how best to achieve the necessary step-change in supply.
Commentators agree that there is no ‘silver bullet’ and call for a range
of solutions across several policy areas. The 2017 UK Housing Review
Briefing Paper (September 2017) argues that while supply is of critical
importance, “so is the rather more neglected issue of
affordability, in both the private and social housing sectors.” The
Resolution Foundation has said that a greater proportion of genuinely
affordable homes to rent and own will be needed “to make housing
less of a living standards burden for families.” In the foreword to the
June 2017 IPPR report, What more can be done to build the homes we
need? Sir Michael Lyons said: “We would stress that it is not just the
number built but also the balance of tenures and affordability which
need to be thought through for an effective housing strategy.” This is
echoed in research commissioned by the National Housing Federation
(NHF) and Crisis from Heriot-Watt University, which has identified a
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need for 340,000 homes each year to 2031 of which 145,000 “must be
affordable homes”.
Research published in April 2019 by housing consultancy Savills on
behalf of the National Housing Federation (NHF), the G15 and Homes
for the North, records that completions of new homes in England are
set to reach 260,000 a year by 2021. However, Savills warn that longerterm delivery “remains decidedly uncertain”, with a slowing private
market and the potential impact of Brexit set to deepen the housing
shortfall.
Commenting on the findings, Kate Henderson, chief executive of the
NHF, said:
This research shows that relying on private developers to end the
housing crisis is fatally flawed.
Without government investment in affordable housing, it just
won’t be possible to build enough homes to ensure that everyone
can have somewhere stable and affordable to live.

More detailed information on housing supply issues, including
Government initiatives to increase supply, can be found in these Library
papers:
•
•

Tackling the under-supply of housing in England
Stimulating housing supply - Government initiatives (England)

Planning reforms are covered in:
•

What next for planning in England? The National Planning Policy
Framework

1.2 Homelessness
There were 83,700 homeless households living in temporary
accommodation in England at the end of December 2018, a 74%
increase compared with December 2010. According to counts and
estimates from local authorities, there were 4,677 people sleeping
rough in England on a given night in Autumn 2018, 165% higher than
in 2010.
There are several Library papers on this topic which provide further
background and statistics:
•
•
•
•

Statutory Homelessness in England
Households in temporary accommodation (England)
Rough sleeping (England)
Local Authority Homelessness Statistics (England)

Further statistics on rough sleeping in London are also available from
the CHAIN Annual Report for 2018/19, which reports that 8,855 were
seen sleeping rough in London at some point during the year.
See also The Homelessness Monitor: England by Crisis (May 2019).
Research by WPI Economics for St Mungo’s and Homeless Link, which
was published in April 2019, concluded:
In 2017/18, nearly £1bn less was spent on single homelessness
than was spent in 2008/9 – a fall of more than 50%. This was

Page 3 of 26

Agenda Page 412
4

Agenda Item 4a

Number CDP-0205, 19 August 2019

entirely accounted for by reduced spending for Supporting People
activity – which includes a wide range of types of support to help
people maintain tenancies and keep their lives on track. Overall,
more than £5bn less has been spent on single homelessness
between 2008/9 and 2017/18 than would have been spent had
funding continued at 2008/9 levels.

1.3 Affordability
As noted above, there is an increased focus on the need for new
housing to be affordable, as opposed to simply focusing on overall
supply. When giving evidence to the Public Accounts Committee in
February 2017, Melanie Dawes, Permanent Secretary at DCLG (now the
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government), was
questioned on when the gap between net additions to the stock and
the demand for new housing, estimated to be 189,000 and 277,000
respectively, would be eliminated. She replied:
It will continue as it has done for decades. I agree, and that will
show itself primarily in affordability and in some places in
homelessness. I am simply being honest with you. For something
on this scale and of this magnitude, we do not have some neat
line that tells us when those paths will cross. 1

This Library paper discusses definitions of affordable housing and trends
in supply in some detail:
•

What is affordable housing?

The independent Affordable Housing Commission has gathered
together a series of Government announcements and other reports on
housing affordability issued between March and June 2019.
The Commission has published a literature review which examines
why housing affordability has worsened: Why is housing
unaffordable? (2019). There is also a report on how best to define and
measure housing affordability: Defining and measuring housing
affordability: an alternative approach (2019).

1

HC 958, 22 February 2017, Q132
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2. FTSE 350 housebuilding
companies
2.1 Contribution to housing supply
Housebuilding companies will usually include information in their annual
reports on how many homes the company has completed that year, and
the average selling price of homes sold on the private market.
The table below shows the total housing completions reported by each
of the FTSE 350 housebuilding companies in 2018. Where available,
information is also shown on the number of these completions that
were affordable housing units, and the average selling price of homes
on the private market.
Barratt Developments reported the highest number of housing
completions in 2018. The highest proportion of affordable housing
completions were reported by two companies with lower numbers of
total completions – Countryside Properties (35%) and Bovis Homes
Group (32%).
Housing completions and supply at FTSE housebuilders
Housing completions and sales during 2018
Affordable

% of

Average

Total housing

housing

completions

private

completions

completions

affordable selling price

Barratt Developments

17,579

3,241

18%

£328,800

Persimmon

16,449

3,333

20%

£238,800

Taylor Wimpey

14,933

3,416

23%

£301,800

Bellway

10,307

..

..

£323,400

Galliford Try

a

6,193

..

..

£367,000

Redrow

5,913

1,102

19%

..

Countryside Properties

4,295

1,491

35%

£402,000

3,759

1,192

32%

£337,400

Bovis Homes Group
b

Berkeley Group Holdings

3,698

..

..

..

Crest Nicholson Holdings

3,020

637

21%

£393,000

Source: Library calculations from data in companies’ annual reports and
accounts.
Notes:
a Average

private selling price is for homes sold by Linden Homes, the main

private housing development business in the group.
b Data

is for financial year 2018/19 rather than calendar year 2018.

.. indicates data is not available

2.2 Land banks
Land banking describes the practice of land owners who retain land
while its value grows until it can be built on more profitably, sold on at
an increased price, or is simply retained as an asset.
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Several studies have considered whether land banking takes place. For
example, a report by Molior for the London Mayor in 2012 found that
of the 210,000 existing planning permissions for new homes in London,
55% were in the control of building firms while 45% were in the
control of non-building firms such as investment funds, historic land
owners, government and ‘developers’ who do not build. Molior
concluded that accusations of land banking directed at builders were
‘misplaced.’ An update report in 2014 found a smaller percentage of
planning permissions held by non-developers.
It is acknowledged that developers retain stocks of land with planning
permission as a strategy for managing pipelines and ‘smoothing out
peaks and troughs in resource allocation.’ There are also holdings of
‘strategic land banks’ which are sites without planning permission which
are generally held ‘under option,’ i.e. not recorded as in the developer’s
ownership. Shelter and KPMG conclude that incentives to get strategic
land through planning are ‘very high’ and expect any issues to be:
…more at the strategic and local planning level, with a lack of
visibility over land control and intent meaning that it is less each
to match planning strategy with land that is controlled by
developers and hence more likely to be able to be brought
forward quickly for development. 2

If land banking is not the main problem, there does appear to be a case
for ensuring that the majority of suitable land for development is held
by firms who intend to build on it.
Shelter has also published analysis of land banking in two 2016 blog
posts: the first part is available here, and the second part is here.
The table overleaf shows the number of plots in land banks reported by
FTSE 350 housebuilding companies in their annual reports for 2018.
Dividing this figure by the number of homes completed by the company
in 2018 allows for an estimate of how many years’ supply of housing
each land bank holds. 3
Comparisons between companies should be made with caution,
however, as companies may report on their land banks in different
ways. The numbers in the table below are intended to reflect
companies’ short-term land banks – the pipeline of land that they
intend to develop in the relatively near future, which may have planning
permission or be close to getting it. Companies also hold ‘strategic’ land
banks, which might not hold planning permission or be likely to be
developed soon. For example, Crest Nicolson reports an additional
16,837 plots in its strategic land bank – almost as many as are in its
short-term land bank.

2

3

Shelter and KPMG (2015), Building the homes we need: a programme for the 2015
government, p37
Companies may also use different methodologies to estimate the years’ supply of
housing in their land banks in their annual reports, but this method is used here for
consistency.
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Short-term land banks at FTSE 350
housebuilders
As reported in 2018
Land bank Years' supply
(plots)

of housing

79,432

4.5

41,077

4.0

Berkeley Group Holdings

41,639

11.3

Bovis Homes Group

17,328

4.6

Countryside Properties

43,523

10.1

Crest Nicholson Holdings

19,291

6.4

Galliford Try

14,700

2.4

Persimmon

75,793

4.6

Redrow

27,630

4.7

Taylor Wimpey

76,000

5.1

Barratt Developments
Bellway
a

Source: Library calculations from data in companies’ annual reports and
accounts.
Notes:
a Data

is for financial year 2018/19 rather than calendar year 2018.

2.3 Pay ratios
The Government now requires public companies with more than 250
UK employees and listed on the stock exchange to report annually the
ratio of CEO pay to the median pay, 25th-percentile and 75th-percentile
pay of their UK workforce, along with a narrative explaining changes to
that ratio from year to year. 4 To illustrate, a median pay ratio of 50
means that the CEO is paid 50 times the median pay in the company.
However, the requirement applies to financial years starting on or after
1 January 2019. Therefore, pay ratios will only be mandatory for annual
reports published from 2020 onwards. In the meantime, it is possible to
use available data to calculate mean average pay (instead of median
pay, which is not available) and compute pay ratios on that basis. These
calculations include all types of remuneration (e.g. bonuses, pension
contributions, benefits in kind, share incentive schemes, etc), not just
wages and salaries.
A note of caution is that ratios can fluctuate a lot from year to year.
These fluctuations are due to the high volatility of CEO pay, while pay in
the wider workforce is more stable.
The chart below shows pay ratios at FTSE 350 housebuilders. In 2018,
the highest ratio was as high as 964 at Persimmon and as low as 10 at
Crest Nicholson.

4

The Companies (Miscellaneous Reporting) Regulations 2018

Page 7 of 26

Agenda Page 416
8

Agenda Item 4a

Number CDP-0205, 19 August 2019

Chart
CEO
pay
title
ratio at FTSE housebuilders

Chartmultiple
CEO
subtitleof employee mean average pay for financial years ending in 2018

120
100
80
60
40
20
0

10

28

32

34

37

38

51

64

89

964

Source: Library calculations from data in companies' annual report and accounts.
Note: Persimmon column should be 8 times taller than shown; for calculations, see notes to table.

The data on CEO pay and mean employee pay for 2017 and 2018 is
shown in the table below. As remarked earlier, ratios can fluctuate
wildly from year to year. Berkeley’s is a good example, going from 292
in 2017 to 89 in 2018. The change is explained by the CEO’s
remuneration going from £29 million in 2017 to £8 million in 2018,
whereas mean employee pay did not change much between these two
years.

Page 8 of 26

Agenda Item 4a

Agenda Page 417

Debate on a motion on the British house building industry 9

CEO pay ratio at FTSE housebuilders
CEO multiple of employee mean average pay for financial years ending in 2017 and 2018
Company

CEO pay
£000s

Mean employee pay
£000s

Ratio

2018

2017

2018

2017

2018

2017

Barratt Developments

2,811

3,602

55

53

51

68

Bellway

1,815

3,468

54

52

34

66

Berkeley Group Holdings

8,256

29,192

92

100

89

292

Bovis Homes Group

2,180

1,376

57

48

38

29

Countryside Properties

2,265

1,418

72

70

32

20

595

2,150

61

63

10

34

Galliford Try

1,448

1,043

53

48

28

22

Persimmon

38,967

45,740

40

41

964

1,124

Redrow

1,961

2,463

53

49

37

50

Taylor Wimpey

3,152

3,697

49

49

64

76

Crest Nicholson Holdings

Source: Library calculations from data in companies' annual report and accounts.
Notes:
1. CEO pay is the total single figure in the remuneration report, which includes all forms of pay such as bonus,
long-term incentive plan, pension, etc.
2. Mean employee pay is total employee costs (which also include bonuses, pensions, etc) minus social
security contributions and minus the pay of executive directors, divided by the number of employees.
3. The companies have different year ends, ranging from 30 April to 31 December.

It is also worth noting that the use of mean averages results in lower
ratios than if the median had been used. That is because means are
sensitive to outliers, so that a small number of highly-paid staff pushes
up the mean average, whereas medians are unaffected by the size of
the pay gap between the top and the rest. Data for Taylor Wimpey
illustrate this difference. Taylor Wimpey voluntarily published their 2018
median pay ratio, ahead of the disclosure becoming mandatory. The
table below, taken from their 2018 annual report 5, shows that the
median pay ratio was 77, whereas the mean-based figure in the table
above is 64. The pay figures used for the CEO are the same, but the
median employee pay figure is lower than the mean, at £41k vs £49k.

For more information about pay ratios and wider corporate governance
issues, see our briefing, Corporate Governance Reform (CBP 8134).

5

Table in: Taylor Wimpey plc, Annual Report and Accounts 2018, p113
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3. News
Sutton completes first council housing in 30 years, LocalGov, 15 August
2019
British public tells new government: don’t stop talking about the
housing crisis, Chartered Institute of Housing, 12 August 2019
Housebuilder Barratt expects record profits despite Brexit blues, City
A.M., 10 July 2019
House price growth cools in May, Nationwide finds, Telegraph, 31 May
2019
Japanese developer enters UK housing market, Financial Times, 14 May
2019
Housebuilding in England flat – despite Theresa May's 'mission',
Guardian, 28 March 2019
Ministers urged to halt right-to-buy scheme, Guardian, 19 January 2019
Ministers urged to back huge UK housebuilding programme, Financial
Times, 8 January 2019
This has been the worst decade for house-building since World War
Two, and it's all our fault, Telegraph, 1 January 2019
Public housing projects boost profits at Countryside Properties, Financial
Times, 21 November 2018
Housebuilding report criticised over high price of farmland, Financial
Times, 5 November 2018
Theresa May lifts borrowing cap on local councils to help 'solve housing
crisis', Independent, 3 October 2018
Housebuilder Barratt reports record profits, Financial Times, 5
September 2018
Britain’s housing market is broken. Here’s how Labour will fix it,
Guardian, 19 April 2018
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4. Parliamentary Material
4.1 Oral PQs
Help to Buy: Housebuilders’ Profits, HL, 796 cc232-4, 27 February 2019
Asked by: Lord Shipley | Party: Liberal Democrats

To ask Her Majesty’s Government what steps they will take to
restrict the profits being made by housebuilders through the Help
to Buy scheme.
Answered by: The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State,

Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government and
Wales Office (Lord Bourne of Aberystwyth) (Con) | Party:
Conservative Party
Schemes such as Help to Buy equity loan have helped to deliver
222,000 new homes in 2017-18, the highest level since 2007-08.
However, we expect builders to act responsibly. We expect all
housing developers to deliver good quality housing, to deliver it
on time, and to treat purchasers of new-build homes fairly.

Help to Buy: Housebuilders’ Profits, HL, 796 c234, 27 February 2019
Asked by: Baroness Thornhill (LD) | Party: Liberal Democrats

My Lords, it is important to state for the public record that the
figures provided by my noble friend Lord Shipley are from
research done by the Times. Is the Minister aware that in 2018,
the largest housebuilders declared dividends amounting to £2
billion? On hearing this, does he have any sympathy for the many
council planning officers who regularly do battle with those
developers who are still exploiting the Government’s viability
loophole to avoid paying the community infrastructure levy and
Section 106 money rightly owed to councils, thus depriving
communities all over the country of millions of pounds that should
be spent on roads, schools and much-needed social housing?
When will the loophole finally be closed for good?
Answered by: Lord Bourne of Aberystwyth | Party: Conservative

Party

My Lords, the figures are right, to the extent that they stack up
mathematically. I accept that the figures set out by the noble
Lord, Lord Shipley, featured in the press, but they are simply an
exercise in looking at the profit and then dividing it by the number
of houses built, without any attempt to isolate those in the Help
to Buy scheme. It is very much a back-of-a-fag-packet exercise
and does not bear mathematical analysis.
I hope the noble Baroness will accept that her more detailed
questions have slightly blindsided me because they are not on this
specific point. However, I will write to her and ensure that a copy
of the letter is placed in the Library.

Help to Buy: Housebuilders’ Profits, HL, 796 c233, 27 February 2019
Asked by: Lord Best (CB) | Party: Crossbench

My Lords, the Minister is suggesting that the oligopoly of majorvolume housebuilders has let us down on quantity, affordability,
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design, workmanship and quality of product. Could he update us
on the arrival of a new homes ombudsman, who can deal with a
good number of the complaints that, justifiably, people are
making about the appalling quality they experience when they
buy some of these properties?
Answered by: Lord Bourne of Aberystwyth | Party: Conservative

Party

My Lords, most of the suppliers of homes under the Help to Buy
scheme are small and medium-sized enterprises, although I accept
that the larger players are delivering the volume. I agree with the
noble Lord about the need for a new homes ombudsman and he
will know that, when legislative time allows, we will introduce
that. In the meantime, with the Home Builders Federation we are
looking at the possibility of a voluntary homes ombudsman, to
make sure we have the qualities he and I are keen on and that
they are enforced.

Help to Buy: Housebuilders’ Profits, HL, 796 c233, 27 February 2019
Asked by: Lord Bassam of Brighton (Lab) | Party: Labour Party

Will the Minister return to the point made by the noble Lord, Lord
Shipley: that the vast profits Persimmon is making would be far
better invested in bricks and mortar and new council houses?
Answered by: Lord Bourne of Aberystwyth | Party: Conservative

Party

My Lords, I leave it to the Labour Party to have an assault on
profits; there is nothing wrong with profit itself. It is inappropriate
when the money is not being invested properly and providers are
not taking proper account of their duties; that is unacceptable.
The noble Lord will know that the lifting of the cap on local
authorities will help with an issue on which he and I agree: the
need for more social houses.

Help to Buy: Housebuilders’ Profits, HL, 796 c233, 27 February 2019
Asked by: Lord Kennedy of Southwark (Lab Co-op) | Party:

Labour Party

My Lords, does the Minister accept that the Government should
set a framework for space standards, quality of design and energy
efficiency so that, no matter if the home is for sale or rent, it will
provide a quality dwelling for many years to come? It is
disappointing that many of the homes benefiting from the
Government’s scheme fail in these respects.
Answered by: Lord Bourne of Aberystwyth | Party: Conservative

Party

My Lords, I do accept that standards are important. The noble
Lord will be aware that the National Planning Policy Framework
tightens up some of these quality and design requirements, and
there are also rules relating to safety. These will be at the
forefront of the Government’s mind when we have the new Help
to Buy scheme. We will look at all of the providers, not just
Persimmon, to make sure that they are delivering value for money
for the consumer and the taxpayer.
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Help to Buy: Housebuilders’ Profits, HL, 796 c232, 27 February 2019
Asked by: Lord Shipley (LD) | Party: Liberal Democrats

I thank the Minister for his reply. He will be aware that yesterday,
the housebuilder Persimmon declared annual profits of over £1
billion, having built 16,449 homes. That is £66,000 per house
built, with half the sales funded through Help to Buy. That
represents almost a trebling in profit per house since Help to Buy
was introduced in 2013. Does the Minister accept research
concluding that Help to Buy has led to house prices being 15%
higher than they would be compared to similar properties that
were not eligible—in turn, fuelling profits? What plans do the
Government have to clamp down on huge bonuses arising from
the increased profits, made from the public purse under Help to
Buy?
Answered by: Lord Bourne of Aberystwyth | Party: Conservative

Party

My Lords, I should point out to the noble Lord that the Help to
Buy scheme was initiated under the coalition Government. Some
of the figures he has quoted were made by his leader, the right
honourable Member for Twickenham, Vince Cable, who is in a
much better position than I am to know how successful the
scheme has been in delivering houses. It has delivered over
190,000, and he was a Cabinet Minister when it started. Ensuring
we get value for money is of course important, and we are
focused on that. Regarding directors’ salaries, there are provisions
in the Companies Act 2006 relating to directors’ duties. Section
173 includes a complex corporate code that governs listed
companies. Persimmon, which he has referenced, realised how
unacceptable the situation was and the chairman, the chairman of
the remuneration committee and the chief executive resigned.
That is an indication of the realisation, which I share, that it was
inappropriate.

New Housebuilding, HC, 653 c471, 28 January 2019
Asked by: Helen Hayes (Dulwich and West Norwood) (Lab) |
Party: Labour Party

The Government’s expansion of permitted development rights has
caused multiple problems across the country. Such developments
make no section 106 contributions towards new social housing.
There are reports of homes of appalling quality, with children
forced to play in car parks on industrial estates, and of homes in
some areas being used only for short-term holiday lets, while
developments in other areas are causing the loss of valuable
employment space. Last week, the permanent secretary confirmed
to the Housing, Communities and Local Government Committee
that the Government had undertaken no evaluation of this policy.
Will the Secretary of State call time on the policy, so that a full
evaluation of the impacts can be undertaken?
Answered by: Kit Malthouse | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Housing, Communities and Local Government

We will not call time on a policy that has produced tens of
thousands of homes for people who need them. We are aware
that there have been some difficulties with properties converted
under permitted development rights, but we are not entirely sure
that local authorities are using the tools at their disposal to make
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sure that standards are maintained. However, as I said earlier, we
keep all our policies under constant review and I would be more
than happy to look at specific situations if the hon. Lady wishes to
raise them.

4.2 Written PQs
Prefabricated Housing, HC, PQ 276545, 18 July 2019
Asked by: Fletcher, Colleen | Party: Labour Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, what assessment he has made of the (a) cost, (b)
environmental and (c) build-time benefits of modular housing
build.
Answering member: Kit Malthouse | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

My Department has not carried out a comprehensive assessment
on these issues.
Research into particular topics may include consideration of
modern methods of construction if relevant to the subject of the
research.
It is however well recognised that new technology and innovation
has improved productivity, quality and choice across a range of
sectors and we are keen to see the same happen in housing. The
Government is aware of numerous industry reports which indicate
that the use of Modern Methods Of Construction (MMC) in
housebuilding, including modular construction for, has the
potential to deliver a range of benefits.
There is an opportunity for housebuilders to embrace MMC and
take advantage of new technologies to deliver good quality newbuild homes more quickly, with the potential to deliver more
energy efficient homes to buyers, improve site efficiencies and
reduce waste.
That is why the Housing White Paper specifically talks about
specific measures to stimulate the growth of modern methods of
construction, including modular construction and smart
techniques. For instance, on top of providing financial support to
builders, we are creating a pipeline of opportunities in the sector
and have set up a MMC working group to look at addressing
barriers to assurance, insurance and finance for MMC homes.
The group has been exploring a range of opportunities to increase
confidence in homes manufactured using these methods to
support the uptake of off-site manufacturing technologies across
the housing market.

Buildings: Construction, HC, PQ 275741, 16 July 2019
Asked by: Smith, Henry | Party: Conservative Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, what steps he is taking to (a) increase (a) building
and (b) build quality throughout the country.
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Answering member: Kit Malthouse | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

The Government has set out an ambitious package of long-term
reform to make the housing market work. We are taking end-toend action across the housing system with measures to: release
more land for homes where people want to live, build the homes
we need faster, get more people building homes, and support
people who need help now. We have committed more than £44
billion of financial support over five years to 2022/2023 to boost
the delivery of housing and unblock barriers to more
housebuilding.
We are also committed to ensuring that new homes are of good
quality. In 2018, we announced a dedicated ombudsman for
buyers of new homes and we intend to introduce legislation to
require developers of new build homes to belong to a New
Homes Ombudsman. The revised National Planning Policy
Framework places a strong emphasis on design and makes clear
that developments should be visually attractive and add to the
overall quality of the area.
Our interventions are making a difference. Last year 222,190
homes were delivered, the highest in all but one of the last thirty
years. This year numbers are expected to rise again, representing
the 7th consecutive year of growth.

Housing, HL16925, 15 July 2019
Asked by: Lord Taylor of Warwick | Party: Non-affiliated

To ask Her Majesty's Government what steps they are taking to
increase growth in the UK housing market after Brexit.
Answering member: Lord Bourne of Aberystwyth | Party:
Conservative Party | Department: Ministry of Housing,

Communities and Local Government

We are committed to delivering safe, secure and affordable
housing to people across the country, and Brexit will not change
this. After we leave the EU, as now, we will work closely with
industry and all levels of government and take end-to-end action
across the housing market to deliver the right homes in the right
places and achieve our ambition of delivering 300,000 homes a
year by the mid 2020s.
We set out our plan for long-term reform to make the housing
market work better in our Housing White Paper, and have since
built on this with further measures, including planning reforms,
lifting Housing Revenue Account borrowing caps, and
progressively increasing the Government’s 2016-21 Affordable
Homes Programme in England to more than £9 billion, as well as
more than doubling the Housing Infrastructure Fund to £5.5
billion to unlock up to 650,000 homes. We’ve committed over
£22 billion Help to Buy Equity Loan funding to 2021, and
announced at last year’s Autumn Budget a new scheme with £7.2
billion funding to 2023. The measures we have announced will
boost the delivery of housing and use funds flexibly to unblock
the barriers to more housebuilding.

Housing: Construction, HC, PQ 275671, 15 July 2019
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Asked by: Cunningham, Mr Jim | Party: Labour Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, what steps he is taking to ensure that housebuilders
take account of (a) heatwaves, (b) flash flooding and (c) other
effects of climate change in building new homes.
Answering member: Kit Malthouse | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

We have built into the planning system, through the NPPF and its
accompanying guidance,?clear expectations on adaptation and
resilience to climate change impacts. All plans should take
account of a changing climate, including implications for flood
risk, coastal change, water supply, biodiversity, landscapes and
rising temperatures.
When considering new development in areas which are vulnerable
(e.g. to increased flood risk), care should be taken to ensure that
risks can be managed through suitable adaptation measures,
including through the provision of green infrastructure such as
multi-functional sustainable drainage systems
In the Government’s response to the Environmental Audit
Committee’s enquiry into heatwaves we set out our intention to
consult on a method for reducing overheating risk in new homes.
This will be done alongside the Government’s review into the
energy efficiency standards of the Building Regulations.

Community Housing Fund, HC, PQ 271343, 8 July 2019
Asked by: Drew, Dr David | Party: Labour Party · Cooperative

Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, what plans the Government has to extend funding
for the Community Housing Fund beyond 2020.
Answering member: Kit Malthouse | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

The Community Housing Fund is currently scheduled to close in
March 2020. Decisions on funding for 2020-21 onwards are a
matter for the Spending Review, which will take place this year.
The Government recognises that the community-led housing
sector offers significant potential for helping to meet housing
need across England. In addition to helping increase the rate of
delivery of new housing, it will help deliver a range of benefits
including diversifying the housebuilding sector, improving design
and construction quality, developing modern methods of
construction, and sustaining local communities and local
economies. The support and close involvement of the local
community enables the community-led approach to secure
planning permission and deliver housing that could not be
brought forward through speculative development.
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Derelict Land, HL15485, 15 May 2019
Asked by: Lord Shipley | Party: Liberal Democrats

To ask Her Majesty's Government what assessment they have
made, through data collected from brownfield land registers, of
the number of homes that could be built on brownfield sites.
Answering member: Lord Bourne of Aberystwyth | Party:
Conservative Party | Department: Ministry of Housing,

Communities and Local Government

All local planning authorities have now published a local register
of brownfield land suitable for housing, bringing many more sites
to the attention of house-builders, self-builders and investors.
The information published by local planning authorities suggests
that across England as a whole there are over 18,000 sites and
over 26,000 hectares of land suitable for development, with
capacity for one million homes.
15 May 2019 | Written questions | Answered | House of Lords |
Date tabled: 01 May 2019 | Date for answer: 16 May 2019 |
Date answered: 15 May 2019

Community Land Trusts, HC, PQ 249886, 13 May 2019
Asked by: Wiggin, Bill | Party: Conservative Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, what plans he has to support Community Land
Trusts in making homes more affordable.
Answering member: Kit Malthouse | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

The Government supports the community-led housebuilding
sector – of which community land trusts are an important part –
through the annual £60 million Community Housing Fund. The
Fund is delivered outside London by Homes England and within
London by the Greater London Authority. Capital and revenue
grants are available to community-based groups wishing to take
forward schemes to build locally affordable housing. Through the
Fund, the Government is also supporting a consortium of the
major stakeholder groups (including the National Community
Land Trust Network) to develop a network of technical advisors to
support community-based groups though the process of
developing their housebuilding schemes.
The Community Housing Fund is currently scheduled to close in
March 2020. Decisions on funding for 2020-21 onwards are a
matter for the Spending Review, which will take place this year.

Housing: Construction, HC, PQ 247002, 1 May 2019
Asked by: Morris, Grahame | Party: Labour Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, if he will make an assessment of the quantity of
land suitable for housing being left undeveloped due to land
banking by private developers.
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Answering member: Kit Malthouse | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

The Review of Build Out Rates chaired by the Rt Hon Sir Oliver
Letwin MP reported on 29 October 2018. It found no evidence
that speculative land banking is part of the business model for
major house-builders, or that it explains slow build-out rates. The
review concluded that greater differentiation in types and tenures
of new homes would increase market absorption and stimulate an
increase in build-out rates. This Government has put in place
extensive incentives and assistance to encourage house-building,
especially on brownfield land, to support the housing policies in
our revised National Planning Policy Framework.

Housing: Construction, HL14876, 4 April 2019
Asked by: The Lord Bishop of St Albans | Party: Bishop

To ask Her Majesty's Government, further to their commitment to
“maintaining existing strong protections for the Green Belt, and
clarifying that Green Belt boundaries should be amended only in
exceptional circumstances” in Fixing our broken housing market
(CM 9352), published in February 2017, what assessment they
have made of the Campaign to Protect Rural England’s report
State of Brownfield 2019, published in March; and what plans
they have to incentivise building on brownfield sites.
Answering member: Lord Bourne of Aberystwyth | Party:
Conservative Party | Department: Ministry of Housing,

Communities and Local Government

We provide strong encouragement for re-use of brownfield land.
The National Planning Policy Framework expects local authorities
to give substantial weight to the value of using suitable
brownfield land within settlements for new homes and other
uses. We ask them to prioritise brownfield wherever practicable,
and have provided support in the form of increased loan funding
for site preparation, infrastructure and land assembly; new
permitted development rights to put existing buildings to good
use; and a reduction in the constraints on brownfield sites in
Green Belt to allow more affordable homes. Local brownfield
registers are bringing thousands of hectares of developable land
to the attention of house-builders. Local authorities are also
beginning to receive proposals regarding Permission in Principle
for housing-led developments on land in brownfield registers.
Brownfield sufficient for hundreds of thousands of new homes
exists, but it is for local authorities to use their plans to steer
much-needed housing-led development and investment to
brownfield sites available in viable and sustainable locations.

Derelict Land, HC, PQ 236291, 28 March 2019
Asked by: Cunningham, Mr Jim | Party: Labour Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, what assessment his Department has made of the
feasibility of the use of brownfield sites as potential locations to
build new homes.
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Answering member: Kit Malthouse | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

The National Planning Policy Framework expects local authorities
to give substantial weight to the value of using suitable
brownfield land within settlements for new homes and other
uses. We ask them to prioritise brownfield wherever practicable,
and have provided support in the form of loan funding for site
preparation, infrastructure and land assembly; new permitted
development rights to put existing buildings to good use as
dwellings; and the redevelopment of brownfield sites in Green
Belt to allow more affordable homes. Every local authority has
published a register of brownfield land suitable for new homes,
bringing thousands of hectares of developable land to the
attention of house-builders and self-builders.
Local authorities are also beginning to receive proposals regarding
Permission in Principle for housing-led developments on land in
brownfield registers. Brownfield sufficient for many hundreds of
thousands of new homes is likely to be identified by local
authorities, and it is they who must plan how and when to use
available, viable and sustainable sites for the housing we so badly
need.

Community Housing Fund, HC, 229623, 14 March 2019
Asked by: Healey, John | Party: Labour Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, what steps he is taking to ensure the full allocation
of the Community Housing Fund is allocated.
Answering member: James Brokenshire | Party: Conservative
Party | Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

In July last year, a new Homes England programme was launched
to deliver the Community Housing Fund outside London. My
Department has also funded a similar programme in London,
which was launched in January and will be delivered by the
Greater London Authority. Community groups and local
authorities in all parts of England are now able to apply for capital
and revenue funding to bring community-led housing schemes
forward.
My Department has also made available £6 million to a
consortium of the leading stakeholder groups within the
community-led housing sector to expand and develop a network
of professional technical advisors who will help guide communitybased organisations through the process of instigating and
developing local housebuilding projects. An initiative was
therefore launched in February under the brand name Community
Led Homes. I expect this initiative to be an important factor in
helping realise the potential of the community-led housing sector
and supporting the delivery of the Community Housing Fund.
Work is underway within Homes England and Greater London
Authority to understand the potential demand for the Community
Housing Fund over the next few years.

Housing: Construction, HC, PQ 228143, 11 March 2019
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Asked by: Hollinrake, Kevin | Party: Conservative Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, what assessment he has made of the adequacy of
current lending conditions to (a) large, (b) medium, (c) small and
(d) micro house builders in England.
Answering member: Kit Malthouse | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

The Government fully recognises the important role small and
medium sized house builders (SME) play in delivering much
needed housing in this country. We have already put in place a
number of initiatives to help SME builders overcome barriers,
specifically access to finance through the provision of the £4.5
billion Home Building Fund. £2.5 billion of which provides short
term loans to SME housebuilders, custom builders and innovators.
£110 million of that funding has been used to set up The Housing
Growth Partnership.
Launched in 2015, this is a £220 million partnership between
Lloyds Bank and Homes England and is supporting the growth of
SME house builders and expansion in the UK housing stock. It will
deliver 3,400 homes. In addition, the Home Building Fund has also
provided £125 million for the the Housing Delivery Fund launched
by Barclays Bank and Homes England, in September 2018. The £1
billion development finance Fund will help build thousands of new
homes across England. Of the £1 billion fund, Barclays is providing
£875 million.
A key priority of The Housing Delivery Fund is to support small
and medium sized businesses to develop homes for rent or sale
including social housing, retirement living and the private rented
sector, whilst also supporting innovation in the model of delivery
such as brownfield land and urban regeneration projects.
The Chancellor announced at Budget 2018 that the British
Business Bank will deliver a new scheme providing guarantees to
support up to £1 billion of lending to SME house builders. My
Department and Homes England are currently working with the
British Business Bank to implement this scheme.

Community Housing Fund, HC, PQ 226645, 7 March 2019
Asked by: Lucas, Caroline | Party: Green Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, what assessment he has made of the effect on the
number of communities (a) bringing forward and (b) completing
projects of the length of the period for which the Community
Housing Fund is open to them; and if he will make a statement.
Answering member: Kit Malthouse | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

The Government recognises that the community-led housing
sector offers significant potential for helping to meet housing
need across England. In addition to helping increase the rate of
delivery of new housing, it will help deliver a range of benefits
including diversifying the housebuilding sector, improving design
and construction quality, developing modern methods of
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construction, and sustaining local communities and local
economies. The support and close involvement of the local
community enables the community-led approach to secure
planning permission and deliver housing that could not be
brought forward through speculative development.
The Community Housing Fund aims to support an increase in
housing supply in England by increasing the number of additional
homes delivered by the community-led housing sector; to provide
housing that is affordable at local income levels and remains so in
perpetuity; and to deliver a lasting legacy for the community-led
housing sector in the form of an effective and financially selfsustaining body of expertise within the house building industry in
England. Through this fund, housing will be delivered where the
mainstream market is unable to deliver and will be tailored to
meet specific local needs. It will help sustain local communities
and local economies and help raise the bar in design and
construction standards.
The Community Housing Fund is currently scheduled to close in
March 2020. While the programme was launched relatively
recently, there is still time for many community-led housebuilding
schemes to access funding and deliver housing, although we
appreciate that this will be more difficult for very new schemes.
All proposals to extend the Fund beyond March 2020 will be
given due consideration but decisions on funding for 2020-21
onwards are a matter for the Spending Review, which will take
place this year. Factors that are likely to be taken into account
include the value for money being achieved by the Fund and how
successful it has been in increasing the number of community-led
housing schemes either completed or in progress.

Housing: Construction, HL13673, 26 February 2019
Asked by: Baroness Thomas of Winchester | Party: Liberal

Democrats

To ask Her Majesty's Government what steps they are taking to
support local authorities to meet housebuilding targets; and what
guidance they provide to assist local authorities in their
negotiations with developers.
Answering member: Lord Bourne of Aberystwyth | Party:
Conservative Party | Department: Ministry of Housing,

Communities and Local Government

Government has already dedicated over £44 billion of investment
to help local authorities to deliver the homes communities need.
On 14 February, the Government announced nearly £250 million
of housing deals which will deliver almost 25,000 more homes. As
part of this, the government will be investing £157 million in
infrastructure such as building roads and putting natural green
space alongside developments.
Last year Government introduced a new approach to viability
assessment through the revised National Planning Policy
Framework and accompanying guidance. The new approach
ensures that developers will have greater certainty about what
they are expected to contribute, and that these costs can be
reflected in the price paid for land. Local authorities will be better
able to hold developers to account and will need to set out more
clearly for communities what infrastructure and affordable
housing has been delivered through developer contributions.
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Right to Buy Scheme, HC, PQ 213230, 7 February 2019
Asked by: Healey, John | Party: Labour Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, whether he is meeting the Government's
commitment to replace homes sold through the council right to
buy scheme.
Answering member: James Brokenshire | Party: Conservative
Party | Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

The latest figures for the replacement of council homes sold under
the Right to Buy can be found in the statistical release Right to
Buy Sales in England: July to September 2018 , and show a
shortfall of 2,501 replacements against additional sales. This is
despite an increase in council housebuilding, and an overall net
increase in social housing of 79,000 units since 2010.
We have taken steps to help councils build more homes, by
removing the Housing Revenue Account borrowing cap; providing
long-term rent stability for social landlords; committing to repeal
the legislation in the Housing and Planning Act which, if
implemented, would have led to local authorities’ selling off
vacant, high value council homes; and, most recently, consulting
local authorities on options to afford them greater flexibility in
how they can use their Right to Buy receipts to help them build
faster.

Housing: Construction, HC, PQ 196102, 3 December 2018
Asked by: Healey, John | Party: Labour Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, what contingency plans his Department has made
to support the housebuilding industry in the event that the UK
leaves the EU without a deal.
Answering member: James Brokenshire | Party: Conservative
Party | Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

My Department is working with other Government Departments
on the implications that leaving the EU may have for delivering
our housing objectives, including in relation to skills, labour,
materials and methods of construction. We will continue to work
closely with the housebuilding sector in the coming weeks and
months to support our housing ambitions and to ensure that we
are ready for every eventuality.

Housing: Construction, HC, PQ 150717, 15 June 2018
Asked by: Chalk, Alex | Party: Conservative Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, what steps the Government is taking to (a) support
and (b) incentivise local authorities to go further than their duty to
hold a self-build register and actively bring forward sites for selfbuild properties.
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Answering member: Dominic Raab | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

The Department has published comprehensive planning guidance
to support authorities in taking forward their duties under the
Self-build and Custom Housebuilding legislation. MHCLG is also
providing a total of £95,850 new burdens funding to each
relevant authority over 3 years to set up the register and deliver
permissions suitable for self and custom build housing.
The Department is supporting the National Custom and Self Build
Association’s Right to Build Task Force which aims to help local
authorities, community groups and other organisations across the
UK deliver large, affordable custom and self-build housing
projects. Officials have also delivered a programme of regional
workshops for local authorities to assist them in discharging their
duties and we will continue to assess what more the Department
can do in this area.

Housing: Construction, HC, PQ 130476, 9 March 2018
Asked by: Twigg, Derek | Party: Labour Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, pursuant to oral contribution of the Minister for
Housing on 6 February 2018, Official Report, column 1461,
whether a local authority with (a) no brownfield land to build on
and (b) heavily contaminated land is classified as exceptional
circumstances for enabling housebuilding on greenbelt land.
Answering member: Dominic Raab | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

I refer the Hon Member to chapters 11 and 13 of the draft
National Planning Policy Framework published for consultation on
5 March.
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/national-planningpolicy-framework-and-developer-contribution-consultations

Planning: EU Law, HL5634, 6 March 2018
Asked by: Lord Kinnock | Party: Labour Party

To ask Her Majesty's Government, further to the speech by the
Foreign Secretary on 14 February, which current EU regulations or
directives complicate planning and inhibit housebuilding in the
UK.
Answering member: Lord Bourne of Aberystwyth | Party:
Conservative Party | Department: Ministry of Housing,

Communities and Local Government

This Government is clear that building more of the right homes, in
the right places, is central to our vision. My department is working
hard with the house-building sector to understand the
opportunities that leaving the EU has for our housing objectives.
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Housing: Cooperatives, HC, PQ 124756, 5 February 2018
Asked by: Thomas, Gareth | Party: Labour Party · Cooperative

Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, how many homes that are in housing cooperatives
were completed in each of the last 10 years; and if he will make a
statement.
Answering member: Dominic Raab | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government

Co-operative housing is an important element of the communityled housing sector. The community-led sector offers significant
potential for helping to meet housing need across England. In
addition to helping increase the rate of delivery of new housing, it
will help deliver a range of benefits including diversifying the
housebuilding sector, improving design and construction quality,
developing modern methods of construction and sustaining local
communities and local economies. The support and close
involvement of the local community enables the community-led
approach to secure planning permission and deliver housing that
could not be brought forward through speculative development.
In December 2016, the Government launched the Community
Housing Fund to put local groups who know their area’s needs
best in the driving seat and help them deliver housing that is
affordable to the local community. For the 2016/17 financial year,
grants were awarded to 148 local authorities which were
particularly affected by local affordability issues or high rates of
second home ownership. That funding has been used to build
capacity within local authorities and other organisations to
support the development of community-led housing projects. It
has also been used to directly contribute to the cost of schemes
through capital subsidy.
We recently announced that a new programme to deliver the
Community Housing Fund will be launched shortly and delivered
by Homes England. We will be inviting any appropriate
organisation – including community groups, registered providers
and local authorities – to apply for capital and revenue funding.
The new programme will run until at least 2019/20. The
announcement can be found here:

https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/community-led-housing

The department does not hold data on the number of homes
delivered by housing cooperatives. We will be collecting data on
the number of homes supported by the new fund.

Help to Buy Scheme: Taxation, HL3845, 18 December 2017
Asked by: Lord Myners | Party: Crossbench

To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they intend to consider
introducing a windfall tax on profits resulting from their Help to
Buy Scheme.
Answering member: Lord Bates | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: HM Treasury

The government has announced that the Help to Buy equity loan
scheme will continue until March 2021 with an additional £10
billion of funding available. Help to Buy equity loan is intended to
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help people who otherwise would not be able to afford a deposit
to buy a home. It is restricted to new-build properties to ensure
that it also helps to drive up the number of homes being built.
The programme has played an important role in supporting the
housing market since 2013 and the number of homes being built
has reached its highest level since 2008.
All UK housebuilders will be liable to tax on their profits in the
same way as other firms.

Housing: Construction, HC, PQ 116728, 11 December 2017
Asked by: Healey, John | Party: Labour Party

To ask the Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government, for what reasons publication of the house-building
statistics House building; new build dwellings, England:
September Quarter 2017 has been delayed.
Answering member: Alok Sharma | Party: Conservative Party |
Department: Department for Communities and Local

Government

As published in the National Statistics announcement, this release
was delayed due to extra time being required for data production.
This followed a switch to a new data collection system. The
release is now scheduled for 19 December.
The new data collection system is delivering benefits including
unified and efficient handling of the Department’s data
collections. This system is already working successfully with local
government financial information which transferred earlier this
year.
The National Statistics announcement can be found at the
following link:
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/announcements/housebuilding-new-build-dwellings-england-september-quarter2017?cachebust=1511441945
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About the Library
The House of Commons Library research service provides MPs and their staff
with the impartial briefing and evidence base they need to do their work in
scrutinising Government, proposing legislation, and supporting constituents.
As well as providing MPs with a confidential service we publish open briefing
papers, which are available on the Parliament website.
Every effort is made to ensure that the information contained in these publicly
available research briefings is correct at the time of publication. Readers should
be aware however that briefings are not necessarily updated or otherwise
amended to reflect subsequent changes.
If you have any comments on our briefings please email papers@parliament.uk.
Authors are available to discuss the content of this briefing only with Members
and their staff.
If you have any general questions about the work of the House of Commons
you can email hcinfo@parliament.uk.

Disclaimer
This information is provided to Members of Parliament in support of their
parliamentary duties. It is a general briefing only and should not be relied on as
a substitute for specific advice. The House of Commons or the author(s) shall
not be liable for any errors or omissions, or for any loss or damage of any kind
arising from its use, and may remove, vary or amend any information at any
time without prior notice.

DEBATE PACK
Number CDP-0205
19 August 2019

The House of Commons accepts no responsibility for any references or links to,
or the content of, information maintained by third parties. This information is
provided subject to the conditions of the Open Parliament Licence.
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Speech

RESI Convention 2019
Speech given by the Minister of State for Housing at the convention for the residential
property sector.

Published 16 September 2019
From: Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government and The Rt Hon Esther McVey MP
Delivered on: 12 September 2019 (Speaker's notes, may differ from delivered version)

Well hello and it really is a pleasure to be here in the busiest week in politics, well that is since the last
week in politics!
And it’s wonderful to be here in Newport. Though I have to say I did ask as it’s my very first speech as
Housing Minister and it’s a devolved matter, why am I in Wales?
And then when I got here and saw how magnificent the place was, I could see why you keep coming
back here so I am delighted to be here with you today.
And, I am also the first female Housing Minister in a decade.
Now you don’t come into politics as a woman to do ‘housework’, but when the Prime Minister asks you
to do so on behalf of your country you make an exception!
And maybe, just maybe Boris thought the ask was so big, building 300,000 homes each year by the
mid-2020s, only a woman could get that much ‘housework’ done!
Whilst I might be the first woman in a decade to do this job, you all know there has been 9 housing
ministers in 9 years, so I want to say, that although we have been many in number, our collective
commitment to deliver the homes this country needs has been constant and unwavering.
That working with yourselves, working with the industry, we have together delivered some significant
achievements.
•

We published the new National Planning Policy Framework scheme ironing out the planning process
to help us deliver the houses we need. Our work on planning reform continues, as we focus on
delivering an Accelerated Planning Green Paper.

•

We’ve invested £9 billion in the Affordable Homes Programme and committed a further £2 billion in
long-term partnerships that gives Housing Associations the certainty through funding up to 2029, nearly
10 years from now.

•

And we have all focused on ensuring that our flagship Help to Buy programme has driven the supply
in new homes and vitally, have helped a new generation of people onto the property ladder.
Progress together has been significant since 2010,
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1.3 million more homes have been delivered.
430,000 affordable homes.
With 222,000 additional homes built in the last year alone.
Government is backing the industry with real investment and with interventions. And that is to make the
dream of home ownership a reality. A dream that the vast majority of the public still have and continue
to have.
And why is that? It’s about having a stake in society, it’s about having security, it is about aspiration, it
is actually about freedom. It’s about financial security, and it’s about safety for you and your family and
it provides people with a real stake in their community.
And whether you own your home or not, we all need a roof over our head.
I can say that because I’ve had many homes in my life, many experiences in my life.
I’ve been in a Barnardo’s home, I’ve been in my grandparents’ home, I’ve been in a council home, my
first family owned home and now my own home.
Every single one holds an exceptional and significant experience for me.
So, providing these homes are essential; to provide homes for all people, from all walks of life, for the
need they have at that moment in time.
In fact, it is a scandal, possibly the greatest scandal over the last 30 years that we’ve had a shortage in
houses. And that has led, as we know, to a rise in renting and costs, and to a fall in home ownership
which has destroyed the aspiration of a generation of working people.
We need to put that right.
And this government, with your help will put that right.
Since the mid-1990s, house prices have risen to 8 times, 10 times, 12 times, in some of the most
expensive parts of this country 44 times the actual income of someone, that cannot be right.
Successive Conservative governments have sought to put a lid on that escalation, helping working
people get on the housing ladder so they don’t have to dip into the bank of mum and dad.
It still isn’t enough, but we have cut stamp duty for 95% of first-time buyers and abolished it altogether
for 80% of them.
We’ve introduced Help to Buy, loan and ISA, helping more than half a million have the security of home
ownership.
And we’ve continued the hugely successful Right to Buy which has helped generations after generations
onto the housing ladder.
But there is a limit to what government can do, for example, Help to Buy is precisely that. It is helping
people to buy, it is not helping somebody to make a profit, it is not helping to increase the prices of
property. It is about helping people to buy.
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So this government will be vigilant about what is working, keeping an eye on our goal. That is a shared
goal, helping people into a home and into home ownership.
Extending ownership schemes and building the homes the country needs.
And, we’re doing that straight away, we’ve looked at ownership models, so making Shared Ownership
more accessible for working families. We’ve started that already so buyers can have a staircase of 1%
increases rather than 10% leaps.
We’re going to look to expand Shared Ownership, supporting it in different ways, taking out what we
hear to be the difficulties of it, the expense of it. It shouldn’t be unfair for those trying to get onto the
housing market.
And Rent to Buy, so people can rent knowing that they are going to buy, knowing that they’ve got a bit
of breathing space, maybe it’s in 5 years, maybe it’s in 10 years, but they will get to own that property so they can plan, knowing they have the certainty of getting a deposit and getting that house.
And Right to Build, so many places around the world have far more people building their own homes,
so we’re going to be there, whether its support for Right to Buy or Right to Build.
And also supporting communities, for Communities to Build.
Because there are so many houses to build - we need to open up all of those opportunities.
Too many people feel that vital link between hard-work and owning their own home is broken. And when
that link is severed, social mobility and opportunity falls away.
For so many people in our public sector, like our nurses and our teachers, like our police, owning their
own home feels like the dream that has been taken away from them.
This is not right, they are the backbone of our country. They deserve a home of their own and they are
looking to us to see what we can do. They are looking to us to fix it like we look to them to teach our
kids like we look to them when we need healthcare, to look after us. They’re looking to us now to return
that favour and look after them.
So, that’s 300,000 more homes a year to build. Each and every year.
Now we’re getting closer to that target – we’re building more, more than before. In fact last year we built
more homes than in every year bar one in the last 31 years.
In Greater Manchester, the number of extra homes built is rising by more than 12%.
In Birmingham, it’s rising by 80%.
Only in London, [political content removed], have the number of new homes fallen.
While the trend is heading upwards, I’ve found there’s still serious barriers stopping that progress
unnecessarily, and we need to understand what those barriers are, understand what is getting in our
way so we can remove them.
We also need to focus on Brownfield sites – what are we doing there? Are we doing enough there? Are
we building enough homes there? Regeneration must be something we should be most proud of,
turning round, I call it, unloved land.
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And I know regeneration is a tough thing to do, I know that, that’s what my family’s business is in –
demolition, excavation, regeneration, so we know that, and that is why government has put in billions
of pounds in support to help with regeneration on Brownfield sites and that is what we must do.
Because greenfield land, greenfield sites, should not be what we turn to, not what we look at first.
Every blade of grass must be looked at before it is changed – and it is only in the most exceptional
circumstances we turn there and I can announce today councils will receive a share of nearly £2 million
to crackdown on illegal development, including in the green belt.
I’ll be putting money there, to help with enforcement officers, new technology and legal costs.
And alongside that, there will be a cash boost, from our department too, we are teaming up with the
Royal Town Planning Institute to overhaul the National Enforcement Handbook. These are the things
that we are offering to do, and can do.
And I want to look at those 300,000 new homes, in a different way now, because I see that as enormous,
absolutely enormous.
I just think of the opportunities, enormous opportunities, exciting prospects and I’m talking in design and
type.
I’m talking in diversity of homes.
I’m talking in technology of the home.
I’m talking environmentally of the home - carbon zero homes.
I’m taking creativity, in the style of the home, the type of living, reflecting the needs of people, whichever
part of the housing ladder, young single people, divorcees, elderly, disabled people, families – all kinds
of partnerships.
Each one of these needs a different type of home.
Are we really reflecting those different types of homes and needs?
I speak to young people across the country and they say these homes don’t really reflect what we’d like
to see. Some want a family home, some want a bigger home, some want what they see as more like a
future community - living in an exceptional space, maybe with a shared gym, maybe with a shared
space downstairs, and within it an apartment as their own home, these would be much cheaper in price,
a smaller apartment that they could own.
Surely between us, looking across what’s happening in the world, we can get the homes that different
generations want.
And what about the jobs and the careers to build all these homes, we need to think about that. We need
to be opening up this house building to SME’s, bringing them onboard, bringing it to communities,
bringing it to the self-build and bringing in modern methods of construction.
We are now at a transformational turning point where we can make homes by manufacturing them at a
very high specification.
Cars, over the years, have gone smarter, faster, sleeker, leaner.
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Phones are no longer about talking to one another, they are computers in your pocket, connecting you
with the world.
TV’s are bigger, are flatter, are high definition.
Our houses have to be exactly the same, replicate this change, so we can build them faster, sleeker,
environmentally friendlier, cheaper and what people want.
Because that is what it’s about, it is about the customer. What do they want?
And that is what we’ve got to be on the side of the person who needs that home, who knows they are
putting pretty much all the money they earn into that home, and so it has to be what they want, and not
what they are given and just have to accept!
And, we are going to strengthen up home owner’s rights as well, as we consult on a future home owners
Ombudsman.
Because now, (as we leave the E.U. and set about building 300,000 homes a year) we could become
global leaders in the world of house building, of high end engineering, manufacturing, 3D specification,
architecture and traditional build too.
And with that, I see clusters of excellence across the country, of where modular building is being
developed - in the North East, Yorkshire, the North West, - I see in my mind’s eye, just like you see
homes in your mind’s eye, I see, a Centre of Construction Excellence being established in the North of
the country, combining all these things, so we can have a newly found industry. You’re not just living in
a home, you can prosper from having a job in creating those homes, when we are building at such a
significant scale and pace, the career opportunities are huge.
And we can set new housing standards for the rest of the world.
You talked about Brexit before because yes, we are moving into a world post the EU. With the
government’s help we are getting ready for Brexit, helping UK businesses get geared up for the
challenges and opportunities ahead. We will be carrying over EU product requirements as valid for sale,
to ensure smooth transition for the construction industry. And we’re making sure we’ve got the skills
here in the UK to deliver what we need for that next generation of homes, through our technical hubs,
through our, as I see it, Centre of Excellence, which will be industry led, which can deliver training, right
up to high end degree apprenticeships.
So we will be bold, we will be visionary, we will be setting the world alight as we go forward with what
we can do. I remember somebody said to me, which made such a huge impact on me as a child, you
know everything you see, was created within someone’s mind, it never existed until somebody thought
of it and then thought of a way to do it.
You are those people.
You are those architects, those visionaries, who set the scene.
Together we will do it.
We will do it together, and please know, the government will support you.
We have supported you.
Together we have to tackle this Great British housing building problem. Thank you.
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Briefing:
How many people need a social rented home?
September 2019
• 8.4m people in England are in some form of housing need
• 3.6m of these would have their needs best met by social rented homes.
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Introduction
There is currently no recognised official measure of housing need in England. The closest thing we
have are local housing registers – colloquially known as the ‘waiting list’. Local housing registers,
maintained at local level by local authorities, are part of the mechanism by which social housing is
allocated to people in need. Households wishing to obtain a social rented property must join their local
register in order to be able to bid on properties. However, registers are generally felt to be inadequate
as a measure of housing need, particularly since the introduction of the Localism Act in 2011. Simply
put, there is now no consistent set of criteria for allowing households to join a register. Additionally, as
these registers are not necessarily cleaned on a regular basis, it is very difficult to arrive at a robust
national figure.
However, it is imperative to understand the scale of need in order to plan appropriate policy
responses, and to humanise and better inform the debate around the scale and dynamics of the need
for new housing.

2.

Approach
This briefing outlines the headline findings of analysis carried out for the National Housing Federation
by Professor Glen Bramley of the Institute for Social Policy, Housing, Equalities Research (ISPHERE) at Heriot Watt Universityi. This analysis builds on work commissioned by the Federation in
partnership with Crisis, as part of a wider study evaluating housing requirementsii.
The previous study included an estimate of the backlog of need for new homes based on analysis of
the Understanding Society survey carried out by the Institute for Social and Economic Research
(ISER) at the University of Essexiii. For this new exercise, we commissioned Professor Bramley to
explore these backlog figures in more depth, looking at:
• an estimate of the number of households and people affected by different housing
problems
• an estimate of how many of those affected would be best served by different types of submarket housing provision, in particular social rented homes
• how these issues are distributed across broad regions of England.
The analysis identified how many households are affected by each of the housing issues identified in
the list below, subsequently estimating how many people live in the households affected by:
• overcrowding (as measured by the bedroom standard)
• concealed households (including adult children who wish to move out of their parental
home, lone parents living with other families, etc.)
• affordability issues
• accommodation unsuitable due to health, age or family type of household
• poor condition of property.
Affordability constraints were also applied to assess which sub-market tenure – if any – would be
most appropriate for the affected households.
In addition, an assessment of other data sources was carried out to identify the scale of need related
to homelessness which would not be picked up by the Understanding Society survey. This was based
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on the definitions of core and wider homelessness developed by Crisis in conjunction with ISPHEREiv. It is reasonable to assume that all of the households identified in this way would be best
served by social rented homes.
These figures were then added to those identified from Understanding Society to produce the
following results.
Table 1 – Elements of need, England
Housing need issues
Overcrowded (bedroom standard)
Concealed households
Affordability issues
Accommodation unsuitable due to age, health or family type
Poor conditions
Any need (i.e. any of the above)
Any need, where social rent would be the most
appropriate tenure
Homeless or at risk of homelessness
Any need (incl. homeless)
Any need (incl. homeless) where social rent would be
the most appropriate tenure

Households
789,754
1,785,929
924,283
526,686
515,689
3,709,685
1,855,241

People
3,648,645
2,542,502
2,514,219
1,669,570
1,381,988
7,988,356
3,201,071

251,814
3,961,499
2,107,055

406,009
8,394,365
3,607,080

Note that as households can experience more than one type of need, the headline totals for the different types of need do not add up to the
total identified as being in need.

The headline need figures break down regionally as follows:
Table 2 – Overall need by region
Any need (incl.
homelessness)
North
Midlands
South
London
England

3.

2,225,751
1,574,859
2,497,827
2,095,929
8,394,365

Any need (incl. homeless)
where social rent would
be the most appropriate
tenure
1,017,375
676,105
1,015,724
897,875
3,607,080

Caveat
It is important to note that the numbers in this study are estimates of the backlog of existing need. As
such, they do not take newly arising need into account. It is thus not robust to use these figures as
proxies for the numbers of new homes that need to be provided. We know from wider analysis that we
need to be building 340,000 new homes a year, of which 145,000 should be affordable, including
90,000 for social rent. For a discussion of the much more complex modelling which sits behind these
figures, see Housing supply requirements across Great Britain.
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Technical note of this analysis will be available soon
Housing supply requirements across Great Britain
iii www.understandingsociety.ac.uk
iv These definitions are discussed in Everybody In – How to end homelessness in Great Britain (Crisis, 2018)
i

ii
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“The strength of a nation derives
from the integrity of the home”
Confucius
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1. The UK’s Housing Crisis

Briefing - Housing
Part 1/10

At the same time, we are building fewer
homes than in many periods in the past.
What can be done to resolve Britain’s
housing crisis? BBC Briefing assesses the
evidence and the options.
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The UK’s Housing Crisis

The UK is experiencing what many
describe as a housing crisis. Millions of
households are living in sub-standard or
overcrowded conditions. Many are on
local council waiting lists. Some
individuals are sleeping rough. House
prices and rentals are becoming
unaffordable for many. Today’s young are
living at home for longer, and some are
struggling to buy a home.

1.1 The UK’s Housing Crisis

There are 320,000 homeless people in the UK
The scale of homelessness in the UK

• The number of people sleeping rough – more than
5,000 - has almost tripled since 2010
• Most homeless people are not living on the street but
in temporary accommodation or shelters, or are
sleeping on friends’ sofas

• In England, 85,000 households are in temporary
accommodation, such as short-term private rentals;
temporary social housing stock; and B&Bs and hostels
- with an additional 10,000 on the waiting list for such
accommodation
• The rate of homelessness is significantly greater in
Northern Ireland than in the rest of the UK

GETTY

Source: Office for National Statistics (ONS), Shelter, Crisis BBC News Reality Check - "How many people sleep rough in England and how are they counted?"
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• Homelessness affects 140,000 families, including an
estimated 120,000 adults and 200,000 children

1.2 The UK’s Housing Crisis

More than one million UK households are on council-housing waiting
lists
Waiting lists
In April 2018, there were 1.11 million households on
English local authority waiting lists, down from a peak
of just over 1.8 million in 2012

•

These are low-income households who are eligible for
accommodation provided by councils or in homes
managed by housing associations – sometimes (but not
always) not-for-profit bodies, which are subsidised and
regulated by the relevant government

•

However, the stock of social housing has declined
substantially in recent decades

Note: There are some limitations with waiting lists as a measure of
need. Some people register in more than one place; local criteria
vary; there may be some double-counting; and some people stay on
the list even if their needs have been met elsewhere

GETTY

1960s flats in Leeds

Source: Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government
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•

1.3 The UK’s Housing Crisis

More than four million people in the UK live in sub-standard or
inappropriate accommodation
Categories of sub-standard housing
•

•
•

According to the English Housing Survey, 4.3 million households in England were living in “nondecent” homes in 2018 - about one-sixth of all households

Unfit for human habitation: Housing charity Shelter estimates that around one million homes in England,
affecting 2.5 million people, are unfit for human habitation
•

These are homes that under a government rating system pose “a serious and immediate risk to a
person’s health and safety”. This can include structural weakness, dampness, pest infestations, or fire
hazards

•

Overcrowding: On average, an annual 788,000 of the 23 million households in England were estimated to
be overcrowded in the period between 2016 and 2019

•

“Inappropriate” housing: This category includes council tenants housed, for example, in unsuitable
converted office blocks, or elderly residents in homes that do not meet, for example, their mobility needs.
Research by Heriot-Watt University found that 326,000 households in Great Britain lived in such conditions

Source: Shelter The Housing Act 1985 English Housing Survey Heriot-Watt University
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“Non-decent”: A home is defined as “non-decent” when it is not in a reasonable state of repair, does not
have reasonably modern facilities and services, or has ineffective insulation or heating

1.4 The UK’s Housing Crisis

Many households would like their own homes but cannot afford either
to buy or rent
The ‘hidden households’

Source: Office for National Statistics (ONS), UK Finance
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• People who cannot afford to own or rent – the so-called hidden households – include:
• young adults who are still living at home with their parents
• 27% of 20-34-year-olds are still at home
• this category of 20-34-year-olds increased by one million between 1999 and 2019
• couples living with other family, such as in-laws
• couples who have divorced but are forced to keep living together because they cannot afford to live apart
• young adults sharing with groups of other young adults
• families sharing a dwelling with other families (multiple occupancy)
• In 2018 the average age of a first-time-buyer was 30 – only a slight increase on 40 years ago partly because
poorer people, who are unlikely to get on the property ladder, are not reflected in the figures
• The problem of hidden households is largely driven by unaffordable housing: house prices relative to income
have nearly doubled since 1978
• Rent prices are high compared with incomes in most regions of England

1.5 The UK’s Housing Crisis

There are significant variations in the price of housing and rentals
across the UK
Determinants of regional variations

• As a result, young Londoners seeking to own their first
home are at a significant disadvantage compared with
first-time buyers elsewhere in the UK
• Population density and local economic performance are
critical to determining property prices: urban prices are
generally higher, though there are big variations between
towns and cities
• Edinburgh’s property prices, for example, are
significantly higher than Glasgow’s - reflecting the
different economic conditions in the two cities

• Similarly, property prices in Manchester are higher than
in nearby Liverpool

GETTY

Woman looking at properties in an estate agent’s window

Source: ONS Rental Indices, UK House Price Index
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• Both property and rental prices are much higher in London
and south-east England than in other parts of the UK
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Briefing - Housing
Part 2/10
How have history, innovation and government
intervention affected the nature and ownership
of the UK’s housing stock?
And how do we compare with other European
countries?
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Britain’s Housing Heritage

Briefing - Housing
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“A man's house is his castle”
The Institutes of the Lawes of
England, Sir Edward Coke, 1628

Page 12 of 186

2.1 Britain’s Housing Heritage

Industrial change had a profound impact on the development of
Britain’s cities and housing stock
Long-term trends and their effects on housing needs

BBC

GETTY

Wentworth Street, Whitechapel, 1870s

LS Lowry’s ‘Going to Work’

Source: Bank of England
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• Pre-1800: The Industrial Revolution
• Millions left rural areas and moved into towns
and cities
• 1800-1900: The Victorian Transformation
• Rising earnings and better health led to a
population explosion: from 11 million in 1800
to 37 million in 1900
• However, population growth soon outstripped
housing supply: the result was overcrowded
tenements and slums in many of our major
cities
• In the late 1800s, a new burgeoning middle
class looked for ways of escaping from
crowded urban centres, and began moving to
leafy outer-city areas - “the suburbs”

2.2 Britain’s Housing Heritage

Crowded urban conditions encouraged social reformers to campaign
for green spaces and better housing for the urban poor
Octavia Hill

• She was a driving force behind the idea that people in cities needed
access to green spaces
• She helped to save Hampstead Heath and Parliament Fields in north
London from being built on, and to preserve them for the enjoyment
of Londoners
• She was one of the three founding members in 1895 of the National
Trust, a body set up to preserve places of historic interest or
outstanding beauty for the British public
• Octavia Hill was also a champion of social housing for the urban poor
• She started a number of housing projects for the London poor and
spawned similar projects by others, both in the UK and abroad

BBC

Octavia Hill painted by John Singer Sargent,
1898
Source: Octavia Housing
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• Octavia Hill was a campaigning social reformer in the late 19th and
early 20th Century

2.3 Britain’s Housing Heritage

Rapid expansion of London’s Tube network in the second half of the
19th Century powered suburban growth in south-east England
The London Underground in 1906

London’s Tube network

Metropolitan 1863
Hammersmith & City 1864
District 1868
Circle 1871
Northern 1890
Waterloo & City 1898
Central 1900
Bakerloo 1906
Piccadilly 1906

• Overground rail networks had a similar
impact in South London and in other UK cities
Source: Transport for London
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• The
evolution
of
the
London
Underground system closely mirrors the
development of outer-London suburbs
in the late 19th and early 20th Centuries

2.4 Britain’s Housing Heritage

Rising affluence in the 20th Century created demand for new kinds of
housing
The rise of suburbia and the new “garden cities”

• The advocacy of town planner Sir Ebenezer Howard,
who started the garden-city movement, led to new
“garden suburbs” being built. Letchworth, in 1903, was
the world’s first “garden city”
• A home with its own garden was a key attraction
• Letchworth boasted the UK’s first roundabout
(1909)
• A housing brochure from the 1920s proclaimed:
“It's the trees, the fairy dingles, and a hundred and one
things in which dame nature's fingers have lingered long
in setting out this beautiful array of wooden slope, trout
stream, meadow and hill top sites”

BBC

The garden city of Letchworth

Source: Transport for London
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• The 20th Century saw a huge expansion of new housing
in the suburbs in response to middle-class aspirations

2.5 Britain’s Housing Heritage

Other UK cities responded to the challenges of industrialisation in a
range of ways
Suburban developments

Bournville
• Bournville is a model village, on the
south side of Birmingham
• The Cadbury brothers built the treelined village for workers at their
chocolate factory when it expanded
on to a green field site
• The village had railway links to
Birmingham and schools and sports
facilities

BBC

Helensburgh
• The coastal town of Helensburgh,
30 miles from Glasgow, developed
rapidly in the late 19th and early
20th Centuries as a suburban
escape from the slums of the city
• Hill House in the town (pictured
above), designed by architect
Charles Rennie Mackintosh, is
famous for its art deco interior

Didsbury
• The leafy suburb of Didsbury
developed
once
it
was
connected in 1880 by the
Midland
Railway
Line
to
Manchester, as part of the
Victorians’ expansion of the city
• Didsbury includes the 21-acre
Fletcher Moss botanical gardens
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BBC

2.6 Britain’s Housing Heritage

Home ownership in England and Wales rose throughout the 20th
Century
Proportion of households by tenure, England and Wales,
1918 to 2001
Private renters

Owner-occupiers

100%

• Home ownership rose consistently throughout the
20th Century
• In 1918, only 23% of British people owned their own
home: most people not owning a home lived in
private rented accommodation

90%
80%
70%

• During the 1930s, the suburbs mushroomed - with
an average of 300,000 new homes built every year

60%
50%

• By the end of the 20th Century, home ownership had
risen to almost 70%, and private rental had fallen to
around 10%

40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
1919

1939

1953 1961 1971 1981 1991 2001

• The decline of private renting over the 20th Century
was the result of the increased availability of
mortgage-financed owner occupation and the rise of
social housing

Source: UK Government (Gov.uk)
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Social renters

Increases in owner occupation

2.7 Britain’s Housing Heritage

The development of a pioneering British institution – the building
society – helped fuel 20th-Century home ownership
•

•
•
•
•
•

BBC

Building societies are a common sight on Britain’s High
Streets

Source: Nationwide, Building Societies Association
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The evolution of the building society
The building society is a British institution. Similar bodies evolved in other
countries but the UK institution led the way
A building society is an organisation owned by members who contribute
their savings and who can borrow from the collective pool. It is thus known
as a mutual society
The first building societies in the UK started in Birmingham in the 18th
Century; hundreds sprang up over time until virtually every British town and
city had its own
Building societies specialised in providing long-term mortgages to its
members, and thus enabled millions of British people to buy their own home
From 1989 onwards building societies were allowed to demutualise, which
meant they could become normal limited companies, like banks
Most have now demutualised, closed down or been absorbed
In January 2020 there were 43 building societies in operation. Nationwide
Building Society remains the largest building society in the world, with more
than 15 million members

2.8 Britain’s Housing Heritage

In the first half of the 20th Century, social housing evolved to provide
for those unable to afford private accommodation
•

•
•
•
•
•

BBC

Housing estate in Poplar, east London

Source: BBC - Rethinking the Economics of Land and Housing
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•

The rise of social housing
In the late 19th Century, the housing needs of the urban poor were met mainly by
philanthropists, charities and the Church
From 1919, the government, began to build homes for soldiers returning from
World War One. This was popularly referred to as “Homes Fit for Heroes”
This development marked the effective beginning of council housing, aimed at
providing homes for those who could not afford private rentals or to buy their own
Extensive slum clearance in the 1930s made way for more council house building half a million council homes by 1933
The provision of council housing was further extended after World War Two when
bomb-damaged properties had to be replaced and further slum clearances were
undertaken: 1.5 million council homes were built in the decade from 1945
Modernisation of high-rise building techniques allowed more people to be housed
in flats
Council housebuilding peaked under the Conservatives in 1953, when 220,000
new social homes were built

2.9 Britain’s Housing Heritage

Most homes are now owner-occupied and little more than a third
rented
Number of dwellings by tenure, millions (2017)
30

20

2
2.9

5.4

Rented from local
authorities

•

The majority of homes in Great
Britain, almost two-thirds, are
owner-occupied

•

The remainder are rented, with
ownership split between the public
and the private sectors. The
private sector is now almost twice
the size of the public sector

•

A small number of dwellings 56,000 - are other public sector
homes, including nursing homes
and army barracks

Rented from housing
associations

15

Rented privately
10

5

17.6

Owner-occupied

0
Source: UK Government (Gov.uk)
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25

Dwellings by tenure

2.10 Britain’s Housing Heritage

The level of home ownership in the UK is close to the average for the
EU
EU patterns of home ownership

Population distribution by tenure status 2016
100%
4

80%

14

10
18

11

18

16

17

19

9

20

70%

40

60%
48

50%

73

59

40%

43

27

34
26

30%
20%

38

30

10%

27

31

26

14

11

0%
Poland

Spain

Italy

EU

UK

France

•

Many EU countries have higher owner
occupancy than the UK because of lower
property prices, and in some cases because of
relatively undeveloped rental markets

Tenant, rent at
market price

•

The UK has a higher-than-average proportion
of owners who bought their properties with a
mortgage or loan

Owner, no
outstanding
mortgage or
housing loan
Owner, with
mortgage or
loan

•

The home ownership rate in France is
virtually the same as the UK’s.

•

Germany’s is lower, but because of
differences in tenure status, private renters
have similar levels of security to social
tenants in the UK

Tenant, rent at
reduced price or
free

Germany

Source: Eurostat
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90%

9

2.11 Britain’s Housing Heritage

The UK’s housing stock is the oldest in Europe
When were England’s homes built?

21%

19%

20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

20%

15%

8%

8%

9%

Source: Eurostat, Welsh Housing Conditions Survey, Scottish Housing Survey , English Housing Survey, Northern Ireland housing conditions survey
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Age characteristics of the housing stock across the UK
• Compared with other European countries, the UK:
• has the largest proportion of homes built before
1970
• and the second-highest proportion built before 1919
• Northern Ireland has the newest housing stock of the
four nations:
• only 10% of its dwellings were built before 1919,
compared with 21% in England and Scotland, and
26% in Wales
• Older housing stock is more likely to:
• cause health hazards
• have higher maintenance costs
• be less energy-efficient, leading to higher energy
bills for occupants and more environmental damage

2.12 Britain’s Housing Heritage

The size of UK homes is close to the European average
Average dwelling sizes in selected European
countries, sq m

The larger European countries
(Germany, France, Italy and Spain,
along with the UK) all have similar
sizes of dwelling

•

The Eastern European countries
have significantly smaller homes

•

Romania’s homes are less than half
the size of the European average

141

Belgium

124

Switzerland

117

Netherlands

107

Sweden

103

Spain

99

European Union

96

United Kingdom

95

Germany

94

France

94

Italy

94

Ireland

81

Poland
Romania

•

75
44

Source: Eurostat
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Cyprus

Average dwelling size

2.13 Britain’s Housing Heritage

Semi-detached and terraced houses are the staple of the UK housing
stock
Population distribution by type of dwelling, 2017

Types of dwelling by country

12

90%
34

80%
70%

26

24
Other
23

40%
66

30%

57

42

20%

•

The UK is one of only three
countries in Europe where
more than half of residents are
living in a semi-detached or
terraced house - the others
being the Netherlands and
Ireland

25

24

50%

The UK has a far larger
proportion of semi-detached
and terraced housing than the
EU average

44

21
16

60%

23

•

60

Semi-detached and terraced
Flat

52
33

10%

Detached

15

0%
EU
Average

Spain

Germany

Italy

France

UK

Source: Eurostat
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2.14 Britain’s Housing Heritage

The UK has a very low proportion of flats compared with other
European countries
The number of flats

UK housing stock by type, 2017

Flats (highrise and
low-rise)

27%

29%

23%

Terrace

Semidetached

Detached

Houses account for 80% of the UK’s housing
stock and flats just 20%

•

42% of EU citizens lived in flats in 2016 more than double the percentage in the UK

•

Scotland has the highest proportion of flats in
the UK, with 36%
•

This is largely due to the prominence of
tenements in Scotland, which make up
23% of the housing stock

Source: UK Housing Review, NI House Conditions Survey (HCS) 2016
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•

Briefing
Summary
The Industrial Revolution helped drive the
development of Britain’s cities and towns. Poor
living conditions prompted slum clearance and
encouraged governments to build social housing.
The spread of the railway network boosted more
suburban living. The arrival of the building society
led to high levels of home ownership.
Britain’s legacy in the 21st Century is the oldest
housing stock in Europe, and by far the largest
proportion of people in Europe living in houses as
opposed to flats.
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Britain’s Housing Heritage
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Briefing - Housing
Part 3/10
How many families, children and lone
individuals in the UK have no home of their own
and are living in temporary accommodation or
sleeping rough? And why?
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Homelessness

Briefing - Housing
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“This Christmas as many as 25,000
young people will be at risk of
homelessness. And remember this:
behind that appalling statistic is a
human being not much older than many
of our children and grandchildren who is
alone, frightened and confronted with
impossible choices. The scale of youth
homelessness…is shameful.”
Prince William, 2016
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3.1 Homelessness

There are 140,000 families officially deemed homeless in the UK
Number of officially homeless households, UK, 2002-2018

Homelessness

250,000

• The main reasons for this rapid reduction were:

200,000
150,000
100,000
50,000
0

Source: Shelter, UK Government (Gov.uk), Gov.scot ,Gov.wales

• an improving economic environment
• high
expenditure
from
the
Labour
government on helping people back to
independent living
• Since the financial crisis of 2008, homelessness
has remained fairly constant at an average of
around 140,000 households, representing some
320,000 people
• This figure does not include types of
homelessness that are not officially recorded,
such as people sofa surfing with friends
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300,000

• Homelessness peaked in 2003-04 at 291,000
households but reduced rapidly in the following
five years

350,000

3.2 Homelessness

Homelessness is not confined to people living on the streets
UK housing charity Shelter’s definition of homelessness
Staying with friends or family

•

Staying in a hostel, night shelter or B&B

•

Squatting (because there is no legal right to stay)

•

At risk of violence or abuse in the home

•

Living in poor conditions that affect health

•

Living apart from family because there is no place to
live together

GETTY

Source: Shelter
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3.3 Homelessness

Many homeless families in the UK are living in temporary
accommodation

Mary Smith
• Mary Smith lives in temporary accommodation in
Watford with her three sons
• She struggled to hold on to her job in a shoe shop
because of her housing situation
• "We've lived in three different places in two years,
and it's been really tough on the children."

S FRANCK/SHELTER
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B YOUD/SHELTER

Carly Stutter and her children
• Carly Stutter, 30, from Croydon, has been living in hostels and B&Bs
for more than two years with three children aged six, 10 and 11
• Miss Stutter shares a bed with Archie, her six-year-old son, and says
she turns everything off and lies in the dark at about 8.30pm so the
children can sleep
• They left their privately rented home after the landlord put up the
rent from £1,200 to £1,500 a month, which Miss Stutter could not
afford

Source: BBC News
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3.4 Homelessness

More than 200,000 children in England are officially deemed to be
homeless
Child homelessness

•

•

120,000 are deemed officially homeless,
and
are
living
in
temporary
accommodation

•

90,000 are “sofa-surfing” with family or
friends

Of the 120,000 children
accommodation in 2017:

in

temporary

•

51,000 had been in the accommodation
for more than six months

•

6,000 had been living in temporary
accommodation for more than a year

BBC

Bristol , Cardiff and London are among the cities where shipping containers are used to house
homeless people, including families with children

Source: Children's Commissioner
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In August 2019, the children’s commissioner for
England said more than 210,000 children in
England were estimated to be homeless:

3.5 Homelessness

There are many causes of homelessness
The causes of homelessness

Reasons for homelessness (%), England
Q3 2017- Q1 2018

The most immediate causes of homelessness are:
• being asked to leave by friends or family
• domestic violence or breakups
• being evicted by a landlord
• leaving prison or other institutions with no home
to go to

•

Common reasons for eviction by a landlord are:
• lease violation
• rent arrears
• property damage

•

In all these situations, inability to pay, mental health
and drug or alcohol addiction can be contributory
factors

Family or friends no longer willing or
able to accommodate
Termination of AST - assured
shorthold tenancy (eviction)
Violence or threat of violence
Loss of rental accomodation for
reasons other than termination of AST
Breakdown of relationship with
partner (non-violent)
Left institutional or local-authority
care
Evicted for rent arrears
0%

10%

20%

30%

Source: Office for National Statistics (ONS)
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3.6 Homelessness

Continuing homelessness since the financial crisis may in part be due
to changes in public policy
Housing benefit expenditure totals for countries and
regions of Great Britain (£bn)

25

• Since 2013, after three decades of growth, housing benefit
has been flat or falling. Reductions or delays in benefit
payments may contribute to evictions and rent arrears
• Councils, affected by public spending cuts, have also reduced
investment in activities relating to homelessness - from
nearly £3bn in 2008 to just over £2bn in 2017

20
15

• Due to Right to Buy and low levels of social housebuilding,
the number of social homes currently available is very low

10
5
2018-19

2017-18

2016-17

2015-16

2014-15

2013-14

2012-13

2011-12

2010-11

2009-10

2008-9

2007-8

2006-7

2005-6

2004-5

2003-4

2002-3

2001-2

0

• The proportion of the available homes that are
allocated to the homeless is also now slightly lower
(23%) than it was before the 2008 recession (26%)
• As a result, 18,000 fewer social homes were provided
to the homeless in 2017-18 than 10 years previously

Source: UK Government (Gov.uk), Crisis
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30

Some of the public policy shifts since 2008

3.7 Homelessness

Homelessness is far higher in London than in the rest of England
Homelessness rate

London

1 in 53

West Midlands

1 in 246

East

1 in 306

South East

1 in 307

South West

1 in 522

East Midlands

1 in 655

North West

1 in 681

Yorkshire and the Humber 1 in 962
North East

1 in 1163

• In London as a whole, the rate of homelessness is one in 53
people, high compared with the next highest regional rate, of
one in 246 in the West Midlands
• According to Crisis, a national charity for homeless people,
Newham in east London is the worst area for homelessness in
the UK: an estimated one in 24 people are homeless
• In some other major cities such as Newcastle (one in 1,168) and
Leeds (one in 8,794) the homeless rates are significantly lower
• Although direct comparisons are difficult, estimates suggest
that homelessness is worst in Northern Ireland, with around
one in 40 individuals identified as officially homeless by the
Northern Ireland Housing Executive

Source: Shelter
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Region

Homelessness around the UK

3.8 Homelessness

Of the 320,000 homeless people in the UK, just over 5,000 are roughsleepers
Composition of the official homeless
population, UK

14,870(5%)

5,100 (2%)
4,920(2%)

Rough sleeping

•

92% of all homeless people are housed in temporary
accommodation, around 5% in homeless hostels and the remainder
are in social-services accommodation or sleeping rough

•

Official homeless statistics do not include those who are sofa surfing

•

Rough-sleeping is defined by the government as “people sleeping,
or bedded down, in the open air; people in buildings or other places
not designed for habitation”

•

There are many possible causes of rough-sleeping, including family
conflict, mental-health problems, financial difficulties and substance
misuse

In social services
294,950
(92%

Homeless hostel
Temporary
accommodation

0

•

These issues sometimes mean rough-sleepers cannot obtain
access to temporary accommodation

•

Foreign nationals and asylum seekers sleeping rough may not
be eligible for public funds and facilities, thus exacerbating
their problems

Source: Shelter
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320,000

Rough sleeping

3.9 Homelessness

The number of rough-sleepers in England and Wales has more than
doubled since 2010

5,000
4,500
4,000
3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000
500
0
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Rough-sleeping trends
• The number of rough-sleepers recorded in official figures in
England and Wales in 2018 was more than 2.5 times larger
than in 2010
• Rough-sleeping has levelled off in the last two years
• with official estimates recording a 2% decrease
nationally,
• and a 19% reduction in those areas targeted by the
Rough Sleeping Initiative, between 2017 and 2018
• These figures estimate the number of rough-sleepers on a
particular night, and therefore do not necessarily illustrate
the full scale of rough-sleeping
• For example, more detailed research by the Combined
Homelessness and Information Network found that there
were 8,655 people sleeping rough in 2018 in London alone

Source: Office for National Statistics (ONS), Combined Homelessness and Information Network (CHAIN)

Page 39 of 186

Agenda Page 485 Agenda Item 4a

Number of people sleeping rough,
snapshot,
England and Wales

3.10 Homelessness

People end up sleeping rough for different reasons

•
•
•
•

Samantha Bird
Samantha, 30, has been sleeping on the
streets of Birmingham for two years
She grew up in foster care and has been
sectioned for mental-health issues
Ms Bird said life on the streets was
dangerous
"A friend of mine was asleep and he got
kicked in the face. People go, ‘Look at her,
she's a druggy, she's an alcoholic'. We're
not all like that”

BBC

•
•
•
•

Anthony
Anthony was living on the streets of Lincoln
in 2019 - the second time he had been
homeless that year
"It's down to drugs and coming out of jail. I
got out of prison five weeks ago"
Anthony was sleeping in the doorway of
House of Fraser with other homeless people
"I get woken up about 7am by the staff at
House of Fraser, pack my stuff, get
breakfast, get my meth and go and sit under
a bridge all day”

BBC

•
•
•
•

Dirk Holding
Dirk, 51, has slept rough most of his life and
spent four months living in a sewer in Brighton
in 2019
He ran away from children’s homes as a
teenager and became addicted to prescription
drugs
He got clean in prison but on release was housed
with drug addicts – so left and slept rough
"There's stabbings and there's fights and there's
abuse and there's a lot of horrible things happen
when you're homeless”

Source: BBC News - Rough sleeping stories, December 2019, BBC News - Homelessness in the UK
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3.11 Homelessness

Finland is the only EU country to have seen a substantial reduction in
homelessness
•

M TREWERN/BBC

Thomas Salmi
Thomas Salmi, 24, was an alcoholic. He became
homeless at 18 and lived on the streets of Helsinki for
three years, often in sub-zero temperatures. Recently, he
has been living in his own apartment under the Housing
First policy. Thomas now drinks only at weekends

Source: BBC News - The city with no homeless on the streets, January 2019, BBC News - Homelessness

Page 41 of 186

Agenda Page 487 Agenda Item 4a

•

Finland’s Housing First policy
Finland’s Housing First initiative is aimed
particularly at rough sleepers: in Helsinki, there
used to be thousands of people sleeping rough in
the streets, whereas today there are virtually none
The Finnish government has been operating
Housing First since 2007. Under the policy,
homeless people are provided with their own
permanent accommodation with no questions asked
or rules imposed
• For example, people with addictions can
continue to drink or to take drugs in the
accommodation provided
• They are also given mentoring and constant
human support

3.12 Homelessness

Pilot projects based on the Finnish Housing First approach are being
trialled around the UK
UK Housing First pilot schemes

Source:The Sunday Times, Inside Housing,
London Assembly Publications - "Housing First: a solution to chronic homelessness?", 2019,

A SHERRATT

Jeff Aulton and Martyn Matthews
Jeff Aulton (left), 48, was a heroin addict who lived
rough on the streets of Walsall. In 2018 he was one of
the first people to benefit from the town’s Housing First
scheme. He is now clean and has made his flat his own
Martyn Matthews, 33, was a drug addict sleeping rough,
until Jeff offered him a home and helped him kick his
habit
“I can’t thank him enough,” says Martyn
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• UK Housing First pilots - based on the Finnish model of providing rough
sleepers with accommodation without any preconditions attached were first tried in Glasgow and Camden, north London, in 2010
• In 2018 the government provided £28m for three Housing First pilots in
Greater Manchester, Liverpool and the West Midlands
• In London there are small-scale Housing First programmes running in
11 boroughs; In Scotland five cities are trialling Housing First schemes
• The success of the schemes is still being assessed but international
evidence from other Housing First pilots suggests they are having
similar beneficial results to schemes in Finland
• Nevertheless, any success is conditional
• “There’s a lot of cheerleading around Housing First but not a lot of
examination of it,” says Tony Cain, policy manager at the
Association of Local Authority Chief Housing Officers. “It requires a
co-ordinated and consistent high-level support response. If there’s
a concern at the moment, it’s that the support is not there.”

Briefing
Summary
The scale of homelessness in the UK reduced
significantly after 2003 but has been at a constant
level in recent years, as housing benefit has
remained flat or fallen; as less social housing has
been available, and as there has been a substantial
drop in local-authority investment in services for
the homeless.
Currently, 140,000 families - including 200,000
children - live in temporary accommodation - or
live in hostels or B&Bs. An estimated 5,000-8,000
individuals sleep rough - figures which have risen
substantially in the past decade.
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Homelessness
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Briefing - Housing
Part 4/10
Why is it becoming harder to afford a home of your own?
And what is the impact?

Page 45 of 186

Agenda Page 491 Agenda Item 4a

A Home of Your Own

Briefing - Housing
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“Be it ever so humble, there's no place like home
A charm from the skies seems to hallow us there
Which seek thro' the world, is ne'er met elsewhere
Home! Home!
Sweet, sweet home!
There's no place like home!”
John Howard Payne / Sir Henry Bishop, popular song, 1823
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4.1 A Home of Your Own

The ‘housing ladder’ is a popular term to describe the aspiration to
progress through different levels of housing at each life stage
Charting the housing ladder
70
65
Large house for
visiting (grand)
children

60
55

Larger house
teenage
children

Age

50

Large house
young children

45
Couple in small
house

40

Can be in the form of an
extension of a current house

Couple in
own flat

35
30
25
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Flat with
access to
facilities

Own flat
Shared flat

20
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4.2 A Home of Your Own

An enduring factor in driving property ownership has been its value as
an investment
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“The wise young man or wage earner of today invests his money in
real estate.”
Andrew Carnegie, Scottish business leader and philanthropist, 1835-1919

“Buy land, they're not making it anymore.”
Mark Twain, author, 1835-1910
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4.3 A Home of Your Own

Buying property in the UK has generally been more financially
beneficial than renting
The relative advantages and disadvantages of buying and renting

• Those renting a property pay 3.5% - 4% of its value each year, but end up with no asset, and tend to pay
more in rent as the value of the property increases
• Those buying the same property with a deposit and a 90% mortgage end up paying 3-4% of the value of
the property per year in interest and repayments, plus maintenance costs, but end up with an asset and
therefore benefit from any increase in the value of the property
• Ownership of one’s own property is also a hedge against future housing requirements (particularly in
retirement)
• If interest rates are low and property prices are rising, buying is a more beneficial option than renting –
though property prices can fall, and periodically do
• The financial benefits of home ownership have also been encouraged in the 20th Century by
government policies such as credit-market deregulation and tax relief on mortgage interest (until 2000)
Source: Curbed
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• The rental costs of a given property are 30-50% higher than buying the same property over, say, a 10year period

4.4 A Home of Your Own

Rising house prices have enhanced the appeal of home-ownership
over the past half-century
UK average (nominal) house prices (£),
1952-2018
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Source: Nationwide
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House prices and income
House prices have risen in the UK over the last half-century, though
there are marked regional differences, and there have also been
significant periods of flat or negative growth
UK house prices have grown faster than incomes: between 1997 and
2017 house prices rose 260% on average, while average income
grew only 70%
In 1968 the average UK house price was £3,600; in 2019 it was
£229,000. If grocery prices had increased at the same rate as house
prices, a four-pint carton of milk would cost £10.45 today and a
chicken £51.18
Rising house prices have a two-fold effect:
• people want to buy before prices rise even higher
• property is likely to be a good long-term investment
Home-ownership as an investment has been less volatile than the
stock market and produced slightly higher returns
Property now represents over a third of personal wealth in the UK

4.5 A Home of Your Own

Differences in tenancy laws may explain why home-ownership is more
popular in the UK than in some parts of Europe

•
•
•

•
•

GETTY

Comparisons between the UK and Germany
Owner-occupation in the UK accounts for 65% of the housing market; in Germany it is 52%
In the 20 years to 2017, UK house prices grew 259%, and German house prices rose by 27% on average
Renting in Germany offers greater security of tenure
• in the UK, tenancy contracts tend to be 12 months; in Germany they can be indefinite
• the average tenancy length in the UK is two-and-a-half years; in Germany it is 11 years
German rent control legislation and taxation are much stricter than in the UK
Scotland has tightened renters’ security of tenure significantly since 2018, while the landlord right to ‘no fault
evictions’ is being removed in England and Wales, where a number of other changes are underway

Source: RenKap
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4.6 A Home of Your Own

The UK’s love affair with home-ownership is mirrored in today’s
popular culture

FREMANTLE

•

•
•
•

BBC

Property programmes
Property magazines
The British love of gardens
The number of property and interior • There are more than 100 • Garden design has been part of British
design programmes on television
property and interior-design
tradition for centuries, with designers like
reflect an audience appetite for this
magazines in circulation in
Capability Brown and Gertrude Jekyll as
topic
the UK
famous as architects
There are currently around 40 different • Good Housekeeping – a • The National Trust, which maintains
property programmes on UK television
general- interest publication
historic homes and gardens for public
featuring many different
enjoyment, now has more than five
Channel 4 had 12 regular such
aspects of keeping home –
million members
programmes in 2016 alone
was read by more than two • In 2018, historic properties and houses in
Its flagship Grand Designs has run to
million individuals in Great
the UK received 180 million visits – five
more than 200 episodes over 20
Britain in 2018
times more than the total attendance at
seasons
league football matches for 2017

Source: New Statesman, Independent, ABC (UK media industry data analysis provider and auditor)
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4.7 A Home of Your Own

Rapid population growth has been a key factor in driving recent
demand for housing
UK population 1952-2018

UK Population Growth
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Post-war
baby boom

64

Immigratio
n boom

Low growth

• 60% of UK population growth since 2000 has been
due to net migration (including descendants of
migrants)

62
60

• Population growth has been much faster in urban
and suburban areas than in rural areas

58
56

• The UK’s population growth is projected to slow
down, but is nevertheless expected to reach nearly
70 million by 2028, fuelling further housing demand
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Source: Office for National Statistics (ONS), UK Census, 2011
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• Between 2006 and 2016 the UK population
increased by 8% - the fastest 10-year growth for a
century

4.8 A Home of Your Own

Changing household patterns have led to increased housing demand
Categories of UK households (millions)
2009

2019

Married /
civil
partnership
couples
households

12.4

12.3

12.8

Single-adult
households

6.7

7.4

8.1

Singleparent
households

2.5

2.9

2.9

Co-habiting
couple
households

1.9

2.7

3.5

• There has been a significant increase in the number of
households composed of single adults and couples without
children over the last 20 years
• The increase in single-adult households has been driven not
only by people living longer, but also by the growth in the
number of single men aged 45-64 living alone. This may be
explained by their having divorced, and their wives and
children retaining the family home
• The effect of these long-term demographic changes has been
to increase the number of households by 3.3 million in 20
years, and thus in the process to increase demand for housing
• However, other social trends, such as the increase in the
number of young adults living with their parents and the
increase in multi-family households, has meant the average
household size has remained at about 2.4 over the last 20
years

Source: Office for National Statistics (ONS)
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1999

Effects of social change

4.9 A Home of Your Own

People living longer puts additional pressure on the housing stock
People living alone by age (thousands), UK,1997 - 2017

The ageing UK population

2,000

• Many older people are likely, at some point, to be
living alone

1,500

16 to 24
25 to 44
45 to 64

1,000
500
0

65 to 74
75 and over

• Based on the current shortfall in specialist housing
and population projections, information service
Housing LIN estimates a shortfall of 400,000 units of
specialist housing for older people by 2035
• Specialist housing allows elderly people to enjoy
independence and privacy, but also to access on-site
support and shared facilities

Source: Office for National Statistics (ONS)
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2,500

• People are living longer: the proportion of the UK
population aged 75 and over is projected to increase
from 8% to 13% over the next 25 years

3,000

4.10 A Home of Your Own

The demand for housing for older people living in country areas has
been growing rapidly
Growth in urban and rural populations, England
2001 - 2015

1%

30%

Urban
28%

11%

19%

13%

•
•
•

Age 20-54

Age 55-74

Age 75+

Age 20-54

Age 55-74

Age 75+

•

Source: Resolution Foundation
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Rural

•

The demographic divide
The Resolution Foundation has described a process of
“demographic divergence” in which the average age in
rural populations is rising - and urban populations are
becoming younger
The fastest-growing population groups overall are
rural 55-74s, and rural people over 75
The average age in rural areas is 45 (and rising),
compared with 39 for urban areas
The ageing rural population increases demand for
properties that are suitable for older people - be it
specialist housing, lifetime or care homes, or adapted
homes
The move of younger people to urban areas is a
significant driver behind the increase in urban house
and rental prices, which in turn increases
unaffordability for that age group

4.11 A Home of Your Own

Many older people live in housing that is unsuitable for their specific
needs
Requirements for housing older people

• Older people tend to feel the cold and need housing that is easy to heat and
well-insulated. “Fuel poverty” is defined as where an unacceptably high
proportion of income needs to be spent on heating. The 2017 annual fuelpoverty statistics show that since 2013 the proportion of households aged
75 and over in fuel poverty has been increasing
• The proportion of those aged 65 and over in the UK was 18% in 2016, and is
expected to rise steadily - yet only 7% of existing homes in the UK currently
meet basic accessibility requirements for the elderly

GETT
Y

• The number of people aged 85 and over will more than double in the UK in
the next 25 years, with forecasts suggesting that nearly 90% of local
authorities are each likely to require at least 1,000 additional specialist
dwellings by 2035
Source: New Policy Institute (NPI) - Market Assessment of Housing Options for Older People, 2012, UK Parliament
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• Older people have specific needs: for example, accommodation free from
hazards to prevent falls, or that is wheelchair-accessible, or that is singlestorey, to improve mobility

4.12 A Home of Your Own

More people now want to live in city centres
Population growth in city centres (2002-2015)
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London
0%

50%

100%

150%

200%

• Many UK city centres’ populations have doubled in the last 20 years
• Twenty years ago, city centres were seen as unattractive places to live,
with high crime rates, poor schools and unattractive housing stock
• Since then educational opportunities have improved:
• Programmes such as Teach First, the London Challenge (a
successful
initiative to raise school standards), and the
introduction of independent academies and free schools have
encouraged families with children
• There has been a big rise in the number of young adults
attending urban universities
• Immigration is also a factor: new arrivals tend to settle first in urban
areas
• The trend towards city living is most pronounced in the north of
England and Midlands, including the cities of Birmingham, Manchester,
Sheffield and Leeds
• The move towards city living increases housing pressure and raises both
house and rental prices

Source: BBC News - The UK's rapid return to city centre living, June 2018, Centre for Cities
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Liverpool

Reasons for increased urban population

4.13 A Home of Your Own

Liverpool has the UK’s fastest-growing city centre

GETTY

Liverpool’s refurbished Albert Dock

Source; Liverpool University , Albert Dock, Liverpool's 2011 Census, One Touch Property Investment - "Regeneration of Liverpool: The City's Changing Skyline"
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Liverpool city centre
• Liverpool’s city centre population almost doubled between 2002 and
2015
• The growth has been largely fuelled by the young (the city’s student
population alone tripled between 2001 and 2011)
• Economic, cultural and social regeneration have increased Liverpool’s
appeal
• Liverpool City of Culture in 2008 was accompanied by a large increase
in spending on the arts. The regenerated Albert Docks has major
museums and the largest group of listed Grade I buildings in the UK
• Liverpool now has one of the UK’s top shopping complexes (Liverpool
One), as well as fashionable restaurants, bars and clubs
• Liverpool Football Club and Beatles attractions bring investment into
the city, as well as visitors from all over the world
• With its modernised container handling, Liverpool is the UK’s fourthbusiest port

4.14 A Home of Your Own

Buy to Let mortgages have increased competition for home owners

•

•
•
•
•
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•

The evolution of Buy to Let
Restrictions on Buy to Let
The 1988 Housing Act introduced assured shorthold • In 2015, the coalition Chancellor, George Osborne,
tenancies, which limited tenants’ rights to remain in rental dampened demand by introducing restrictions on Buy to
properties
Let mortgages:
This change gave property investors more confidence to
• tax relief on finance costs was reduced
acquire such properties and encouraged lending institutions
• various allowances for landlords were reduced
to introduce Buy to Let mortgages from 1996 onwards
• a 3% additional surcharge was imposed on stamp
This, in effect, allowed investors to apply for mortgages on
duty on Buy to Let purchases
residential properties (often second or more properties),
• an accelerated payment schedule for capital-gains
specifically for the purpose of letting them out
tax was introduced
Between 2000 and 2015, the tax regime was more
• The financial regulatory authorities also introduced
favourable to Buy to Let owners than owner occupiers
stricter affordability criteria for potential investors
Buy to Let was an important driver of housing demand in the
• As a result of these interventions, the number of Buy to
late 1990s and early 2000s
Let mortgages has fallen markedly. In 2011 they
Many economists believe that these mortgages caused the accounted for 19% of homes purchased in Great Britain.
housing market to overheat in the run-up to 2008
By February 2019 Buy to Let purchases had declined to
11%

Source: Financial Times
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4.15 A Home of Your Own

The 2008 financial crisis led to a marked fall in lending for homeownership
Number of UK mortgage sales by year, including
remortgaging (millions)

2

1.5

• The 2008 global financial crash was triggered in
large part (especially in the US) by the low cost of
borrowing, which allowed many households to
take on mortgages they could not afford,
contributing to high levels of debt and to
unsustainable house prices

• In the immediate aftermath of 2008, credit
restrictions were tightened and mortgage lending
plummeted

1

• In the past decade, mortgage lending has risen
very slowly, and is still less than half the level it
reached in 2006

0.5

0
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

• More people today own their property outright
(without a mortgage) than own it with a mortgage

Source: Trading Economics
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2.5

Fall in mortgage lending after 2008

4.16 A Home of Your Own

The 2008 financial crisis has created a two-tier market for homeownership
The effect on first time buyers

• After the 2007-8 crisis, lending conditions
became much stricter

• Historically low interest rates since 2009 mean those
with existing assets or wealth can access the housing
market because the higher deposit requirements are
not a barrier and because – with interest rates low - the
cost of repaying a mortgage will be favourable

• Before 2008, financial institutions had been
prepared in some circumstances to lend 95%, or
even 100%, of the purchase price of a property
to a borrower, which meant that the borrower
had to find only a 5% deposit or none at all
• After 2008, lending institutions generally
required higher deposits – typically a minimum
of 10%, but sometimes as high as 25% - as well
as imposing stricter affordability checks

• But those without existing assets – generally younger
people - are less able than previously to pay a high
deposit and to step on to the housing ladder
• These new financial circumstances have been a key
factor in the low home-ownership rates among young
people compared with previous generations

• In the last few years, some 95% mortgages have
become available again, albeit at higher interest
rates
Source: Financial Conduct Authority, UK Finance
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Changes in lending conditions since 2008

4.17 A Home of Your Own

Today’s young adults are far less likely to own their own home than
previous generations
Home-ownership rates of 25-34-year-olds

Home-ownership rates and the young

• The fall is particularly stark in metropolitan
areas, but also in Northern Ireland
• Research by the Resolution Foundation
suggests that one in three millennials –
people born between 1981 and 2000 - will
remain in private renting beyond retirement
1997
2017
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Source: Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) Green Budget 2018, Resolution Foundation
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• Over the past 20 years, home-ownership
rates have fallen dramatically across all
regions

North East exc. Tyne and Wear
West Yorkshire
North West exc. metro areas
Scotland
South West
West Midlands exc. metro area
Rest of Yorshire and Humberside
Greater Manchester
East Midlands
Wales
South East
East Anglia
Tyne and Wear
Northern Ireland
South Yorkshire
Merseyside
West Midlands (Metropolitan)
London

4.18 A Home of Your Own

Young adults are increasingly living at home with their parents
Young people living with their parents

2019

20-25-year-olds
living with parents
(millions)

1.9

2.4

% of all 20-25-yearolds living with their
parents

41%

48%

• Over the past two decades, there has been a marked
increase in the number of young adults living at home
with their parents
• There are now 500,000 more people aged between 20
and 25 living at home with their parents than in 1996
• This is largely either because they cannot afford to rent
independently or because they cannot afford the
deposit and mortgage payments to buy their own home
• Unaffordability has a consequence in the labour
markets as young professionals may be less willing or
able to move to new jobs

• The cost of housing in different areas can also affect
mobility, while areas of relatively high home-ownership
may also have more unemployment because of the
reluctance – or inability - of owner-occupiers to uproot
Source: Office for National Statistics (ONS)
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1996

Increase in young adults remaining at home

4.19 A Home of Your Own

Family members are increasingly helping first-time buyers to raise a
mortgage
What are the main sources of deposits for first-time buyers?

Deposit finance for first-time buyers

Financial help: family or friends
Individual savings

• More than one-third of first-time buyers in
England used a gift from family or friends for at
least some of their deposit

Other gifts: family or friends
Inheritance

• The “Bank of Mum and Dad” is now regarded as
one of the top 10 housing lenders in the UK

Informal loans: family or friends
Savings/pension pots: family members

• According to Legal and General, family support
underpinned 27% of all house purchases in
2018

Equity release: family members
Downsizing: family members
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%

• L&G calculates that family gifts and loans
totalled £5.7bn in 2018

Source: Building Societies Association, English Housing Survey
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• The Building Societies Association reports that
59% of potential first-time buyers now expect
their parents or other family members to
support them in some way

4.20 A Home of Your Own

Many young people now live with parents or in multi-occupancy
households

Siân Webb and Andre Armenian
• Owning their own home feels like a distant dream for Andre
Armenian, 29, and his fiancée, Siân Webb, 28, who save more of
their wages by living 35 miles apart in their parents’ houses - he
in St Albans, Hertfordshire, she in Romford, Essex
• "Renting is astronomical. If we did that, it would be a decade
before we could buy a home," says Andre
• "The path ahead of us is very daunting. We are laden with
student debts, our incomes are not particularly high, our
commuting costs are high, and house prices are becoming more
and more disproportionate to incomes."

BBC
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A ARMENIAN

The Cotter family
• Trainee chef Dan Cotter, 18, lives with his mother, her
partner, Dan’s sister, niece and uncle in a specially
converted home in the Kent seaside town of Margate

• The Cotters previously lived in three separate homes
around the town, but moving in together has allowed them
to save on rental costs

• The extended family, who has lived together for a year,
have had their rental extended for a further 12 months. But
they hope it will be their home for many years to come

Source: BBC News - Housing ladder: 'We live apart to save more money to buy a home', November 2019, BBC News - Three generations under one roof to beat the housing crisis, October 2019
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4.21 A Home of Your Own

In many UK towns, key workers can no longer afford to buy their own
home
Proportion of UK towns that are affordable for key
workers %
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• The position was more positive in 2012, soon after the
financial crisis, when house prices were relatively low

37
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• Only 14% of UK towns are currently considered affordable
for key workers to buy their own homes

7

• From 2016-2019, house prices have risen and wages for
key workers have been frozen, which has led to a decline in
affordability
• The situation is particularly difficult for nurses: only 7% of
UK towns are currently considered affordable for nursing
staff

1
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All Key Workers

2012
Nurses Teachers

2016
Paramedics

2017

Source: Halifax Key Worker Housing Review, 2017
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Affordability for key workers

4.22 A Home of Your Own

Inability to buy or rent a home of their own forces many people to live
in overcrowded accommodation
Proportion of households in overcrowded conditions, by tenure
10%

8%
7%

Social
renters

6%
5%

Private
renters

4%
3%
2%
1%
0%

Owneroccupiers

• 788,000 of the estimated 23.5
million households in England were
officially classified as overcrowded
in the period 2016 to 2019
• Overcrowding disproportionately
affects people in rental properties,
especially in social housing:
• 8% of social rented households
were overcrowded in 2018-19
• Over 6% of private rented
households were overcrowded
in 2018-19

Source: English Housing Survey
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9%

Scale of overcrowding

4.23 A Home of Your Own

Financial and rental problems can fuel overcrowding

Overcrowding in Wembley
•
•
•
•

The Housing Act 1985 lays down official criteria on what
constitutes illegal overcrowding
In 2016, council officials discovered twenty-six bunk
beds in a four-bedroom house in Wembley, north London
Residents were charged £50-£60 a week each in rent,
equating to around £80,000 a year for the landlord
One of the residents said he felt he was left with no
choice but to live there as his job as a carer for the
elderly paid so little

Overcrowding in Harrow
•
•
•

In nearby Harrow, a similar raid found another
four-bedroom property housing 13 people,
mainly immigrants from Hungary
The tenants claimed their landlord gave them
just two weeks’ notice to leave their previous
property
The tenants said they had no choice but to live
there. ”This is the cheapest place I can find a
room,” one of the residents said

Source: BBC London News video - Dangerous overcrowding in London homes, 2016
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4.24 A Home of Your Own

A significant number of people in England are living in ‘non-decent’
homes
Number of ‘non-decent’ homes in England (millions)
2008 to 2018

•

Social rental
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Private rental
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•
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•
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2

•

1
0
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Source: English Housing Survey, UK Government (Gov.uk)
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8

Sub-standard housing in England
The government defines a household as “non-decent”
when it is not in a reasonable state of repair; does not have
reasonably modern facilities and services, or has ineffective
insulation or heating
4.3 million households, comprising nearly a fifth of
England’s housing stock, were deemed “non-decent” in
2018
The Decent Homes Programme, introduced by the UK
government in 2001, was largely responsible for the steady
improvement in social-housing standards, although this
initiative ended in 2015
In 2018, 25% of the private rental stock, 17% of owneroccupied dwellings and 12% of the social rental stock were
deemed “non-decent”

4.25 A Home of Your Own

Summary of the main social changes affecting UK housing demand

Impact on housing demand

Population growth

•

Rapid population growth over the last two decades and a forecast of continuing population
growth puts pressure on demand for housing

People living longer

•

The proportion of the population aged 75 and over has been increasing and is projected to
rise further over the next 25 years, also increasing housing demand

Changing social patterns
of marriage, cohabitation and divorce

•

Significant long-term changes in relationship patterns have led to a rapid growth in the
number of households and to increased housing demand

Changing patterns of
location

•

Many more young people have been moving to city centres – which puts pressure on urban
accommodation; and older people are moving to the countryside, increasing pressure for
suitable housing there

Popular culture

•

Extensive coverage in the print and broadcast media of home-ownership and related
activities, such as gardening, have increased demand for a home of one’s own or for moving
up the housing market

Source: Office for National Statistics (ONS)
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Main social drivers of
increased housing
demand

4.26 A Home of Your Own

Summary of the main structural and economic factors affecting UK
housing demand
Structural and
economic factors

Impact on housing demand
•

As real incomes rise, people are more likely to be able to obtain and to service a first or a larger mortgage

Buying better than
renting

•

Investing in buying property is seen as beneficial because it is regarded as economically more
advantageous over time than renting

Property as a long-term
investment

•

The long-term increase in house prices means property is regarded as a safe investment

Financial factors

•

Financial factors – such as interest rates, mortgage conditions and tax regimes (eg capital gains
exemptions on primary residences) – can have a marked effect on housing demand, either increasing or
reducing it

Government
intervention

•

Government programmes can have far-reaching effects on housing demand, evidenced by the long-term
consequences of, for example, Right to Buy and legislative changes, which encouraged Buy to Let
mortgages

A shortage of social
housing

•

The halving of social housing over the past 40 years has led to more than a million people on the socialhousing waiting list, a key indicator of unsatisfied demand in the housing market

Unsatisfactory housing
conditions

•

The combination of people living in overcrowded and “non-decent” accommodation also exerts pressure
on the housing market, whether by requiring rehousing, refurbishing or replacement through demolition

Source: English Housing Survey, Family Resources Survey
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Rising incomes

Briefing
Summary

Today’s young, if not mortgaged by the Bank of
Mum and Dad, are likely still to be living with their
Mum and Dad. Key workers find accommodation
near their place of work unaffordable. Unsatisfied
demand is trapping substantial numbers in
overcrowded or non-decent housing.
Page 73 of 186
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A Home of Your Own

There is a strong cultural aspiration in the UK to
live in, and ideally to own, a home of your own. But
demand is outstripping supply. That is partly
because of rising incomes in the recent past and
rapid rises in population caused by people living
longer, and by net migration. Household growth
has accelerated, driven by changing social
patterns. Preferences are changing: more young
people want to live in cities, more older people in
the country, driving local demand.
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Page 74 of 186

Briefing - Housing
Part 5/10
For those unable to buy or easily to rent a suitable home
of their own, how much social housing is available?
How many families and individuals are on the waiting lists
for social housing?
How much new social housing is being built?
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Social Housing

Briefing - Housing
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“Oh, my old man's a dustman
He wears a dustman's hat
He wears cor-blimey trousers
And he lives in a council flat.”
Lonnie Donegan, top recording artist
of the pre-Beatles era, 1960
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5.1 Social Housing

The availability of local government council housing has reduced
radically over the last 40 years
Providing housing for the less well-off

Source: Office for Budget Responsibility
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• The provision of social housing, which began in the late 19th century, took off in earnest after World War One and
then expanded through succeeding decades, reaching a peak in the late 1960s
• By then, problems had begun to emerge: the cost of council housing to the nation’s finances was high, and many
council estates were becoming run-down and vandalised, with high crime levels
• In the 1980s Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher radically changed the policy towards social housing. The Housing
Act of 1980:
• allowed council homes to be sold to tenants at a discount under the “Right to Buy” policy
• initiated a process of transferring homes from council ownership to housing associations, which were
independent charities
• provided housing benefit payments rather than actual housing, which had the effect of transferring the supply
of subsidised housing provision to private landlords and housing associations
• The transfer of social housing stock from councils to housing associations accelerated under the Blair government
• The housing benefit bill has grown consistently ever since, reaching £22bn in 2017-18

5.2 Social Housing

Social housing consists of homes owned both by housing associations
and by local authorities
•

•
•
•

The role of housing associations
• Housing associations are mostly non-profit
organisations, originally formed by private individuals
concerned about local housing provision. Generally,
board members are volunteers but some are now paid
• Housing associations fund their social housebuilding
in a number of ways:
• directly from central government grants
• by borrowing commercially from banks and
through bond issues
• through rental income paid directly by their
tenants (who pay below market rents), 60% of
whom rely or partially rely on housing benefit
or universal credit
• by building dwellings for the private sector for
profit and re-investing the proceeds in social
housing

Source: University of York
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The social housing role of local authorities
Local authorities are required to have an allocation
scheme that details how their social housing
accommodation is allocated, provides accommodation for
those who are homeless and aids those at risk of
homelessness
There is no legal obligation for local authorities to build
more social housing
Those in need of social housing apply for a place on the
local authority register and are allocated priority
according to housing need
People can apply directly to housing associations, but
many associations have arrangements to use the same
register as local authorities
Since 1988 there has been a large-scale transfer of
ownership of council housing away from local authorities
to housing associations

5.3 Social Housing

Since the late 1970s the responsibility for social housing has been
shifting from local councils to housing associations
Social housing stock by owner, UK (thousands)
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Source: UK Government (Gov.uk)
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5.4 Social Housing

The total stock of social housing has declined markedly over the past
40 years
Total social housing stock, UK 19712017, (millions)

The decline in social housing
As a direct result of Margaret Thatcher’s “Right to Buy” scheme, 1.9
million households living in social housing bought their home

•

This was a fulfilment of Mrs Thatcher’s dream of creating a
“property-owning democracy”

•

Over the same period, there was a massive drop in new socialhousing builds from the 1977 peak of more than 140,000 in a single
year

•

In 2018-19 only 37,800 new units of social housing were built in
England
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•

Housing associations funded 12,700 new dwellings

•

Local authorities paid for 5,100

•

The private sector funded 20,000 new social dwellings as a
result of obligations placed on it under the planning system
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Overall the stock of social housing has declined over 40 years by two
million homes

Source: UK Government – live tables on dwelling stock , UK Government – table 1000 on affordable housing supply

Page 80 of 186

Agenda Page 526 Agenda Item 4a

•

5.5 Social Housing

The fall in new housebuilding since the 1970s has been mainly driven
by a radical reduction in social housebuilding
Annual completions by social housebuilders, England
1950-2018

200,000

• Fifty years ago the number of new houses built each year
in England was split almost exactly between the social
and the private sector
• In 2018 the social sector built less than 20% of all new
housing

150,000

• In the 1950s new social-sector build peaked at 200,000
dwellings in a single year, although many new buildings
were simply replacing demolitions, so the net addition to
the housing stock was lower than 200,000
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• This century the average has been 23,000 new dwellings
per year, 11% of its 1954 peak
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• In 2003-04 only 13,000 new homes were built by local
councils or housing associations
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Source: UK Government (Gov.uk)
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The decline in social housing

5.6 Social Housing

Since 1980 government investment in social housing has halved
The decline of government funding
•
•
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•
•

Less than 5% of government housing spending was allocated to
social housing in 2016-17, down from 82% in 1975-76
From the 1970s the amount local authorities could borrow to
fund new homes was restricted
Initially local authorities were able to use receipts from Right to
Buy sales to build new homes; but the proportion of receipts
allowed to be used was reduced throughout the 1980s, and
from 1990 councils were allowed to use only 25% of their
proceeds to fund new building
More than 95% of government housing expenditure is now
devoted to housing benefit and to mortgage interest support
As a result, local authorities and housing associations are
building fewer new homes than in the past
Housing associations have maintained higher levels of building
than local councils due to their ability to borrow privately: 70%
of housing association expenditure was funded through private
finance in 2017-18

Source: UK Housing Review 2019, Inside Housing
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Total government investment in social
housing, United Kingdom (2017-18
prices), £bn

5.7 Social Housing

A lack of social housing is leading to long council house waiting lists

•

•

Most areas outside London are not experiencing
such acute problems

•

In 2017, just 39% of households on the social
housing waiting list in the north-east of England
reported waiting for more than three months,
compared with 72% in London (most households
waiting less than three months in London will be
high-priority cases)

Source: BBC News - More than a million on social housing waiting lists, June 2018, English Housing
Survey

A CARTER/SHELTER

Freddy Emmanuel (pictured) has been on Newham’s social
housing waiting list for 18 years. He has sofa-surfed,
stayed in hostels and experienced homelessness. For a
while he slept rough under a tree on Portobello Road
"I feel I should be helped by the council," says Freddy, who
had to "start all over again" in 2000 when a relationship
broke up. "My family has been in this borough for a long
time. This is my neighbourhood."
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Council housing lists
In Newham, east London, there is a waiting list of
more than 25,000 households for fewer than 600
homes available for social rent – in effect 44
households are waiting for every available home

5.8 Social Housing

Families on social housing waiting lists are accommodated in
different ways

The Coombes Family
•
•
•

The Coombes family were evicted from their home
in Cornwall with just eight weeks’ notice, as the
landlord wanted his property back
Since then they have been moved by their local
authority 13 times
Mr Coombes: “They say, ‘We’ll give you a house’ and
then the next day they say, ‘No, we won’t’”

SWNS

The Burns family
• The Burns family were evicted from their privately
rented flat because of flood damage
• Since then they have rented rooms in 12 different
hotels using housing benefit and money from relatives
• The local government ombudsman said that the family
had found private lets but lost the properties because
the council took too long to consider their requests for
help to pay the deposit

Source: BBC News - Homeless family in Cornwall rehoused 13 times in 18 weeks, November 2018,
BBC News - Homeless family lived in Bristol hotel for three years, April 2018, BBC News - Homelessness in the UK
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5.9 Social Housing

Nearly half a million families live in unsuitable accommodation while
they wait for social housing

L CAWLEY/BBC

Terminus House in Harlow, Essex, is one of hundreds of office
blocks in England that have been turned into temporary
accommodation
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Social housing shortages
• In 2017-18 there were 494,000 households in
England classified as being in key vulnerable
categories awaiting social housing:
• those in unsanitary or overcrowded
accommodation
• the homeless
• the disabled
• those owed a duty of care by a local
authority
• those needing to move locality to avoid
hardship
• A shortage of council housing has led some local
authorities to use former office blocks to house
families

Residents complain that it is unsuitable because of rising crime
levels and lack of safety, especially for families with children

Source: BBC News - "Inside Harlow's office block 'human warehouse' housing," April 2019, Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government
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5.10 Social Housing

In recent times there has been renewed concern over social-housing
provision
Comments on social housing policy

“One of them [David Cameron or George Osborne] – I
honestly can’t remember whom – said, ‘I don’t
understand why you keep going on about the need for
more social housing – it just creates Labour voters”
Nick Clegg, Deputy Prime Minister, 2010-15

“When I did a deal with the Treasury to sell the council
houses [Right to Buy], 75% of the receipts were to go
into new social housing. But when I went to be defence
secretary, the Treasury renegotiated the terms and the
supply of social housing was seriously reduced, the
consequences of which lived on, much to be deplored”
Michael Heseltine, 2019 (Secretary of State for the
Environment, 1979-83 and 1990-92)
“The private sector is not able to provide housing that is
both affordable and meets the needs of households.
And this is why Shelter will continue to call for more
social housing to meet this need”
Shelter 2018
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“There's a growing consensus about what must be
done. To paraphrase Bill Clinton, it's about building
more homes, stupid. Not just open-market housing,
but social homes, shared equity and shared
ownership”
Yvette Cooper, Minister of State for Housing and
Planning, 2007

Briefing
Summary

In 2018-19, councils in England built only 5,100
units of social housing. In total, fewer than 40,000
units of social housing of all kinds were built that
year, around one-quarter of the number achieved
in 1977.
About a million households in the UK are on
waiting lists for the limited amount of available
social housing - often living in temporary,
overcrowded or insanitary accommodation.
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Social Housing

The stock of local government council housing is
around one-third of the level it was 40 years ago,
and the growth in the provision of social housing
by housing associations has not made up the
difference. In all, there are two million fewer social
housing units than there were in 1979.

Agenda Page 534 Agenda Item 4a
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Briefing - Housing
Part 6/10
Is the private sector in the UK building sufficient homes
for our needs, including sufficiently affordable homes?
And if not, why not?
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Private Housebuilding

6.1 Private Housebuilding

Private-sector building rates have failed to compensate for the
decline in new social housing
Annual private housing completions, England 1950-2018
•

While social-housing development has fallen
dramatically over recent decades, private
housebuilding has not increased to pick up the
shortfall

•

In 2018 the number of private completions
was 164,000 compared with 200,000 in 1964

•

Whereas the decline in social housing was
fairly steady, private housebuilding rates have
been more volatile, with substantial reductions
following recessions in the late 1980s and
2008

•

Over the past decade, an average of 175,000
social and private homes have been
completed, substantially fewer than the
average of 285,000 in the 1950s
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Source: UK Government – live table of permanent dwellings completed, UK Government – net additional dwellings
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Private-sector housing completions

6.2 Private Housebuilding

Property conversions and changes of use added 34,000 homes to the
housing stock in 2018-19
Conversions and change of use, England 2006-2018
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• When a house is changed into flats, or vice versa, this is
defined as a conversion
• When commercial, industrial or agricultural buildings are
changed into houses and flats, this is referred to as
change of use. These new dwellings could be owneroccupied or rented
• When developers build more than 10 new homes, they
are often obliged to ensure that a certain proportion is
affordable
• Change-of-use properties are often not subject to the
affordability or dwelling-size obligations that new builds
are
• These changes have had a major effect on the
affordability of living in particular areas: for example, in
Stevenage residential conversions from office space
accounted for 73% of new homes during 2016-17

Source: UK Government, Inside Housing
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Conversions and change of use

6.3 Private Housebuilding

Main reasons given for the private sector not meeting the scale and
nature of housing demand
Constraints on private-sector building

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Limited availability of development land
Fewer
demolitions
restricting
development
opportunities
Fewer government-enabled projects of scale than in
the past
Developers limiting the number of new builds to
maintain price levels
Planning delay
Reduced demand resulting from tightened credit
restrictions for house-buyers
The rapid decline of the small builder
The shortage of skilled construction labour
Lack of innovation in UK construction techniques

GETTY

Source: The Letwin Review
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6.4 Private Housebuilding

Green belts contribute to restrictions on building homes where
people want to live and work
Protected green belt land in England
•

•
•

•

Source: Table P120A , Barney Stringer (2013)

Page 93 of 186

Agenda Page 539 Agenda Item 4a

•

Difficulties with accessing new land
The green belt is designed to maintain the character of the countryside, to
restrict inappropriate development and to prevent urban sprawl
There are more than 1.6 million hectares of land in England designated as
green belt, 13% of England’s total land area
Northern Ireland has 30 green belts, accounting for approximately 16% of
its total area. Scotland has 10, accounting for 2.5% of its total area. Wales
has no green belts
Green belts surround urban areas, such as Greater London, Edinburgh,
Greater Glasgow, Merseyside and Manchester, and thus limit the land
availability in areas where people might want to live or commute from
The National Policy Framework states that green-belt land can be
developed only in “exceptional circumstances”. These include:
• the proportionate extension or replacement of a building
• limited infilling of villages
• limited affordable housing

6.5 Private Housebuilding

The rate of demolition - both to free up land and to improve the
housing stock in England - has declined rapidly
Number of demolitions per year,
England
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• Demolition does not necessarily lead to replacement homes being built, as it may
not be economically viable to rebuild in areas where demand is low
• Demolitions can, however, potentially improve UK housing in a number of ways:
• Demolishing dwellings that are unfit for habitation and replacing them with
good-quality housing would improve the quality of the housing stock, the
oldest in Europe
• Freeing up land through demolition can increase the number of homes, if the
new housing is denser than its predecessor
• Demolition provides the opportunity to build houses that better fit
contemporary needs or advances in technology:
• the path to net-zero carbon emissions would be eased by electrically
(rather than gas) heated and better-insulated homes, for instance
• a high demolition rate in Japan, for example, enables the housing stock to
adapt to building-code revisions designed to improve earthquake resilience
• At current demolition rates, almost half the current stock of homes in England will
be standing in 1,000 years’ time

Source: National House Building Concil (NHBC) Foundation, UK Government - net supply of housing table

Page 94 of 186

Agenda Page 540 Agenda Item 4a

20,000

Demolitions

6.6 Private Housebuilding

Slum clearances throughout the 20th Century eradicated unsuitable
housing
20th-Century slum clearances
Between 1965 and 1985, 740,000 dwellings were demolished
as part of slum clearances in England and Wales

•

Both private and public stock were demolished, and private
owners were compensated for their lost property

•

80,000 dwellings in Greater London were demolished; 55,000
in Manchester; and 40,000 in Birmingham

•

These slum clearances enhanced the quality of the UK’s
housing stock
•
•
•

The Housing Conditions Survey in 1967 recorded
1,830,000 unfit houses in England and Wales
By 1986, 900,000 unfit houses were recorded in England
90,000 unfit dwellings were recorded in a separate
Welsh survey in 1981

BBC

Demolitions in Brixton, south London, 1973

Source: The incidence of slum clearance in England and Wales 1955-85, Jim Yelling (CUP 2000)
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6.7 Private Housebuilding

Japan has achieved a high housebuilding rate by demolishing a large
number of houses
Housebuilding in Japan

• According to brokerage firm Nomura, the value of the average Japanese
home will fall to zero within 22 years (but it will retain its land value)
• As a result, homes are more regularly demolished and rebuilt in Japan.
This increases the churn of buildings and the building rate because:
• more land is available to build on due to the high number of
demolitions
• new dwellings do not need to last as long, increasing the speed of
building, with entire neighbourhoods sometimes being built in the
same factory (eg Midorigaoka)
• In 2018, there were 942,000 housing starts across Japan, compared
with 194,000 in the UK
• However, Japanese new builds are largely replacing demolished
properties so the overall, or net, additions to the total housing stock
represent a smaller percentage increase than in the UK

GETTY

Up to five times more new homes a year have been built in
Tokyo than in London since 2003

Source: City Metric,The Economist
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• Japan has a strong preference for new builds, which make up 80% of
sales. In the UK they account for 10% of total housing sales

6.8 Private Housebuilding

Large-scale housing projects, both in the UK and overseas, have
historically led to rapid transformations in the housing stock
Ambitious transformations in the housing stock

•

Large developments have previously been used in the UK and
abroad to address housing shortages and overcrowding in cities:
•

The new-towns programme, designed to relocate those
whose housing had been destroyed by bombing in World
War Two, led to the creation of 32 new towns in Britain

•

Milton Keynes was established in 1967 to ease the housing
shortages in London
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•

Factory-assembled housing was used to address the UK shortage
after World War Two, was used to build entire neighbourhoods in
Japan in the 1960s, and has recently been used to construct
skyscrapers in China in 57 days
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6.9 Private Housebuilding

The post-war new-towns programme led to the creation and
expansion of 32 new towns in Britain
The new-towns programme

The new-towns programme, introduced in 1946, was designed to
rehouse those who had lost their homes during World War Two

•

A new-town development corporation was created for each
town, which had powers to purchase land compulsorily at
agricultural prices and to create a comprehensive plan for the
town

•

Crawley, Livingston, Newtown, Northampton and Ipswich were
all built or extended under the new-towns programme

•

The development of the towns was funded through central
government and self-financing. As the land was bought at
agricultural prices, the development corporations were able to
benefit from the uplift in land values

•

Today the post-war new towns are home to more than a million
people

BBC

The new town of Cumbernauld was built to solve chronic shortages of
housing in post-war Glasgow

Source: Rethinking the economics of land and housing, Ryan-Collins/Lloyd/Macfarlane (2017),
"The Treasury as Developer-Capitalist? British New Town Building in the 1950s," Journal of Economic History 50, no. 4, December, pp. 903-24, Carol E Heim
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6.10 Private Housebuilding

In 1967 Milton Keynes was founded to create a substantial increase in
UK housing
The ”new town” of Milton Keynes
Milton Keynes was born with an Act of Parliament in 1967
which approved the building of a new community of
250,000 people covering 22,000 acres (8,900 hectares) of
Buckinghamshire farmland and villages

•

Built to ease the housing shortages in an overcrowded
London, its founding principles were for an "attractive"
town that enshrined "opportunity and freedom of choice”

•

Milton Keynes is now the third-fastest-growing city in the
UK, with a population of 270,000, and is a thriving
community with its own football team and arts centres

•

Milton Keynes was the last new town to be built. Changes in
the law meant landowners were entitled to much greater
compensation for compulsory purchase of their land,
making it financially unviable to build new towns

BBC

The Hub shopping and entertainment complex in Milton Keynes

Source: BBC News - Milton Keynes: The middle-aged new town, 2017
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6.11 Private Housebuilding

Miasteczko Wilanów in Poland was founded in 2004 and now houses
40,000 people
Urban planning in Poland
Miasteczko Wilanów is one of the biggest residential projects
in Europe. Its population has grown by 225% in the last decade

•

Built on what used to be empty fields on the outskirts of
Warsaw, the project began in 2002 and within two years the
first residents were moving in

•

As well as apartments, Wilanów offers its inhabitants a
developed local infrastructure, including shops, restaurants,
service points, schools, offices and entertainment facilities

•

“I’ve been living in Miasteczko Wilanów since 2005. I was
seduced by the architectural and urban concept, which became
reality; modern, clean, safe and open area full of restaurants,
shops, schools. I like the social mix and diversity of the area.
It’s mostly occupied by young families and professionals,” says
local resident Maciek Sandecki

K SANDECKA

Maciek Sandecki is a resident of Miasteczko Wilanów in Poland

Source: BBC Briefing
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6.12 Private Housebuilding

Planning for the development of 14 new garden villages is under way
across England
The garden-villages programme
•

•

•

•

•

St Cuthberts, Cumbria

Bailrigg, Lancaster
Halsnead in Knowsley, Merseyside
North Cheshire

Spitalgale Heath, Lincolnshire

Infinity Garden, Derbyshire
Long Marston, Stratford-on-Avon

Deenethorpe, East Northants
Dunton Hills, Essex

Oxfordshire Cotswold, West Oxfordshire

Culm, Mid Devon
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In 2017 Theresa May’s Conservative government announced plans
to support the development of 14 garden villages across England
which would provide up to 48,000 new homes
Local authorities would take the lead in laying out the development
plans but the majority of the construction would be put out to
private-sector tenders
The government pledged up to £6m to assist these new
developments
The government specified that the new garden villages should be
built to a high standard, be attractive and well-designed, and be
built as a response to meeting local housing needs - especially for
first-time buyers
The plans are currently going through an extensive planning
process, which gives local communities an opportunity to be
consulted and to ensure the villages meet local needs
They are less ambitious in scale than similar projects in the postwar era

Longcross, Surrey Heath
Welborne, Hampshire

West Carclaze, Cornwall

Source: BBC News - Garden villages
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China has developed innovative techniques for rapid construction
China’s innovative building techniques
In April 2015, a Chinese construction company built a 57storey skyscraper in just 19 working days

•

Broad Sustainable Building, which specialises in
prefabricated construction, prepared 90% of the structure
in a factory before assembling the remaining 10% on site

•

The owner, Zhang Yue, has ambitions to construct the
tallest building in the world, standing 838m tall, in just 90
days, using similar techniques

•

There are questions about the longevity of China’s new
builds: Qiu Baoxing, the former vice-minister of China’s
Housing & Urban-Rural Development ministry, estimated
that new buildings going up in China today will stand for
only 25-to-30 years before being demolished

GETTY

Changsha in Hunan Province, China

Source: CNBC, Financial Times, City Metric
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6.14 Private Housebuilding

The planning process for building new homes in the UK is subject to
increasing delay
•

•

•
•
•

Source: National Audit Office (NAO)
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The planning process
Broad planning policy is laid down by central government, or the devolved governments, but administration of the
planning process is mostly handled by local government
If there are no delays and appeals, a planning application for building can be approved within 13 weeks
For more complex applications, local authorities can agree to deadline extensions. In 2012-13, there were 107 time
extensions in England, which had increased to 5,500 in 2017-18 - making up more than two-thirds of all applications
The planning process can require consultation with a number of different parties. For example:
• Public consultation: planning authorities are required to undertake a formal public consultation. Any individual
- as well as community groups or specific interest groups - can respond to a consultation
• Statutory consultation: planning law prescribes circumstances where local planning authorities are required to
consult specific bodies prior to application - eg Greater London Authority, local flood authority
Cuts have limited local authority resources for planning. Between 2010 and 2018 there was a 38% drop, in real terms,
in planning expenditure
More complex developments – involving a number of bodies and appeals - can take up to three years to win approval
Appeals delay the process further: since 2013 the time for the Planning Inspectorate to rule on an appeal has risen
from 30 weeks to 38 weeks

6.15 Private Housebuilding

Over the last 40 years, there has been a steady decline in private
housebuilding by smaller firms
Percentage of new homes built by SMEs
(1-100 units), UK, 1977-2015

The decline of the small builder
•
•
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Source: Home Builders Federation (HBF)
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In 1987, there were more than 11,000 firms registered with the NHBC that
built fewer than 1,000 homes a year. In 2017, there were fewer than 2,000
small builders
In 1980 SMEs (in the construction industry this refers to companies that
build fewer than 1,000 dwellings per year) delivered half of all UK housing.
In 2015 they built fewer than one in eight new dwellings
The National House Building Council found that the planning process and
limited availability of land were their biggest business challenges
There are significant up-front costs in submitting planning applications
without any certainty of success. While larger firms can mitigate their risk
across numerous sites, small firms can be seriously hampered by delays or
rejections
The Home Builders Federation estimated that returning to the same
number of SMEs as operated in 2007 would help boost the housing supply
by 25,000 homes a year
Smaller builders are also more likely to offer options such as custom-build
housing and to build on smaller plots that would be economically unviable
for larger builders

6.16 Private Housebuilding

Since the financial crisis the largest developers have begun to
dominate the building sector
The emergence of the house-building giants

Market share by housebuilder size
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40%

•

In 2015, the top 10 developers accounted for 47% of all
new-builds, while housebuilders developing more than
100 units per year accounted for 88% of the homebuilding market

•

In 2019, the top 10 largest volume housebuilders
constructed more than 90,000 homes

31%

29%

20%

In 1960, the 10 biggest UK housebuilders built 9% of all
new homes

60%

Small builders (1-100 units)

80%

100%

Medium-sized builders (101-2000 units)
Volume builders (2000+ units)
Source: Home Builders Federation (HBF)
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6.17 Private Housebuilding

The growth of larger firms is in part attributable to changes in the size
of development sites
The size of development land plots
Agenda Page 552 Agenda Item 4a

• Under the National Planning Policy Framework of 2012, local authorities, which draw up housing development plans for their areas, have
tended to issue development permits for larger sites than previously. The average permitted housing scheme has increased in size by
17% in less than a decade. It is often easier to deal with the impact of a single large site on the local population
• These larger sites are more expensive to build on and represent substantial risk, putting them out of reach of many smaller builders and
favouring the bigger developers

• The market for development land is also fiercely competitive, with larger firms more able to pay high prices for land and to recover costs
through economies of scale on larger developments or use option agreements to control land many years before it reaches planning

• Encouraging building on smaller sites would enable smaller housebuilders to develop land that is economically unviable for larger
housebuilders, thereby increasing the build rate and closing the housing gap
• There have also been suggestions that the big developers are guilty of “land-banking”: hoarding building land without actually
developing it in order to profit over time from rising prices. A 2018 government review rejected this, though, and concluded that
developers build only at a rate that will not undermine average prices. If they were to build too many homes too quickly, they would risk
undermining the market
• Housing charity Shelter draws attention to what it calls “strategic land-banking” - land that may not be owned by builders but is
controlled by them through legal options for potential development. Shelter is concerned that this practice may stifle competition but
the industry denies this
Source: Federation of Master Builders, UK Government (Gov.uk) Shelter - Land Banking: What’s the Story?
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6.18 Private Housebuilding

Germany has been successful in retaining smaller builders
The German house-building model

• Custom-built housing is more widespread, which represents less
risk for smaller firms as the home is, in effect, sold before it is
built
• Smaller builders tend to rely on finance from local or cooperative banks rather than major institutions, and achieve credit
more easily
• Public authorities take a clear lead in shaping large-scale
development and infrastructure plans. This reduces uncertainty
and speculation, and builders have greater certainty about
whether a planning application will be accepted
• The planning process is also more streamlined, which lowers
costs for smaller builders

GETTY

Nuremberg in Bavaria, Germany

Source: Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR)

Page 107 of 186

Agenda Page 553 Agenda Item 4a

• Developers can be prevented from “hoarding” land if they do not
intend to build on it

6.19 Private Housebuilding

A shortage of skilled labour is a significant constraint for
housebuilders
80

In 2018, what did housebuilders say
constrained them most (% respondents)?

•
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Source: Randstad, Barrett, Persimmon, Home Builders Federation (HBF)
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Skilled labour and housing supply
In 2018, 42% of housebuilders saw labour availability as a
major constraint to increasing housing completions
In October 2015, recruitment firm Randstad said one million
more construction workers would be required by 2020 if the
government were to meet its target of building 300,000
homes a year
Barratt Developments, which built 17,500 homes in 201718, said in its annual report: “Skilled workers leaving the
construction industry during the financial crisis, alongside an
ageing workforce, has led to a significant skills shortage”
Persimmon, one of the UK’s biggest housebuilders, points
out that increasing the supply of trade skills will be essential
if the industry is to increase the volume of new homes built
New methods of construction could improve productivity
but the benefits have not yet materialised

6.20 Private Housebuilding

Changing credit conditions have also reduced the incentive for
developers to build new housing
Monthly interest rate for a two-year (75% loan-to-value)
fixed rate mortgage, 2000-2018
7.00

•

Since the financial crisis in 2008, interest rates have
dropped, fuelling a boom in house prices

•

At the same time there has been a tightening of credit
conditions by banks, and of mortgage regulation by
government – increasing the size of the initial deposit
required from the buyer

•

Since 1990 the average real deposit needed for a firsttime buyer has increased from an average of £14,800
to £33,000 (2018 prices)

•

Buyers without a large deposit or a strong credit
history now struggle to obtain a mortgage,
constraining the level of demand for housing and
reducing the incentive for developers to build although this has been offset by an increase in
demand as a result of government schemes like the
Help to Buy equity loan scheme
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The loan-to-value (LTV) ratio is the difference between the value of the mortgage
you take out and the value of the property as a whole, expressed as a percentage
Source: Halifax, Bank of England Database
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The impact of credit conditions

6.21 Private Housebuilding

Supplying ‘affordable housing’ is a particular challenge for the private
sector
Affordable homes provided annually,
England, 1990-2018
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Source: UK Government (Gov.uk), Shelter

•

Developers are less inclined to build affordable homes, such as social housing, as
they recoup lower profit margins than if they were to build a high-end home
Local authorities can insist on affordable homes being built on their sites as a
precondition of granting planning permission: affordable homes quotas usually
require that between 30% and 50% of new developments are affordable for
lower-income groups
These homes will usually be sold or given to a local council or housing association
to allocate and manage
Some of these properties encourage first-time buyers on to the housing ladder by
allowing them to purchase the property at a discount, often at 20% of the market
value, or by offering affordable rents at least 20% cheaper than market rents
However, many developers now use ”viability assessments” to negotiate down
this quota, arguing that the quotas would seriously impair their profit margins
In 2017, Shelter showed that the use of these assessments in 11 local authorities
had contributed to 79% fewer affordable homes being built in England than if
housebuilders had been obliged to meet the affordable-housing quotas
As a result, the number of new affordable homes available in England has
fluctuated either side of 50,000 dwellings per year, and has not risen to meet
sustained demand
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80,000

Meeting the demand for ‘affordable housing’

Briefing
Summary
The scale of private housebuilding in the UK is not
compensating for the fall in social housebuilding,
nor is it keeping pace with overall demand. And
lower-priced affordable homes are being built at
the rate of only 50,000 a year.
There is an accumulation of causes: the supply of
land is limited and there are few demolitions to
free up land; planning processes are prolonged and
uncertain; skilled labour is in short supply; small
builders are in rapid decline, and no major new
towns have been created in recent decades.
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Private Housebuilding
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Briefing - Housing
Part 7/10
Agenda Page 559 Agenda Item 4a

Private Rental Sector

How large is the private rental sector?
And what is fuelling its growth?
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“Ideally, the worst type of slum landlord is a fat wicked
man, preferably a bishop, who is drawing an immense
income from extortionate rents. Actually, it is a poor old
woman who has invested her life's savings in three slum
houses, inhabits one of them and tries to live on the rent
of the other two - never, in consequence, having any
money for repairs”
George Orwell, The Road to Wigan Pier, 1937
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7.1 Private Rental Sector

The proportion of households living in the private rented sector has
doubled in the past 20 years
Proportion of households in the private rental sector,
UK, 1995-2017
18%

• The legal reforms of the 1980s, which improved the position of
landlords, paved the way for private rented sector growth
• There were 2.8 million households in the private rental sector
in 2007; by 2017 the number had risen to 4.5 million

16%
14%

8%

• Fewer available social homes mean that people who would
have lived in a home provided by the council or a housing
association are now renting from a private landlord

6%

• Some people who bought their council houses rent them out

12%
10%

4%

• Housing benefit increased between 1982 and the 2011 Budget,
and helped fund growth in the private rented sector
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Private Rentals

• Would-be homeowners without a sufficient deposit, or with an
impaired credit history, are also a significant component of the
private rented sector

Source: UK Government (Gov.uk), Ofice for Budget Responsibility (OBR)

Page 115 of 186

Agenda Page 561 Agenda Item 4a

20%

The growth of the private rented sector

7.2 Private Rental Sector

The private rental sector has grown as the home-ownership rate has
fallen
UK private housing tenures, 2002-03 – 2017-18, (%)
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0

Private rental

• The rate of UK home ownership had been
rising steadily throughout the 20th Century
and reached a peak of 69% in 2002-03,
before falling back after the 2008 financial
crisis
• As the rate of home ownership fell, the
number of households in the private rental
sector rose

Source: Family Resources Survey 2017-18, Office for National Statistics (ONS)

Page 116 of 186

Agenda Page 562 Agenda Item 4a

• The proportion of people who own their
own home fell by six percentage points
between 2002-03 and 2017-18

70

50

Home ownership and the private rental sector

7.3 Private Rental Sector

Buy to Let mortgages have helped increase investment in the private
rental sector
Total outstanding Buy to Let mortgages
2,500,000

Buy to Let Mortgages and Assured Shorthold Tenancies

2,000,000

• This reform ushered in the era of Buy to Let
mortgages, which allowed investors to apply for
mortgages on residential properties specifically for the
purpose of letting them out

1,500,000

1,000,000

• In recent years, the number of new Buy to Let
mortgages approved each year has being declining,
along with the proportion of homes that are bought by
landlords

500,000

0
1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 Q3
2019

• Buy to Let has enabled the private rental sector to
grow but it has also raised house prices and reduced
prospects for first-time buyers

Source: UK Finance
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• The Assured Shorthold Tenancy (AST) was introduced
in the Housing Act 1988, giving landlords more control
over their property by allowing them to terminate the
tenancy with reasonable notice

7.4 Private Rental Sector

Rents were controlled in the past but now landlords are free to set
their level
History of rent controls

•

•
•

The Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (War Restrictions) Act 1915 limited rents to their August 1914 levels
This measure was introduced to prevent landlords from profiteering during the war years when housing was in
high demand
Rent controls continued to apply in various forms until January 1989
• The Rent Act 1957 relaxed rent controls somewhat by basing them on gross property values
• The Rent Act 1965 introduced regulated tenancies with “fair rents” set by independent rent officers
• Housing Act 1988 deregulated rents on new private-sector lettings after 15 January 1989
The introduction of rent controls coincided with a reduction in the private rental sector, which fell from 90% of the
housing stock in 1915 to 10% by 1991
What caused the decline in the private rented sector after 1920 is disputed. Peter Kemp, housing policy professor
at the University of Oxford, maintains that rent control was seen as one factor that discouraged landlords from
renting out properties. Others say the rise of alternatives, such as social housing and easier access to homeownership, helped phase it out

Source: Kemp P, Private Renting in Transition, House of Commons Library
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7.5 Private Rental Sector

Housing benefit grew rapidly in the 1980s and helped fund privatesector rents
Housing benefit over time, UK, (£bn)
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Source: Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR) forecasts - Welfare spending housing benefit
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Working-Age

The evolution of housing benefit
In the 1980s, Margaret Thatcher’s Conservative
government reduced social housing stock by 1.9
million through the Right to Buy scheme
The housing needs of the less well-off were met
through the granting of housing benefit and the
freedom to spend it as private tenants
Right to Buy led to growth in the private rental
sector:
• A shortage of social housing has pushed many
people on lower incomes into private rental
accommodation
• The Commons Communities and Local
Government select committee says that around
40% of ex-council homes bought under Right to
Buy are rented out by private landlords

7.6 Private Rental Sector

People most commonly become landlords to contribute to their
pension or because property is preferable to other investments
Property as an investment

Reason for becoming a landlord (%)

Preference As a pension
To
To provide
to invest in contribution supplement home for a
property
income
family or
friend

Inherited

Full-time
business

•

Landlords earn on average £15,000
per year before tax

•

On average, landlords' income from
rent makes up 42% of their total
gross income

•

In a period of low interest rates,
landlords receive a higher return on
property than from some other
forms of investment

Source: English Private Landlord Survey 2018
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7.7 Private Rental Sector

Nearly half of all landlords let only one property
The distribution of landlords and properties,
England
Landlords owning 1 rental

•

There are an estimated 1.5 million
private landlords in England

21%

•

Almost half of all tenants have
landlords owning five or more
properties

31%

•

But nearly half of all landlords let
only one property

Properties

45%

Landlords owning 2-4
rental properties

38%
48%
Landlords with 5+
properties

17%

Source: English Private Landlord Survey 2018
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Landlords

The concentration of landlords

7.8 Private Rental Sector

The private rental sector has the highest proportion of ‘non-decent’
homes

25

Housing conditions in the private rental sector
• Around one quarter of private rental tenants
experience “non decent” - or poor - housing
conditions or facilities and services
• The private rental sector has the highest incidence
of dampness and serious disrepair

20
15

• 14% of private rental dwellings contain some kind
of hazard, such as electrical faults, lack of smoke
alarms or risk of falling

10
5
0
Private rented

Owner-occupier Local authority

Housing
association

• 6% of privately rented dwellings are overcrowded,
significantly higher than in the owner-occupier
sector, but fewer than in the social rented sector

Source: English Housing Survey 2018-19
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30

Percentage of housing which is ‘non-decent’ by
tenure (England), 2018

7.9 Private Rental Sector

Most tenants leave private rentals because they want to
Main reasons why the last tenancy ended, 20172018, England, (%)
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Source: The English Private Landlord Survey 2018, English Housing Survey - Private rented sector 2017-18
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The flexibility of renting
The advantage of privately renting for many is that it
allows you to relocate or change where or with whom
you are living without being tied to a mortgage
11% of tenants who do not expect to buy favour the
flexibility of renting, whilst 10% would not want the
inflexibility of buying
However, renters report lower life satisfaction than
owner-occupiers and social renters
The vast majority of tenancies end because the tenant
wants to move out
However, many tenants are at risk of homelessness if
given notice
The English Private Landlord Survey estimates that 1.3
million tenants in England would regard their notice
period as too short to enable them to find a new place
to live

7.10 Private Rental Sector

Landlords are less willing to let to those on benefits, to non-UK
passport holders and to families
Proportion of landlords/agents unwilling to let to
certain groups, England

Landlords’ letting preferences
The most commonly reported reason given by
landlords for not letting to those on benefits was
the risk of delayed payments, or the risk that the
benefits would not be enough to cover the rent

•

Most often landlords were not prepared to let to
families because their property was not suitable
or because of the greater risk of damage to the
property

Agents

Families

Landlords

Non-UK passport
holders
Tenants on universal
credit
Tenants on housing
benefit
0
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Source: English Private Landlord Survey 2018
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7.11 Private Rental Sector

Sudden evictions and poor property maintenance are among regular
complaints about some landlords
Lack of security for tenants
Alicia Powell, 24, complained about a damp patch on the
ceiling in the north London flat she rented with her boyfriend

•

After nothing was done, she said she would report the matter
to the local council

•

She was then served with a section 21 eviction notice

•

Section 21 notices allow landlords to evict tenants at the end
of a tenancy with two months’ notice and without a reason.
They are already banned in Scotland

•

A recent survey of students suggests almost a third have
gone without heating or running water in their rented
properties

•

One student in Portsmouth reported that on the day she
moved in, there was no front door on the property and there
was no heating for two months

A POWELL

Alicia Powell and her boyfriend

Source: BBC News - No-fault eviction ban will hurt tenants, landlords say, July 2019, BBC News - Housing market, BBC News - Renting
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7.12 Private Rental Sector

Some landlords face challenges in dealing with difficult tenants
Difficulties faced by landlords
Una Walsh is a property owner, based in Leeds, and rents out 20
properties

•

She has had to serve three section 21 notices in the last five years.
All were for rent arrears, and the notices were served after she
received professional and legal advice. She said they were used as
a "desperate last resort“

•

Her properties are mostly three-bedroom family homes and she
says the evictions allow her to re-let the properties swiftly to
families who need them

•

"My ethos [is] local houses for a local person. If they grow up in
the neighbourhood, they are settled here," the 57-year-old says

•

David Smith, policy director at the Residential Landlords
Association, says: "While no landlords should ever abuse the
system, it is only right and fair that they can repossess properties
swiftly and with certainty in legitimate circumstances."

U WALSH

Leeds-based landlady Una Walsh says evictions have allowed her
to re-let properties quickly to families with greater needs

Source; BBC News - No-fault eviction ban will hurt tenants, landlords say, July 2019, BBC News - Housing market, BBC News - Renting
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7.13 Private Rental Sector

There are incentives for private landlords to improve conditions in
rented properties
Incentives for landlords
The Department for Work and Pensions can make rental payments directly to landlords on behalf of tenants who
are deemed to be at risk of being unable to meet payments (in Northern Ireland this happens by default). This
decreases the prevalence of evictions for those who have failed to pay their rent, and also encourages landlords
to let to tenants with poor payment histories. In Wales, councils are required to find housing for people who are
intentionally homeless.

•

Landlords can also claim an amount tax relief on the cost of repairing and maintaining their properties

•

Many local authorities now operate schemes to improve the standards of local rental by offering accreditation to
landlords. By joining an official scheme, landlords receive benefits, including discounts on licence fees and tenant
referrals from the council. Some councils also offer training and legal advice to accredited landlords. Landlords in
Wales and multi-occupancy landlords in Northern Ireland must be licenced

•

The Smart Export Guarantee (SEG) scheme, which was introduced in January 2020, is a new way for landlords to
earn money from energy suppliers for putting power back into the National Grid from renewable-energy
technologies they install at their let properties

Source: Residential Landlords Association (RLA), Shelter, National Landlords Association
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7.14 Private Rental Sector

Building to rent at scale is a recent development in the rental market
Number of build-to-rent homes (2019),
thousands, England
70

• Building properties for the rental market and not to
sell – known as “build to rent” - has increased sharply
over the last five years

• The average size of a completed scheme is 133 units
(2019) but this is forecast to rise in the next few years
to an average of 240 units

60
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• Half of all completed build-to-rent homes have been
located in London; and in 2019, estate agents Savills
forecast that the number of units being built across
the regions will soon surpass those in the capital

30
20
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0
Completed build-torent homes

Build-to-rent homes Build-to-rent homes in
under construction
planning

• Building to rent may increase the current housing
stock but so far there is little evidence it improves
affordability
• Build-to-rent may also attract more professional
landlords, who are concerned about their reputations

Source: Savills
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The growth of build-to-rent properties

Briefing
Summary
The private rental sector has doubled over the last
20 years - to 4.5 million households - as levels of
social housing and home ownership have fallen, and
as housing benefit has helped fund private rents.
Private landlords have been drawn to the sector by
the end of rent controls and the Buy to Let
mortgage. Some invest to enhance their pensions
and others to capitalise on their investment
returns.
Private tenants can end up in poorly maintained
dwellings, while landlords may face rent arrears.
The private rental sector contains the highest
proportion of “non-decent” homes.
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Private Rental Sector
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Briefing - Housing
Part 8/10
How large is the current housing gap - the difference
between the stock of dwellings we have and what would
be needed for everyone to have a decent home?
And how will that gap grow in the future?
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Closing the Housing Gap

Briefing - Housing
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“The main thing I found when I came into
that job - and this is something Theresa
[May] felt very strongly about as well - is
that we had got into this weird argument
where some people were saying the answer
is private housing and some were saying
build more affordable housing. The answer
is both. Building more of every kind of
housing is what is needed”.
Gavin Barwell, Minister for Housing 2016-17,
Downing Street Chief of Staff 2017-19, speaking
in 2020
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8.1 Closing the Housing Gap

Closing the housing gap depends on a number of factors
The UK’s housing gap

*Some housing experts point out there are about one million unoccupied homes in the UK but this is usually
because they are in the wrong place, derelict or sub-standard, belong to absentee owners, or are awaiting sale
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To close the housing gap for everyone to have a decent home, we would need:
• to build enough dwellings that:
• are affordable for young people who want to take their first step on the housing ladder
• meet the needs of a growing population
• cater for new demographic trends eg people marrying later or living longer
• are in locations where people want to live and work
• to ensure the rental sector:
• provides decent well-maintained homes
• is not overcrowded
• sufficient social housing for:
• homeless people
• people who cannot afford to buy a home or pay a market rent

8.2 Closing the Housing Gap

The latest studies suggest the UK has a housing supply gap of
approximately 1.2 million homes
Housing target estimates

2019

Study
Heriot-Watt study

Estimated
existing housing
gap (millions)

Recommendation
Argues that closing the housing gap will require 69,000 more homes per year over
the next 15 years for England than current population growth and household
formation projections suggest (*). Scaling up for the UK, this produces an estimate
for the existing housing supply gap of around 1.2 million

1.2
(BBC Briefing
estimate)

2016

Redfern study

Suggested the UK needed 1 million new homes

1.0

2014

KPMG/ Shelter
study

Argued that 100,000 fewer homes than needed were being built every year. Over
15 years, this would have suggested a gap of around 1.5 million dwellings

1.5

2004

Barker review

Saw the problem through the prism of house price inflation, a key issue at the
time. Recommended an increase in the rate of building of between 70,000 and
120,000 private homes and 17,000 to 23,000 social homes per year. In 2004,
assuming a 15-year time horizon, these estimates implied what would have been a
housing supply gap back then of around 1.3 to 2.1 million

1.3 - 2.1
(BBC Briefing
estimate)

Source: (*) Heriot-Watt Additional supressed household formation p.63, Redfern KPMG The Barker Review
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8.3 Closing the Housing Gap

Estimating the size of the housing supply gap is complex
Methodology for estimating the housing supply gap

• This is complicated because many of the answers to the questions involved rely on judgement instead of
available facts
• Very few housing experts have provided a figure for the current gap
• Most studies suggest an annual building target. But nobody believes the gap can be filled in one year.
So the numbers need to be multiplied over a reasonable time horizon to extrapolate an idea of the total
supply backlog. In this way, they are a proxy measure of what people believe is the current backlog
• The most recent study takes 15 years as a reasonable time horizon, and we have used this as a broadly
accepted target
• This BBC Briefing suggests that there is a housing supply gap of around 1.2 million new homes at the
moment. This figure is based on averages of the three of the most recent studies

Source: (*) Heriot-Watt Additional supressed household formation” p.63) , Redfern KPMG The Barker Review
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• A meaningful measure of the number of extra homes needed to close the housing gap is important for
public policy-making

8.4 Closing the Housing Gap

In 2018-19, 275,000 new dwellings were added to the housing stock
New dwellings created UK 2018-19
Agenda Page 582 Agenda Item 4a

Dwellings

Number

Dwellings built (both social and private)

249,000

Conversions and change of use

36,000

Minus demolitions

-10,000

Net new dwellings

275,000

Source: UK Government (Gov.uk), Gov.scot, Stats Wales (Gov.wales), Northern Ireland Department of Finance (finance-ni.gov.uk)
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8.5 Closing the Housing Gap

Demand for homes will continue to grow over the next 15 years
Indicative projection of future demand
(millions of dwellings) (2019-35)

33

•
•

32

•
31

•
30
29

•

As the graph shows, there are currently
almost 30.5 million homes in the UK
Household projections from the Office for
National Statistics (ONS), along with an
allowance for second homes, have been
used to project future demand
The latest projection is more conservative
than previous government ones
Household growth over the next 15 years
is forecast to generate an additional
demand of around 2.9 million dwellings
by 2035
This means around four million extra
homes will be needed by 2035

Source: BBC Briefing Analysis based on ONS Household projections
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34

The forecasting method

8.5 Closing the Housing Gap

Creating 275,000 new dwellings a year may not, by itself, be enough
to close the housing supply gap by 2035
37

Indicative forecast of demand versus supply, in
millions of dwellings (2019-39)

Closing the housing supply gap by 2035
If the annual rate of new additions
remained at 275,000, in theory you
could plug the shortfall by 2035

•

But the BBC Briefing estimated
current housing supply gap can only
be an estimate because:

36
35
34
33
32
31
30
29

Demand

(including the estimated
1.2m additional homes

Supply

• projecting
future
population
growth is hard
• the private sector may not keep
building at its current rate, and
• there is no evidence that the
extra supply would meet every
housing need or substantially
improve house price affordability

Source: BBC Briefing Analysis based on ONS Household projections, UK Government (Gov.uk), Gov.scot, Stats Wales (Gov.wales), Northern Ireland Department of Finance (finance-ni.gov.uk)
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8.7 Closing the Housing Gap

Will there be sufficient affordable homes?
Housing benefit and universal credit

Affordable housebuilding
The building rate is increasing, but only a small proportion
of new dwellings are affordable (that is, housing
subsidised by government or its agencies for people who
cannot afford market rates). Despite 240,000 net
additions in England in 2018-19, only 37,800 affordable
homes were built

•

It is more profitable for private housebuilders to construct
higher-end properties than affordable homes

•

Analysis by Shelter showed 79% fewer affordable homes
were being built in England, with developers able to
negotiate their way out of requirements under the
planning system to meet affordability housing quotas

•

If current trends continue there may be insufficient
affordable homes

•

Current levels of housing benefit have been
frozen since 2016, while rents have continued to
rise

•

Shelter found that the average renting
household on full benefits was £113-a-month
short of being able to meet its rent commitment

•

However, if the current building rate continues,
supply in the private rental sector may increase,
and so help reduce rents in some areas

Source: UK Government (Gov.uk), Shelter, Guardian
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8.8 Closing the Housing Gap

Will there be fewer homeless people?
Homelessness and rough sleeping
Social housing shortages mean councils are struggling to house people in need of temporary
accommodation

•

According to Crisis, 18,000 fewer social lets were made to homeless households in 2017-18 than in
2007-08, despite the substantial rise in statutory homelessness over that decade

•

Given the current building rate of social housing, some experts say homelessness will continue to be
a problem

•

Under the status quo in relation to private renting, homelessness may continue to be a significant
issue: Crisis argues the increase in annual homelessness between 2009-10 and 2017-18 was due to
the rising number made homeless from the private rental sector

•

Rough sleeping presents unique challenges, and it is as yet unclear whether the government’s new
programme will eradicate the problem

Source: Crisis
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8.9 Closing the Housing Gap

Will there be a reduction in the extent of ‘non-decent’ housing?
‘Non-decent’ housing
The government defines a home as “non-decent” when it is not in a reasonable state of repair, has no
reasonably modern facilities and services, or has ineffective insulation or heating

•

There are 1.8 million “non-decent” dwellings built before 1919 in England compared with 88,000 built
after 1980, according to the English Housing Survey

•

The current rate of building is therefore likely to reduce the proportion of housing that is “non-decent”,
provided building standards are maintained

•

If demolition levels remain low, much of the “non-decent” housing stock is likely to remain

•

As yet, measures to encourage renovation of these dwellings appear insufficient to eradicate the
problem

Source: UK Government (Gov.uk), English Housing Survey
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8.10 Closing the Housing Gap

Will there be a reduction in overcrowding?
Overcrowding
Overcrowding is primarily a problem in the private and social rental sectors
•

Social housing is the smallest sector in England but has the highest number of overcrowded dwellings
(320,000)

•

There are 280,000 overcrowded households in the private rental sector

•

Many people on social housing waiting lists are living with family or friends in overcrowded rental accommodation:
at the current social-housing build rate, this problem may persist

•

Overcrowding is also linked to unaffordability, with households living in accommodation that is too small due to
cost constraints. There are unlikely to be enough affordable homes if the current mix of new build persists. The
current housing benefit freeze has left many struggling to pay rents

•

More than half of owner-occupied households are under-occupied. Overcrowding may be eased by encouraging
more efficient household distribution - for example, by using the tax system to incentivise older people in large
houses to move to smaller ones - although this may be impractical to achieve in sufficient volumes

Source: English Housing Survey
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Briefing
Summary

If we were to continue at the current rate of annual
new additions, we would get there - but only by
2035.
However, on current trends it is not clear that we
are on course to create a future mix of dwellings
that would meet every kind of housing need whether
to
improve
affordability,
end
overcrowding, eradicate “non-decent” housing, or
provide housing diversity.
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Closing the Housing Gap

Recent estimates suggest that about 1.2 million
extra homes are needed for everyone in the UK to
be able to live in a decent home. However, if
current population and household growth trends
continue, we would need a further 2.9 million
dwellings - taking us to approximately four million
additional new homes required by 2035.
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Briefing - Housing
Part 9/10
What levers does government have to
close the housing gap?
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How Can Government
Deliver?

Briefing - Housing
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“Over the last 50 or 60 years, Western
governments have intervened to try to
improve the social and economic life of their
countries on a scale unimaginable to
previous generations. Yet social and
economic problems persist. Policies fail.”

Paul Ormerod, Why Most Things Fail: Evolution,
Extinction and Economics, 2005
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9.1 How Can Government Deliver?

The post-war era saw the successful delivery of ambitious
housebuilding targets, mainly through new social housing
Housing completions by housebuilder tenure,
UK (1950-1969)
•
Housing associations
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The need to restore the housing stock after World War Two meant that
housing policy was, as the 1951 Conservative manifesto put it, “a priority
second only to national defence”
In the 1950s and 1960s, the acceleration of slum clearance and higher
home ownership rates were constantly promised and delivered
More than 800,000 houses were demolished or classed as unfit for
habitation, while owner-occupation rose from 33% in 1945 to 44% in
1961
These years saw increasingly ambitious housebuilding targets:
• "at least 350,000" under the Tories in 1955
• 400,000 was considered a "reasonable target" by Labour in 1964
• both parties promised 500,000 per year ahead of the 1966 election
• The latter target was not reached, but housebuilding still reached
record levels, peaking at more than 420,000 in 1968 (with social
housing contributing 47% of homes in that year)
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Local authorities
Private enterprise

Government promises from 1945-1969

Source: Cambridge Centre for Housing, Planning & Research, Conservative Manifesto 1951, 1955 and 1966, Labour Manifesto 1964, 1966
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9.2 How Can Government Deliver?

The years following 1970 saw fewer explicit housebuilding targets,
and a decline in housebuilding
Housing completions by tenure, UK
(1970-1999)
Housing associations

Private
enterprise

450,000
400,000
350,000
300,000

• Government promises revolved around issues such as supporting
first-time buyers, fair deals for tenants and increasing ownership,
the latter of which was ensured through Mrs Thatcher’s Right to
Buy, introduced in 1979
• Between 1979 and 1992, the number of homeowners rose by more
than four million, due in large part to Right to Buy

250,000
200,000

• The government also pledged to accelerate the transfer of local
authority homes to housing associations in the late 1980s, and
more than 1.3 million homes were transferred in the following 20
years

150,000
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Source: Joseph Rowntree Foundation, Conservative Manifesto 1987, 1992
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• Right to Buy, and a lack of clear housebuilding targets, coincided
with a steady decline in housebuilding in the 1990s (1.9 million
homes were added to the housing stock, fewer than half the number
in the 1960s)
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Local
authorities

Government promises from 1970-1999
• The 30 years leading up to the 21st Century saw a shift of focus
away from housebuilding towards other goals

9.3 How Can Government Deliver?

From the turn of this century, governments have found it harder to
meet their targets
Government delivery against housing policy in England
Government Measure

What it promised

Was it delivered?

1950s and
1960s

Social housebuilding
programmes

Targets of up to 500,000 homes per
year

Yes, generally the targets were
met

1980

Right to Buy

It allowed people who owned council
homes to buy them at reduced prices,
aiming substantially to increase the
number of people owning their own
home

Yes, the number of home owners
increased by four million from
1979 to 1992

2000

Decent Homes Programme

Everybody should live in a decent home
by 2010

No, 750,000 people lived in “nondecent” accommodation in 2010

2005 - 2019

Various targets for
housebuilding and net additions

200,000-300,000 homes built per year
in England

Generally these targets were
missed

Source: UK Government (Gov.uk) - social housebuilding table 244, UK Government (Gov.uk) - live table 120, English Housing Survey - stock tables,
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Year

9.4 How Can Government Deliver?

A number of levers are available to government and public bodies to
address the housing gap
Potential Policy Levers
Building more social
homes

Improving incentives
for local councils and
housing associations
to build more homes

Offering tax breaks
and subsidies for
private developers
to build more
homes

Relaxing planning
constraints

Releasing
publicly owned
land

Increasing Demand

Reducing interest rates

Relaxing conditions
on mortgages

Continuing or
extending the Help
to Buy scheme

Promoting shared
ownership, part-buy
or other novel tenures

Increasing
housing benefit

Containing Demand

Reducing interest rates
can also push up prices

Restricting second
home ownership

Clamping down on
ownership by
overseas buyers

Some forms of
taxation may contain
demand (eg capital
gains tax)

Promoting market
efficiency

Decreasing stamp duty
(replaced by Land
Transaction Tax in
Wales)

Simplifying the
buying process

Easing regulation
and enforcement,
and boosting
public investment
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Increasing Supply

9.5 How Can Government Deliver?

No one body controls all the levers necessary to address housing
issues
The powers of a housing minister

Lord Barwell, Minister for Housing
2016-17, speaking in 2020

• Taxation, housing policy and funding - determined by Westminster or the
devolved governments
• Building and managing homes - local government (or the Northern Ireland
Housing Executive) and housing associations
• Planning process and administering of housing benefit – mostly local
government
• Setting interest rate - Bank of England
• Laying down conditions on mortgages - Financial Conduct Authority
• Building homes for public and private sectors for sale and rent - private
housebuilders
• These bodies are democratically, statutorily or legally independent of one
another, with different aims and obligations, and cannot easily act in
concert to achieve housing goals
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“Housing is a particularly difficult
issue because policy responsibility
is split between a number of
different
departments…MHCLG
doesn’t have all of the policy levers
within its area and it’s actually
very difficult to get all of the
people into one room to decide
something.”

Division of responsibilities

9.6 How Can Government Deliver?

One way for government to increase housing supply would be to fund
local authorities to build more social homes
A proposal for social housebuilding by Shelter,
England
Private housebuilding

•

Building affordable housing directly would reduce the
supply shortage for low-income households

•

This could be carried out by local government, housing
associations or central government

•

A 2019 review by housing charity Shelter estimates
that building an additional three million social homes
in the next 20 years would cost £214bn

•

Building social housing would be likely to reduce
demand for private rentals, which would provide a
housing benefit saving, but would present problems for
private landlords

•

The extent to which more public housing would lower
house prices is unclear since the connection between
the public and private housing sector is not direct or
automatic

Social housebuilding
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*Note that the figures 2006-2018 are actual social housebuilding completions, the
figures from 2019 onwards are Shelter’s proposals
Source: Shelter, A Labour Party Green Paper - 'Housing for the Many', 2018
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400,000

Increasing social housing

9.7 How Can Government Deliver?

Social housebuilding could be increased by offering incentives to
housing associations and local authorities
•

•
•

•
•

Source: Housing Quality Network - Innovation in Council Housebuilding, 2018, Chartered Institute of Housing
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Incentivising an increase in social housebuilding
Local authority borrowing caps have been identified as a constraint on social housebuilding.
The Office for Budget Responsibility estimated that lifting these caps could lead to the
completion of 20,000 new units by 2023-24
In 2017, the UK government announced that councils in areas in need of affordable housing
would be able to bid for increased borrowing from 2019-20. This came into force in England
and Wales in 2019
Government can also facilitate an increase in social housing by providing more finance for
local authorities and housing associations
Allowing councils to keep the receipts from sales through Right to Buy and relaxing rules
about how these are reinvested could also increase social housebuilding
The Chartered Institute of Housing argues that the government should also support
alternative social housebuilding models by redistributing existing housing funding towards
more affordable housing options and suspending Right to Buy
Right to Buy was abolished in Wales in 2019 and in Scotland in 2016. A separate scheme
currently exists in Northern Ireland, although planned legislation may alter this

9.8 How Can Government Deliver?

Subsidies and tax breaks could be used by government to incentivise
private developers to build more homes
Fiscal levers available to increase housing supply
By subsidising property developers, the government could indirectly increase the
housebuilding rate and help to address supply shortages and improve affordability

•

Government can also directly fund specific types of housebuilders to improve supply,
although not all schemes have been effective. For example, the Home Building Fund,
introduced in 2017, subsidises small and community builders and companies specialising in
property regeneration. The aim was to increase the building of new homes by allowing
small and medium-sized developers to compete more effectively with larger developers

•

In 2017, housing associations were reclassified as private organisations, which gives them
more freedom to borrow. Then Communities Secretary, Sajid Javid, stated that this would
create a “more stable investment environment”, “laying the foundations” for thousands of
new homes in the social housing sector

•

Tax breaks could be effective in providing incentives but are not commonly used in the UK

Source: Home Building Fund
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9.9 How Can Government Deliver?

Relaxing planning constraints could also increase supply and improve
affordability
Reforming the planning process

The Strategic Land Group, a body that assists land owners in navigating the planning process, argues that
the planning system is responsible for some 35% of the price of a UK house

•

A 2016 study co-authored by Christian Hilber, Associate Professor of Economic Geography at the London
School of Economics, argued that regulatory constraints accounted for a significant part of the increase in
real house prices from 1974 and 2008. It made the case that tight planning constraints limit developable
land, especially in more populous areas, thus constraining housing supply

•

The same study suggested that if the most regulated region of England (the South East) had the same
regime as the least regulated, (the North East), its house prices would have been between 25% lower in
2008 and 30% in 2015. This is because the planning constraints tend to be tightest in highly urbanised
areas where price effects are also amplified, particularly during boom times

•

In England, there have been attempts to increase the number of builds, via financial incentives to local
authorities in return for their approval of housing development plans. The New Homes Bonus began in
2011, and promised to match the council tax raised on each new house for six years

Source: The Impact of Supply Constraints
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9.10 How Can Government Deliver?

Regulating the development of private land could help increase
housing supply
Regulating the use of private land

•

examine an applicant’s track record in previous applications when considering a new one

•

make a judicious assessment of how likely a site is to be developed

•

cancel a planning permission if it is not acted upon within a specified time period or shorten the time
period for developers to act on the permission

•

impose higher council taxes for those engaging in “land-banking” to discourage the activity

•

To be effective, developers should not be able to sell on land with planning permission, though this might
be difficult to enforce

•

As established economic rules do not always apply to land, the government could also manage the land
market more pro-actively through compulsory-purchase powers and a system of tax and finance that
targets specific supply objectives

Source: Barton Willmore - Guidance note on 2017 Housing White Paper
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To ensure that property developers do not engage in “land-banking” and fail to convert planning
permissions into housing, there are a number of potential control measures. Barton Willmore, a leading
planning agency, has suggested that planning authorities should:

•

9.11 How Can Government Deliver?

A more streamlined planning system in Germany has contributed to
high build rates
Housing completions as a proportion of
planning permissions

Housebuilding in Germany and the UK compared

•
•

•

Since 1951, 30 million new homes have been built across
Germany, compared with 16 million in the UK. This higher rate
partly reflects the need to rebuild after World War Two and
extensive rebuilding in East Germany after reunification
In Germany local authorities are active in acquiring land and
making it available for development, and they are able to provide
for increased housing supply by selling land cheaply
In 2018-19 German completions approached 300,000 a year (for
a population of 83 million), as against the UK’s 250,000 (for a
population of 66.4 million). The British system allows for
considerably more negotiation after plans have been made, which
increases uncertainty, causes delays and increases costs
Property developers in Germany are far more diversified and
varied than in the UK, with a greater proportion of small and
medium-sized builders. This encourages competition, which in
turn helps to control prices, and to meet housing demand

Source: National Housing and Planning Advice Unit (NHPAU), Deloitte, Deutsche Bank
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9.12 How Can Government Deliver?

The quality of UK homes could be raised by enhanced regulation,
enforcement and direct investment by government
Household improvement in the UK

•

•

•

Better central funding can improve the standard of existing homes,
and better regulation can maintain decent standards in the first place
Between 2011 and 2016, £12m was made available to local authorities
for rogue landlord enforcement, resulting in the inspection of more
than 70,000 properties and more than 5,000 landlords facing further
action or prosecution for breaking the law
In the year after the 2017 Grenfell Tower fire, London councils spent
nearly £100m on safety measures for social housing, resulting in
significantly improved facilities, including thousands of new fire doors
and sprinkler systems
In 2000, the Decent Homes Programme was introduced to improve
the regulation of standards in council and private housing occupied by
vulnerable people - requiring local authorities to modify or replace
their existing housing stock where necessary
BBC

Grenfell Tower in London, two weeks after a fire
engulfed the building in June 2017, killing 72 people
Source: Department for Communities and Local Government
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9.13 How Can Government Deliver?

Interest rates influence demand significantly but current
arrangements deny government the option of varying them
Inflation-adjusted mortgage rates,
1979-2018
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• The overall cost of a house for an owner-occupier consists of the house price
and, if they need to borrow, the mortgage rate
• Mortgage rates are determined by interest rates in the financial markets,
strongly influenced by the Bank of England base rate. Mortgage rates are
typically a bit higher
• Interest-rate changes thus have an important effect on the UK property
market because of the large proportion of people who buy with a mortgage
• Government used to have direct influence over the Bank of England’s
interest rate levels. But the 1997 Labour government devolved operational
independence to the Bank
• Interest rates affect every aspect of a national economy – including the level
of inflation - so the state of demand in the property market is only one factor
the Bank of England can consider
• Interest rates have been at historically low levels ever since the 2008
banking crisis, and there is no evidence they are likely to change in the
foreseeable future
• At present, therefore, although interest-rate policy is in theory a useful lever
for affecting housing demand, current conditions limit its use
Page 159 of 186

Agenda Page 605 Agenda Item 4a

16

The role of interest rates in the housing market

9.14 How Can Government Deliver?

The UK government’s Help to Buy scheme has supported nearly 40%
of all new-build property sales since its introduction
•

•
•
•
•

Increasing demand
• How the scheme works:
• Buyers receive a loan of up to 20% (40%
in London since February 2016) of the
value of an eligible new-build property.
This loan is interest-free for five years
• Buyers put up a 5% deposit
• This enables buyers to purchase a newbuild property with a mortgage of 75%
of the value of the property
• The loan thus reduces the size of the deposit
needed to buy a newly built house
• The loan also reduces the interest payments
on a mortgage since buyers are able to
borrow less and do not pay interest on the
government loan for five years

Source: National Audit Office (NAO)
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Aims of the scheme
Help to Buy was introduced in April 2013 with two principal aims:
• To help young, first-time buyers to obtain mortgages for
new-build properties, though the scheme is not by any
means confined to them
• To increase the rate of housebuilding in the UK
In the first five years of Help to Buy (2013-18), housing
completions in the private sector increased by 60%
Over the same period, 38% of all new-build property sales were
supported by Help to Buy
Taking into account those who could not have afforded to buy
without the scheme, Help to Buy supported 78,000 sales between
June 2015 and March 2017
The UK government expects the Help to Buy scheme to support
around 352,000 property purchases by March 2021, via loans
totalling about £22bn in cash terms
Wales has its own Help To Buy and Homebuy schemes

9.15 How Can Government Deliver?

Young people can be helped on to the property ladder through shared
ownership or part-buy schemes
•

•
•

Source: UK Government's Help To Buy website - Shared ownership
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Shared ownership and part-buy options
Shared-ownership schemes are a government initiative administered through private developers or through
housing associations. In England, if a household earns £80,000 a year or less, it is able to a buy a share (between
25% and 75%) of what is generally a new home – or occasionally one they already live in - and pay rent on the rest
This allows individuals who cannot yet afford to buy a home outright the opportunity to own and live in their own
property
There are now more than 200,000 shared-ownership properties in the UK following the creation of the scheme in
2009, helping first-time buyers to step on to the property ladder
There are perceived disadvantages in part-buy options:
• In many cases, residents will be liable for 100% of service charges, which can result in total payments that
are higher than would have been incurred renting privately
• In addition, increasing shares in the property can be a long, problematic and expensive process because of
legal expenses and valuation and mortgage fees
• There are some concerns about whether a part-share can be a realistic first step on the housing ladder given
that it may be hard for people to jump from part-owning to buying a larger property outright

9.16 How Can Government Deliver?

More housing stock would become available if second-home and
foreign ownership of property were disincentivised
•

•
•
•
•

Source: Resolution Foundation
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Curbing additional property purchase and foreign buyers
One in 12 (4.1 million) adults in the Great Britain owns an additional home, while four in 10 adults own no
property at all: additional home ownership rises to one in six for the 55-64 age bracket
This includes 1.4 million adults who own at least one property used as a second home
It is estimated that in 2016, 18% of new-build homes sold in the UK were bought by overseas investors. In many
cases these homes lie vacant and serve only as an appreciating asset
The Conservatives, Labour and the Liberal Democrats have all argued for measures to reduce overseas
ownership
In 2018 the government announced that it would introduce a 1% stamp duty surcharge on foreign buyers of
properties in England. The government elected in 2019 has said it will raise this to 3%
Labour and the Liberal Democrats have proposed a levy or additional stamp duty on those in England buying
second homes
Initiatives in New Zealand and the Canadian city of Vancouver have banned non-residents from buying existing
homes in an attempt to prevent the domestic market from overheating, and have seen immediate falls in house
prices – though the longer-term consequences are as yet unproven

9.17 How Can Government Deliver?

Those in the rental sector with affordability problems could be helped
by an increase in housing benefit
Annual spending on housing benefit (£bn)

The effects of benefit alterations
•

The government spends £23bn a year on housing benefit.
Spending on this one benefit has doubled since the early
2000s

•

Shelter found that those on full benefits are having to find
an average of £113 a month to meet a shortfall between
their housing benefit payments and their rent

•

London renters on full benefits faced the widest rent gap in
cash terms, needing to find an average of £212 a month,
followed by £140 in the east of England and £138 in the
south-east of England

•

Housing benefit levels have been frozen since 2016, which
has partly fuelled an average 8% widening in the rent gap
nationally between 2015 and 2018

•

Increasing housing benefit might help to solve
unaffordability in the private and social renting sector
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Source: Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR) , Guardian

Page 163 of 186

Agenda Page 609 Agenda Item 4a

30

9.18 How Can Government Deliver?

Lowering stamp duty could allow the housing market to function
more effectively
The effects of altering stamp duty
Stamp duty (or in Wales, Land Transaction Tax) is levied on the purchase of land and properties over a certain
threshold: it raises about £9bn a year for the public purse

•

By increasing the effective cost of house purchases, stamp duty tends to decrease people’s willingness to buy and sell,
and is an important lever to stimulate or dampen housing demand and therefore housebuilding

•

The government-funded Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) estimates that an increase of two percentage
points in stamp duty reduces household mobility by almost 40%

•

Analysis by Savills suggests that stamp duty reforms would provide a boost to the housing market but would
jeopardise substantial tax revenues

•

The Mirrlees review for the Institute of Fiscal Studies highlights that stamp duty decreases the incentive for household
units to move, discouraging households from moving to dwellings that better fit their needs and thus discouraging
better housing distribution. Others believe the removal of stamp duty may not make much difference, because the
saved cost would be capitalised into house prices anyway

•

The House of Lords Economic Affairs Select Committee found that a higher stamp duty was discouraging those who
wish to downsize
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Source: Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) - Stamp duty impact on the housing market, Savills , House of Lords Paper 20, Mirrlees Review
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Increasing the simplicity of the house-buying process could result in a
more fluid housing market
A typical house-buying process in the UK

•
•

•
•
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•

Complexities in the house-buying process
Buying or selling a house in the UK is a complicated process
Prospective homeowners now need an average seven months to
purchase a property, which discourages many people from buying in
the first place, according to recent research
A 2017 government study found that 69% of sellers and 62% of
buyers experienced delays during a property sale
The purchase can break down at any stage in the process. In the UK,
the ability to make counter-offers means that this can even occur
after a property has officially been taken off the market (although
before contracts have been exchanged)
Increasing the ease of this process and providing more security for
potential buyers could stimulate a greater number of transactions.
A Bank of England NMG Survey found that the cost of moving
(stamp duty, estate agent and solicitor fees) was the second-biggest
barrier to moving (after not being able to find a suitable property)

Source: Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government, Independent, Bank of England
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Briefing
Summary
Previous governments – particularly in the post-war
period – devised and delivered on ambitious newbuild targets. More recently, they have struggled to
meet their targets.
In the last four decades, direct government powers
to increase housing supply – an undertaking which
costs potentially hundreds of billions of pounds have given way to more private sector
responsibility. There have also been calls for better
regulation, to maintain and improve the quality and
overall standard of UK homes in the first place.
All of this has been happening as public awareness
about housing affordability has been growing.
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How Can Government
Deliver?

Agenda Page 613 Agenda Item 4a
GETTY

Page 167 of 186

Briefing - Housing
Part 10/10
How do our politicians propose to close the
housing gap?
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The Parties’ Housing
Proposals

10.1 The Parties’ Housing Proposals

Top housing priorities of the Conservative, Labour and Liberal
Democrat parties at the 2019 general election
Conservatives
•

•

•

£75bn for 150,000 new social homes •
in England each year by 2024
Cap rent increases and abolish nofault evictions
•

End rough sleeping within five years
Abolish Right to Buy and give
•
councils money and power to buy
back former council houses
•
Set up a new English Sovereign Land
Trust, with powers to buy public land
more cheaply for affordable housing

Liberal Democrats
300,000 new homes a year in
England by 2024, including
100,000 for social rent

Agenda Page 615 Agenda Item 4a

•

Build a million homes in the next five •
years in England, aiming for 300,000
new houses a year by the mid-2020s
•
Introduce a new fixed-rate mortgage
requiring only a 5% deposit for first•
time buyers
•
Overseas
buyers
purchasing
property in England to pay 3% more
in stamp duty than residents
•
Abolish no-fault evictions (evictions
on short notice without a good
reason) in the private rental sector
and introduce a lifetime deposit
which moves with the tenant

Labour

Allow local authorities to increase
council tax by up to 500% for
second homes
End rough sleeping within five
years

Help young people enter the rental
market with deposit loans for all
first-time renters under 30

Source: 2019 Labour Manifesto, 2019 Conservative Manifesto, 2019 Liberal Democrat Manifesto
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10.2 The Parties’ Housing Proposals

The parties’ policies for housebuilding in the 2019 general election
Housebuilding pledges, annual rate (thousands)
•

(by 2025)

(by 2024)

(by 2024)

•

Social
housing

Labour

Liberal Democrats

•

•
Private
sector

Social
housing

0

100

•
200

300

Source: 2019 Labour Manifesto, 2019 Conservative Manifesto, 2019 Liberal Democrat Manifesto
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Predominately
private sector

Conservatives

Conservatives
The Conservatives embraced a target of building one million
new homes over the course of the Parliament, reaching a rate
of 300,000 homes per year in the mid-2020s
While social housebuilding will continue under a Conservative
government they have set no targets
Labour
Labour promised to reach an annual building rate of 100,000
council houses and 50,000 affordable homes by 2024
Labour did not have any targets on overall housebuilding
levels, though private housebuilding would continue to add
to the housing stock under a Labour government
Liberal Democrats
The Liberal Democrats aimed to ensure that total
housebuilding increases to 300,000 each year, with social
housing making up 100,000 of these

10.3 The Parties’ Housing Proposals

The sale of social housing was a key area of contention in the 2019
election
•

•
•

•
•

Source: 2019 Labour Manifesto, 2019 Conservative Manifesto, 2019 Liberal Democrat Manifesto
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•

Conservatives
The Conservatives saw the Right to Buy your council house as a key way of improving people’s lives through home
ownership, by giving them access to greater security and wealth, as well as a bigger stake in the local community
They said they would remain committed to Right to Buy for all council tenants and to a voluntary scheme for
housing associations (which can choose to comply with Right to Buy without selling housing stock)
Labour
Labour saw increasing local and central government control of the housing stock as vital for guaranteeing the
provision of affordable housing, and it promised to end Right to Buy
At present, “affordable housing” – which developers are often required to provide – can be charged to socialhousing buyers or tenants at up to 80% of the commercial market rent. Labour backed the idea of re-defining
affordable housing, linking it to purchasers’ or tenants’ incomes instead of house prices – something the West
Midlands region introduced in February 2020
Liberal Democrats
The Liberal Democrats proposed a Rent to Own model for social housing, whereby rent payments give tenants an
increasing stake in their council home and the ability to own it outright after 30 years
Believing Right to Buy has depleted the social housing stock, the party pledged to devolve control of it to local
councils

10.4 The Parties’ Housing Proposals

The parties proposed a range of measures to increase home
ownership
•

•
•
•

•

•

•
•

Labour
Reform Help to Buy to •
focus on first-time buyers
and introduce an income
limit
Build more low-cost homes
reserved
for
first-time •
buyers, with prices linked to
local incomes
Introduce a levy on overseas
companies buying housing
Introduce measures to give
local people first option on
new homes built in their
area

Liberal Democrats
Allow local authorities to
increase council tax by up
to 500% where properties
are being bought as second
homes
Introduce a stamp duty
surcharge
on
overseas
residents buying second
homes

Source: 2019 Labour Manifesto, 2019 Conservative Manifesto, 2019 Liberal Democrat Manifesto
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•

Conservatives
Introduce a new fixed-rate mortgage requiring only
a 5% deposit for first time buyers
Enable councils to use developers’ contributions via
the planning process to discount homes by a third
for local people who cannot otherwise afford to buy
in the area where they live now. (Developers have to
pay towards local development of infrastructure
under the current planning system)
Extend the Help to Buy scheme to 2023
Bring in a stamp duty surcharge to deter non-UK
resident buyers
In February 2020, the government announced it
would consult on plans to make some newly built
homes available at a 30% discount for local firsttime buyers

10.5 The Parties’ Housing Proposals

Policies on homelessness reflected strong cross-party commitment to
end rough sleeping within five years
Labour

Liberal Democrats

• Expand “successful pilots” such as
the Rough Sleeping Initiative and
Housing First
• Fund these initiatives from the
surcharge on non-UK resident buyers
• End no-fault “section 21” evictions,
which former Housing Secretary
James Brokenshire highlighted as
one of the biggest causes of
homelessness
• Renew the Affordable Homes
Programme (which provides a range
of measures to help prevent people
becoming homeless), along with fully
enforcing
the
Homelessness
Reduction Act

• Introduce a national plan for rough
sleeping driven by a task force led by
the prime minister
• Raise housing benefit in line with the
bottom 30% of local rents, and
earmark an additional £1bn a year for
councils’ homelessness services
• Upgrade hostels and make 8,000
additional homes available for people
with a history of rough sleeping
• Harness the levy on second homes
used as holiday homes to help deal
with the homelessness crisis
• Repeal the Vagrancy Act so that rough
sleeping is no longer criminalised

• Introduce a “somewhere safe to
stay” legal duty on local councils to
ensure that everyone who is at risk
of sleeping rough is provided with
emergency accommodation and a
needs assessment
• Ensure sufficient financial resources
for local authorities to deliver the
Homelessness Reduction Act
• Legislate for longer-term tenancies
and introduce limits on annual rent
rises,
partly
to
prevent
homelessness
• Repeal the Vagrancy Act so that
rough sleeping is de-criminalised
• Exempt homeless people and those
at risk of homelessness from the
Shared Accommodation Rate

Source: 2019 Labour Manifesto, 2019 Conservative Manifesto, 2019 Liberal Democrat Manifesto
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Conservatives

10.6 The Parties’ Housing Proposals

There was broad consensus among the parties on improving the
security of tenants in the private rented sector
Private rented sector
Labour and the Conservatives both pledged to end no-fault evictions (evictions on short notice without
providing an adequate reason), while the Liberal Democrats promised to promote longer tenancies, of three
years or more

•

The Conservatives also promised to strengthen the rights of possession for landlords

•

Labour favoured regulating rents by capping them in line with inflation. Local government would have further
powers to cap these rents in cities. The Liberal Democrats also promised to regulate rent increases from year
to year in the middle of long-term tenancies

•

Labour proposed getting rid of the requirement that landlords check potential tenants’ immigration status,
and outlawing discrimination against tenants receiving housing benefit

•

The Liberal Democrats promised to improve access to the private rental market through a Help to Rent
scheme that would provide government-backed deposit loans for all first-time renters under 30

Source: 2019 Labour Manifesto, 2019 Conservative Manifesto, 2019 Liberal Democrat Manifesto
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•

10.7 The Parties’ Housing Proposals

Improving energy efficiency in homes was a policy objective for all
parties at the 2019 general election
Policy goals on energy efficiency
The Conservatives pledged to encourage the construction of energy-efficient homes. They have pledged
£6.3bn for environmental upgrades to homes, such as grants for improving boilers and insulation

•

Labour proposed a new zero-carbon homes standard for all homes and promised to upgrade almost all UK
homes to the highest energy standard by 2030

•

The Liberal Democrats said they would require all new homes and non-domestic buildings to be built to a zerocarbon standard by 2021 (where energy used is matched by what is generated on site), rising to a more
ambitious standard (Passivhaus) by 2025

•

Passivhaus is an international energy performance standard. The core focus of Passivhaus is to dramatically
reduce the requirement for space heating and cooling in dwellings, whilst creating high indoor comfort levels

•

The Liberal Democrats were also aiming to reduce emissions from buildings, by providing retrofits for lowincome homes, piloting a new subsidised Energy-Saving Homes scheme and setting stamp duty levels
according to a property’s energy rating

Source: 2019 Labour Manifesto, 2019 Conservative Manifesto, 2019 Liberal Democrat Manifesto
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•

10.8 The Parties’ Housing Proposals

Top housing policy priorities of the parties in Wales, Scotland and
Northern Ireland (1)
Plaid Cymru

Welsh Conservative Party

• Welsh Labour, which runs
the Welsh government,
aims to build an extra
114,000 affordable or
council homes by 2040
• Provide local authorities
with more loans to help
bring
more
empty
properties back into use
• Support
more
compulsory
purchase
orders, and the resources
for councils to use them
to greater effect, as part
of an effort to take action
against anyone who runs
properties down

• Introduce a new tax credit for people
paying more than 30% of their income on
private rent and utilities
• Create a “national housing company” which
will borrow against rents to build a new
generation of public rental housing in
Wales
• Set a target of achieving 20,000 new homes
over five years
• Adopt a “housing first” philosophy to
provide homes for the homeless without
preconditions - as implemented in Finland
• Introduce reforms to ensure developments
are more collaborative and involve
communities earlier in the process
• Support local authorities wishing to build
new council housing

• Bring in a new deal for renters, including
abolishing “no fault” evictions and requiring
a lifetime deposit that moves with the tenant
• Scrap the Land Transaction Tax in Wales for
all first-time buyers, up to the value of
£250,000
• Reintroduce a reformed Right to Buy scheme
that requires receipts to be invested in new
social housing and protects new build social
homes from sale for at least 10 years
• Extend Help To Buy to properties needing
renovation
• Committing to end rough sleeping in Wales
by 2026, and appointing a Homelessness
Tsar
• Aim to build 100,000 new homes over a
decade, including 40,000 social homes

Source: 2019 Welsh Labour Manifesto, 2019 Plaid Cymru Manifesto, 2019 Welsh Conservatives Manifesto,
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Welsh Labour

10.9 The Parties’ Housing Proposals

Top housing priorities of the parties in Wales, Scotland and Northern
Ireland (2)
Scottish National Party (SNP)

Sinn Fein

• Building 100,000 new homes over the next • Controls the Northern

Ireland Communities
Department responsible
for housing policy
• Wants the NI Housing
Executive to return to
more homebuilding to
address rising
Democractic Unionist Party (DUP)
homelessness and
Committed to more investment in new social
housing stress
and affordable housing and better quality of
• Private developments
private sector homes
should include social and
Target of at least 2,000 new social homes a year
affordable housing
Wants extra powers for the NI Housing
• “Positive Return”
Executive to tackle empty homes
concept to capture needs
Has supported “living over the shops” schemes
of developers while
to help town centres function as places to live
recognising social value
and shop
of developments

Parliament - half to be affordable housing
• Investing in secure, clean, affordable energy
• Ensuring no-one lives in hard-to-heat homes
• Reintroduce Right to Buy in Scotland

•
•
•

•

Source: 2019 SNP Manifesto, 2019 Sinn Fein Manifesto Inside Housing - Pledges in the DUP manifesto, DUP Policy Plan "Let's Get NI Moving Again“ Scottish Conservative 2016 Holyrood Manifesto
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• The party forms the devolved Scottish
Government, with responsibility for housing
policy in Scotland
• During the current Scottish parliament, the
SNP has pledged to deliver at least 50,000
new affordable homes, including 35,000
council or housing association homes
• Right to Buy was ended in Scotland in 2016,
with some 15,000 homes exempted from sale
• The Scottish government has increased
investment in the Housing First scheme to
£6.5m to reduce homelessness. Part of a
£32.5m programme
• Local authorities were given power in 2016
legislation to cap rent for sitting tenants in
areas where rent is rising too quickly and
forcing tenants into undue hardship

Scottish Conservatives

Briefing: Housing

In Conclusion

Britain’s housing crisis has been brewing for decades.

Some 320,000 people - including 200,000 children - are homeless. Rough
sleeping has doubled in a decade. Almost 800,000 households live in
overcrowded conditions. Britain has the oldest housing stock in Europe,
and demolition rates are low. There are in excess of four million homes
categorised as “non-decent”, largely in the private rental sector.
Home ownership, which grew to two-thirds of all homes during the 20th
Century, has recently declined. A widening wealth gap, helped by
liberalised credit markets, has contributed to house-price inflation and
the growth of private renting. Younger generations - who struggle to buy
– are prolonging living with their parents. Key workers cannot afford to
live near their place of work.
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Demand for housing in the UK has intensified as the population and the
number of households have grown. But there are two million fewer social
houses and flats for people on low incomes than 40 years ago, and new
social housing is being built at a quarter of the rate. New builds in the
private sector are also low by historical standards. Only 50,000
affordable homes are now being built each year. This shortage of private
and social housing has accelerated the growth of the private rental
sector, which has doubled in size over 20 years.

The obstacles that the housebuilding industry faces – ranging
from low demolition rates, planning delays and market volatility
to lack of large-scale projects and land – are all combining to
make continuing growth a key challenge.
Overcrowding, sub-standard dwellings and homelessness will be
impossible to eliminate, as long as the balance of private rental
properties, social housing and private homes remains poor.
How the UK will manage and meet the housing needs of the whole
population - thereby ending Britain’s chronic housing crisis – has
become one of the big public debates of this generation.
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The size of the housing supply gap now - the number of dwellings
needed to provide everyone with a decent home - is estimated to
be about 1.2 million; and demand is forecast to grow, as the
population and the number of households multiply. If current
building rates are maintained, the existing housing gap could
theoretically be eradicated, but only by 2035.
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Glossary

Glossary A-B
Definition

Assured shorthold
tenancy

The legal contract for most short-term tenancies. It enables the landlord to evict the tenant after the initial fixed period of the
tenancy (usually six months) without a legal reason

Affordability

Affordable means a household should spend no more than a third of its (post tax and benefits) income on housing costs

Affordable housing

Property at 80% of the market value (or lower) or with rents at least 20% cheaper than market rents

Bedroom standard

A standard number of bedrooms is officially specified for each household according to its age/sex/marital status composition and
the relationship of its members to one another. A separate bedroom is allowed for each married or cohabiting couple, any other
person aged 21 or over, each pair of adolescents aged 10-20 of the same sex, and each pair of children under 10. Any unpaired
person aged 10-20 is notionally paired, if possible, with a child under 10 of the same sex, or, if that is not possible, he or she is
counted as requiring a separate bedroom, as is any unpaired child under 10

Building society

A financial organisation owned by its members as a mutual organisation. It pays interest on investments by its members and lends
capital for the purchase or improvement of houses

Build to rent

Private rented residential property, which is designed and built for rent instead of for sale. The properties are typically owned by
institutional investors

Buy to Let mortgage

A legal agreement by which a bank or building society lends money at interest in order for the borrower to buy a property for the
express purpose of letting it out
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Term

Glossary

Glossary C-H
Definition

Capital gains tax

A capital gains tax (CGT) is a tax on the profit realised on the sale of certain assets. The most common capital gains are realised from
the sale of stocks, bonds, precious metals, and property

Council housing

Housing built by local authorities for those who meet the qualifications for government housing assistance and usually provided at a
non-commercial rent. It can also refer to the obligation by a local authority to house qualifying families, though not necessarily in
council-built housing

Decent home

A home in a reasonable state of repair, with reasonably modern facilities and services, a reasonable degree of thermal comfort, and
meeting the statutory minimum standard for housing, which in England is set out in the Housing Health and Safety Rating System

Dwelling

A self-contained unit of accommodation. Self-containment is where all the rooms (including kitchen, bathroom and toilet) in a
household’s accommodation are behind a single door which only that household can use

Fuel poverty

A household is considered to be fuel poor if they have required fuel costs that are above the national median level and were they to
spend that amount, they would be left with a residual income below the official poverty line

Help to Buy: equity loan
scheme

A loan from the government which you can combine with a deposit and a mortgage to buy a new-build property. Depending on
where you live, the government will lend you between 15% and 40% of the property price

Hidden households

People or groups of people that want to move out of shared accommodation but are unable due to affordability problems or lack of
suitable housing. These include: house sharers, adults living with their parents and people living with an ex-partner
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Term

Glossary

Glossary H
Definition

Home Building Fund

A subsidy provided by central government to encourage housebuilding and property regeneration by small and medium sized
developers

Homeless

Homelessness means not having a home. You are homeless if you have nowhere to stay and are living on the streets, but you can also
be homeless if you are: staying with family and friends, squatting, staying in a hostel or B&B, or at risk of violence or abuse in your
home

Housing association

Housing associations are non-profit organisations, originally formed by private individuals concerned about local housing provision.
Board members are generally volunteers but some are paid

Household

One person or a group of people (not necessarily related) who have the accommodation as their only or main residence, and share
cooking facilities and share a living room or sitting room or dining area

Housing benefit

A benefit that is administered by local authorities which is designed to assist people who rent their homes and have difficulty meeting
their housing costs

Housing First

A housing policy that moves rough sleepers from the streets or shelters straight into independent housing. This is in contrast to other
programmes whereby rough sleepers have to deal with other issues that may have contributed to their episode of rough sleeping (eg
addiction) before being granted independent housing

Housing stock

The total number of dwellings in a particular country or region
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Term

Glossary

Glossary L-O
Definition

Landlord

An individual or company that lets a property out to tenants in exchange for rent

Local authority

An elected organisation responsible for providing a range of vital services for people and businesses

Loan to value (LTV) ratio

The ratio between the value of the mortgage you take out and the value of the property as a whole, expressed as a percentage

Mortgage

A legal agreement by which a bank or building society lends money at interest in order for the borrower to buy a property. The
bank has a right to repossess the property in the event of non-payment of the debt

Net additional dwellings

The number of dwellings added to the housing stock; this comprises the number of new housebuilding completions plus any
gains or losses through conversions, changes of use and demolitions

Nominal prices

Prices that have not been adjusted for inflation

“Non-decent” home

The UK government defines a household as “non-decent” when it is not in a reasonable state of repair, does not have
reasonably modern facilities and services, or has ineffective insulation or heating

Overcrowding

The English Housing Survey defines a household as overcrowded if it has fewer bedrooms available than the notional number
needed according to the bedroom standard definition (see entry for bedroom standard)

Owner-occupiers

Households in accommodation which they either own outright, are buying with a mortgage or as part of a shared ownership
scheme
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Term

Glossary

Glossary P-S
Definition

Passivhaus

An international energy performance standard. The core focus of Passivhaus is to dramatically reduce the requirement for space
heating and cooling, whilst also creating excellent indoor comfort levels

Planning permission

Permission to build dwellings on a specific area, obtained by applying to local councils

Private renters

All tenants who are renting from private individuals or companies at market rates. It also includes people living rent-free (for
example, people living in a flat belonging to a relative)

Right to Buy

A scheme giving secure tenants in a local authority home the opportunity to buy their home at a discount

Rough sleeping

Someone who sleeps or beds down in the open air (such as on the streets, or in doorways, parks or bus shelters), or somewhere not
designed for habitation (such as barns, sheds, car parks, cars, derelict boats or stations)

Rent control

Legal regulations that prevent private landlords from raising rent above a certain level

Resolution Foundation

The Resolution Foundation is an independent think-tank focused on improving the living standards for those on low to middle
incomes

Section 106 agreement

A legal agreement which ensures that developers contribute towards the infrastructure that is required to make a development
acceptable in planning terms. Contributions may be either financial or in kind and may be used to deliver affordable housing

SMEs

Small and Medium Enterprises, in this document, means construction companies that build fewer than 1,000 dwellings per year
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Term

Glossary

Glossary S-U
Definition

Stamp duty

A tax, paid by the buyer, levied on the purchase of land and properties over a certain threshold

Statutory homelessness

To be legally defined as homeless you must either lack a secure place in which you are entitled to live or not reasonably be able to
stay

Social housing

Housing provided by local authorities or housing associations

Social renters

All tenants who are renting from local authorities and housing associations at below market rates

Temporary
accommodation

Accommodation given to households who are homeless or at risk of homelessness as a temporary arrangement until they can be
allocated social housing or find alternative permanent accommodation

Tenure

A term defining the conditions under which a home is occupied, whether it is owned or rented, and if rented, who the landlord is and
on what financial and legal terms the let is agreed

Under-occupation

Households are said to be under-occupying their property if they have 2 or more bedrooms more than the notional number needed
according to the bedroom standard definition

Universal credit

This is a single, means-tested working-age benefit; paid to people whether in work or not. Over time it will replace: child tax credit,
housing benefit, income-related employment and support allowance, income-based jobseeker’s allowance, income support and
working tax credit

Page 186 of 186

Agenda Page 632 Agenda Item 4a

Term

Agenda Page 633

Appendix JS19
Spring Budget – Policy Paper Budget 2020

Agenda Item 4a

Agenda Page 634

Agenda Item 4a

Policy paper
Budget 2020
Updated 12 March 2020
1.45 Housing
Everyone should be able to access a safe and affordable home. Increasing housing supply is
essential to creating a fairer, more affordable housing market and boosting productivity across the
country.
The government has made good progress in boosting housing supply with over 240,000 new homes
created in 2018-19, the highest level in 32 years.37,38 To continue to support the country’s needs the
government has committed to creating at least 1 million new homes in England by the end of this
Parliament and an average of 300,000 homes a year by the mid-2020s.
The Budget sets out an ambitious package of investment to build the high quality and affordable
homes the country needs. This includes £12.2 billion for the Affordable Homes Programme and £400
million for ambitious Mayoral Combined Authorities and local areas to establish housing on brownfield
land across the country. The Budget also confirms allocations from the Housing Infrastructure Fund
totalling £1.1 billion for nine different areas including Manchester, South Sunderland and South
Lancaster.
Land availability, as constrained by the planning system, is the most significant barrier to building
more houses. The Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government will shortly set
out comprehensive reforms to bring the planning system into the 21st century, followed by a Planning
White Paper in the spring. These reforms will aim to create a simpler planning system and improve
the capacity, capability and performance of Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) to accelerate the
development process. Where LPAs fail to meet their local housing need, there will be firm
consequences, including a stricter approach taken to the release of land for development and greater
government intervention. The government will also explore long-term reforms to the planning system,
rethinking planning from first principles, to ensure the system is providing more certainty to the public,
LPAs and developers.
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‘Planning for the Future’ Policy Paper (March 2020)
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Planning for the Future
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1. A home is more than four walls and a roof – it is a symbol of security and a stake in our
society. The expansion of home ownership over the twentieth century created a fairer
Britain, with prosperity and opportunity spread more evenly among its people. It meant
that wherever people grew up, they had the chance to save for and buy a safe place to
live. A home where they could spend time with their friends, raise their families and be
part of a community.
2. This government believes in supporting people who are working hard to own their home
and we are making progress. Last year, we delivered over 241,000 homes, more new
homes than at any point in the last 30 years; the proportion of young homeowners
increased after declining for more than a decade; and since 2010, 1.5 million more
homes have been delivered. Yet, for many who are still trapped paying high rents and
struggling to save for a deposit, home ownership seems like a dream which is
increasingly out of reach.
3. Our children should be able to put down roots in the places where they grew up, rather
than being priced out and forced to move away. That’s why this government is committed
to rebuilding a home-owning Britain: a country where the young and future generations
have the same opportunities as those who came before them. The simple truth is that
this will not be possible unless we work together, across the country, to build more homes
and take action to remove the barriers to getting onto the housing ladder.
4. We must ensure security for those who do not own their homes. We need to deliver a
rental system that is fit for the modern day – one that protects tenants and supports
landlords to provide the homes the nation needs. We also need to prevent people from
falling into homelessness by building more affordable homes and ensure that those living
in social housing are treated with the dignity and respect they deserve. It is also why we
are working to end rough sleeping and supporting the most vulnerable in society.
5. To achieve this mission, the government will bring forward a series of major publications
and legislate to deliver lasting change. This will start with an ambitious Planning White
Paper in the Spring to modernise our planning system, ensuring it supports the delivery
of homes that local people need and creates more beautiful and greener communities.
We will introduce a Building Safety Bill to bring about the biggest change in building
safety for a generation and a Renters' Reform Bill to provide greater stability for those
who rent their homes. To ensure that residents in social homes are treated fairly we will
publish a Social Housing White Paper. Taken together these will form the bedrock of a
housing strategy to be published later in the year, setting out our longer-term plans to
deliver the homes this country needs and create a fairer housing market.

Supporting communities to deliver more homes for local
people
6. Technology, the way we work and live and our understanding of the value of the
environment have been transformed since the Town and Country Planning Act of 1947.
The planning process has failed to keep pace. It is now complex, out-of-date and fails to
deliver enough homes where they are needed. We will act to change this.
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7. In the Spring, we will publish an ambitious Planning White Paper which offers creative
solutions to establish a planning system that works for the next century. We will take a
fresh and sensible look at planning rules to support local areas to plan, especially in the
urban areas where they are most needed. We will also modernise the system, accelerate
planning decisions and make it easier for communities to engage and play a role in
decisions which affect them.
8. In advance of this, the government is now setting out a number of reforms that will
encourage local authorities to take a more proactive approach to enabling home building
across the country. This includes supporting them to consider innovative options, such
as housing-led regeneration of their high streets, building upwards on already developed
land and stations, densifying gently in existing residential areas and making the most of
their under-utilised brownfield land. Alongside this, the government will introduce
measures to encourage authorities to put ambitious plans in place now and incentivise
them to play their part in delivering the homes this country needs.
9. As set out in the Budget yesterday, these planning changes will be underpinned by an
additional £10.9 billion of funding. This will support communities to regenerate brownfield
land, invest in new infrastructure and provide more homes for local people, with better
access to jobs, schools and opportunities. Together, these changes will:
10. Promote more, well-planned development where homes are needed. The Government
will back brownfield, encouraging greater building in urban areas. We will introduce new
tools to support communities to densify and make best use of their underutilised
brownfield land. These will include:
•

Investing £400m to use brownfield land productively – the Government will work
with ambitious mayors and local leaders to regenerate local brownfield land and
deliver the homes their communities need on land which is already developed.

•

Launching a national brownfield map and a call for proposals for building
above stations – the government will launch a national brownfield sites map in April
2020 and will conduct a call for proposals to seek evidence on the barriers to, and
opportunities in, building above stations in urban areas. It is vital that we make the
most of existing transport hubs, encouraging modern, green communities where
people live close to public transport.

•

Reviewing the formula for calculating Local Housing Need – we will introduce a
new approach which encourages greater building within and near to urban areas and
makes sure the country is planning for the delivery of 300,000 new homes a year.

•

Introducing new rules to encourage building upwards, increasing density in
line with local character and make the most of local infrastructure – we will
introduce new permitted development rights for building upwards on existing
buildings by summer 2020, including to extend residential blocks by up to two storeys
and to deliver new and bigger homes. We will also consult on the detail of a new
permitted development right to allow vacant commercial buildings, industrial buildings
and residential blocks to be demolished and replaced with well-designed new
residential units which meet natural light standards.
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•

Supporting community and self-build housing – we will support those who want
to build their own homes to find plots of land and provide help to parish councils and
neighbourhood forums who wish to build a small number of homes to allow their
communities to grow organically, providing homes for the next generation and those
wishing to downsize.

•

Backing the Oxford-Cambridge Arc, including a new spatial framework and up
to 4 new development corporations – the Arc has the potential to be a worldleading green growth corridor, with high-productivity jobs and environmentallyfriendly developments. The Spatial Framework will give certainty to businesses and
developers about where new housing and employment will be delivered until 2050
and support planning for the right infrastructure to meet social, environmental and
economic needs. The government is also going to examine and develop the case for
up to four new Development Corporations in the Ox-Cam Arc, subject to necessary
public consultation, in or around Bedford, St Neots/Sandy, Cambourne and
Cambridge, which includes plans to explore the case for a New Town at Cambridge,
to accelerate new housing and infrastructure development.

11. Ensure that communities make land sufficiently available to deliver homes in the right
places. A plan for local housing need is only as good as the results it delivers. We will
introduce new changes to ensure that land, sites and homes come forward on time and
incentivise authorities to deliver more homes. This includes:
•

Setting a deadline for all local authorities to have an up-to-date local plan – the
government will require all local planning authorities to have up-to-date local plans by
December 2023. The government will prepare to intervene where local authorities fail
to meet the deadline in accordance with the existing statutory powers, considering
appropriate action on a case by case basis.

•

Continuing to drive supply through the Housing Delivery Test – we will continue
with plans to raise the Housing Delivery test threshold to 75% in November 2020,
incentivising local authorities to deliver on their local plans.

•

Reforming the New Homes Bonus (NHB) to reward delivery – those authorities
who strive to build more homes where they are most needed should be rewarded.
The government will consult on reforming the NHB in Spring to incentivise greater
delivery and ensure that where authorities are building more homes, they have
access to greater funding to provide services for those who move into them.

12. Deliver on our commitment to infrastructure first. We will provide local authorities with
greater funding for infrastructure, ensuring that those who strive to build enough homes
for their communities and make the most of brownfield land and urban areas are able to
access sufficient resources. This includes:
•

Investing another £1.1 billion in local infrastructure to unlock almost 70,000
new homes – our infrastructure-first approach to building new homes means putting
in the transport, utilities, digital connectivity and community services like schools and
hospitals early, so that new developments do not put strain on local services. The
Budget set out that over £1.1 billion will be provided to fund key infrastructure
schemes from Surrey to Sunderland, including new roads, transport links, flood
defences, leisure and healthcare facilities, digital and power networks and schools.
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To date we have allocated over £4 billion through the Housing Infrastructure Fund
(HIF) to unlock up to 340,000 new homes.
•

A new £10 billion Single Housing Infrastructure Fund – as set out in the
Conservative manifesto, we will also build on this infrastructure investment with a new
long-term, flexible fund which will give confidence to communities, developers and
local authorities. Details of the funding will be announced alongside the Spending
Review. Homes England will engage with local authorities and the wider market to
build a pipeline of opportunities up and down the country.

13. Speed up the planning system. In the Spring, we will publish a bold and ambitious
Planning White Paper. It will propose measures to accelerate planning. It will maximise
the potential of new technologies to modernise the system. It will make it easier for
communities to understand the planning system and play a role in decisions that affect
them. Together, the measures it puts forward will set out a pathway to a new English
planning system which is fit for the future. The White Paper will reflect international best
practice, create more space for innovation and new approaches and ensure that
planning reflects our aspirations to level up across the country. We want a planning
system that supports beautiful design; and, meets the challenges of climate change as
well as building the homes this country needs. As part of this the government will:
•

Reform planning fees to create a world-class planning service – we will introduce
a new planning fee structure to ensure that planning authorities are properly
resourced to improve the speed and quality of their decisions. This will be linked to a
new performance framework to ensure performance improvements across the
planning service for all users.

•

Automatic rebates where planning applications are successful at appeal – to
promote proper consideration of applications by planning committees, where
applications are refused applicants will be entitled to an automatic rebate of their
planning application fee if they are successful at appeal.

•

Ensure land for housing is built out – we will act to make it clearer who owns land
by requiring greater transparency on land options. We will explore wider options to
encourage planning permissions to be built out more quickly.

•

Expand the use of zoning tools to support development – the government will
outline further support for local areas to simplify the process of granting planning
permission for residential and commercial development through zoning tools, such
as Local Development Orders. The government will trial the use of templates for
drafting LDOs and other zonal tools to create simpler models and financial incentives
to support more effective use. The government has also launched a consultation on
a new UK Freeport model, including on how zoning could be better used to support
accompanying development.

•

Improve the effectiveness, take-up and role of Compulsory Purchase Orders to
help facilitate land assembly and infrastructure delivery – MHCLG will introduce
further support and expertise to LAs to give greater confidence in using CPO powers
and will consult on legislative reforms to speed up the decision-making process. The
government intends to consult on: introducing statutory timescales for decisions;
ending the automatic right to public inquiry; encouraging early agreements on
compensations; and exploring the scope to remit more decisions back to LAs; as well
as wider reform.
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Helping first time buyers onto the housing ladder
14. This government will reset our national homeownership offer, providing new routes to
home ownership and ensuring that local people and key workers can have the
opportunity to build a life in their own community. To support more people into home
ownership, we will:
•

Cut the cost of new homes through the new First Homes scheme – the biggest
barrier to ownership is saving for a deposit, and we are consulting on a new First
Homes scheme that will address this. The scheme will cut the cost of many new
homes by a third, creating a new generation of homeowners. This will lower the cost
of buying a home by an average of £70,000 for eligible first time buyers, improving
the prospects for people who find the market unaffordable. The discount will be locked
into the property in perpetuity – meaning that future generations will continue to
benefit from the discount offered. All homeowners remember getting the keys to their
first home, and this Government wants people to realise this moment as quickly as
possible. Over the coming weeks and months, we will be looking to partner with
developers and local authorities to be the front runners in delivering the first wave of
first homes.

•

Explore encouraging a market for long-term fixed rate mortgages – the
Government will work with lenders to explore what can be done to encourage a
market in long-term fixed rate mortgages. We will also look at what benefits these
could bring to consumers, including whether they have the potential to keep deposits
low for first time buyers looking to get on the housing ladder.

•

Make the route to ownership simpler and more affordable through a new
national Shared Ownership model – we want to have an ownership offer available
to people on different incomes so it’s important to us that people on lower incomes
who want to own their own home, but cannot see a route to achieving that goal, are
helped onto the housing ladder. Our new national model for shared ownership will
be more consumer friendly, fairer and more accessible.

Creating beautiful, sustainable places
15. Giving people a stake in society also means ensuring that we are delivering the sorts of
homes where people want to raise their children, to grow old together and can be good
neighbours. Collectively, we need to remember how to build beautiful homes and create
beautiful places. The government will take action to encourage more beautiful design
and to ensure local authorities have the support they need to demand higher standards.
We will:
•

Revise the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) to embed the principles
of good design and placemaking – this will make clear that high-quality buildings
and places must be considered throughout the planning process. The framework will
expand on the fundamental principles of good design to define what is expected of
local authorities and developers to support the creation of beautiful places.

•

Respond to the Building Better, Building Beautiful Commission’s report – we
will look to take forward many of the Commission’s recommendations, which include
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calling for urban tree planting and giving communities a greater opportunity to
influence design standards in their area. This will put tree lined streets at the centre
of future plans, so that they become the norm not the exception.
•

Give local authorities the ability to ensure that new homes conform to local
residents’ ideas of beauty through the planning system – using the National
Model Design Code we will set out clear parameters for promoting the design and
style of homes and neighbourhoods local people want to see. We will ask local places
to produce their own design guides and codes, informed by listening to local people
and considering local context. This will embed standards in planning policy and give
local communities the confidence to demand that they are met.

16. We will also work tirelessly as part of this Government’s wider commitment to net zero
emissions by 2050, delivering a green housing revolution of attractive and
environmentally friendly homes. To achieve this, we will:
•

Review our policy for building in areas at flood risk – alongside our £5.2 billion
investment in additional flood defences announced yesterday, we will seek to ensure
that communities across the country know that future development will be safe from
floods. We will assess whether current protections in the NPPF are enough and
consider options for further reform, which will inform our wider ambitions for a new
planning system.

•

Introduce a Future Homes Standard (FHS) – from 2025, the FHS will require up to
80% lower carbon emissions for all new homes. This will help bring an environmental
revolution to home building – tackling climate change while keeping household bills
low. This will ensure everyone, including developers, is doing their bit to protect the
environment.

•

Establish a Net Zero development in Toton in the East Midlands – we will explore
options for regeneration around Toton, including potential delivery vehicles such as
Development Corporations.

Ensuring affordable, safe and secure housing for all
17. We are committed to improving access to safe and high-quality housing, improving
affordability and putting in place measures so that all homes are built properly with the
right materials and that residents, whether they are home owners or renters, have access
to a simple and consumer-friendly process for making complaints. To achieve this, we
are:
•

Renewing our commitment to affordable housing – in the Budget we announced
a £12 billion investment in Affordable Homes – the biggest cash investment in
affordable housing for a decade. This is expected to bring in around a further £38
billion public and private investment. This new 5-year investment will deliver more
affordable housing, help more people to own their own home, and build more social
rent homes, helping those most at risk of homelessness in areas of the country where
affordability is most acute.

•

Publishing the Social Housing White Paper – this will bring forward reforms to
ensure that residents in social homes are treated with dignity and respect. These
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measures will empower tenants, provide better redress and regulation and improve
the quality of social housing. This will include a simple and effective end-to-end
process when tenants have complaints.
•

Making a further £1 billion available to support remediation for building safety –
Prior to the new regulatory regime, the government will be investing an additional £1
billion in 20/21 to support the remediation of unsafe non-ACM cladding in private and
social residential buildings above 18 metres. This will be over and above the £600
million ACM remediation fund. This intervention is based on the advice of experts
such as Dame Judith Hackitt, and we are clear that this will be the limit to the
Government’s funding support for remediation. In the private sector this investment
will be for the benefit of leaseholders and in the social sector it will focus on those
landlords who are unable to pay, ensuring the necessary works take place and cost
is not a barrier to remediation. We expect building owners who have already
committed to fund remedial works without passing on the costs to leaseholders to
stick to these commitments.

•

Protecting new homeowners through the New Homes Ombudsman – we must
raise the game of house builders across the sector and stop rogue developers from
getting away with shoddy building work. The New Homes Ombudsman will ensure
that homebuyers can access help when they need it and get them the compensation
they deserve.

•

Ensuring renters are treated fairly through the Renters’ Reform Bill – we will
improve security for tenants by abolishing the use of ‘no fault evictions’ so that tenants
can put down roots in their communities and plan for their long-term future. We will
introduce a new ‘lifetime tenancy deposit’ and support good landlords to continue to
provide the homes the country needs.

•

Commencing a review and pledging over £640 million to end rough sleeping –
rough sleeping is a moral shame which we must address head on. The government
is committed to ending rough sleeping in this Parliament. We are now bringing the
total funding for ‘move on’ accommodation to £381 million which will enable
refurbishment, acquisition and leasing of properties specifically for rough sleepers,
together with vital support that will enable them to sustain those tenancies where
otherwise they may be at risk of falling out of housing. We are also pledging an
additional £262 million for rough sleeper substance misuse services; because we
believe that the root causes of rough sleeping are as much substance misuse, alcohol
dependency and mental health, as they are housing. And the urgent review, led by
Dame Louise Casey, will advise on what additional action is required to end rough
sleeping within this Parliament.

Laying the foundations for affordable, green and beautiful
homes for everyone
18. Over the spring and summer, the government will work with local authorities, Small and
Medium-Sized Enterprise (SME) housebuilders, local groups, the construction industry
and others to shape a long-term programme of reform for the country’s planning system
and housing market.
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19. This will be a comprehensive review of what does and does not work currently and will
inform our new Planning White Paper and our housing strategy, to be published
alongside the Spending Review. In these the government will set out a detailed vision of
what the country’s housing and land markets should be like come 2030, as well as plans
for how we will get there.
20. The work will include, but not be limited to considering:
•

how to restore the dream of home ownership to more people;

•

how to modernise the sector and its workforce;

•

how to partner with places to build beautiful and go green;

•

how to ensure affordable, quality, safe housing for all; and

•

how to align housing with wider infrastructure to boost productivity and growth.

21. In the next year, the government will bring forward major publications and legislation,
including:
•

Setting out a detailed housing strategy, including our plans to create a housing market
that works for people across the country;

•

The Planning White Paper to deliver common sense planning reforms to get Britain
building, and our response to the Building Better, Building Beautiful Commission
report and recommendations;

•

The Building Safety Bill to ensure we have one of the safest building safety regimes
in the world;

•

The Renters’ Reform Bill to provide stability to those who rent; and

•

The Social Housing White Paper to ensure that residents in social homes are
treated with the dignity and respect we all expect.

22. We will pursue these challenges by looking at the needs of local places, different models
of delivery and funding, and how to balance measures to boost supply with measures to
improve existing stock. To underpin this work, we will continue to transform Homes
England, into a more muscular agency that is better able to drive up delivery. Critically,
the work will also answer the question of how to ensure the housing sector meets the
country’s ambitious targets on decarbonisation.
23. We will give people the chance to own their own home. We will seek to build more homes,
and we will do so as members of a responsible society – proud of the places and the
environment we inherited, eager to care for and enhance it and determined to give the
next generation the capital and the stake in our country a successful economy and
democracy demands. We will ensure affordable, safe, quality housing for all as part of
our mission to level up, unite and unleash the potential of this country, support towns and
high streets, and ensure communities have a real sense of place.
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Foreword
March 2004

Dear Chancellor and Deputy Prime Minister,

Housing is a basic human need, which is fundamental to our economic and social
well-being. Yet housing provision is often controversial and provokes strong reactions.
My Review of housing supply highlights the tensions that surface, when seeking to promote an
adequate housing supply and a more responsive provision:

• A weak supply of housing contributes to macroeconomic instability and hinders labour
market flexibility, constraining economic growth. These risks to stability are likely to be
increased should the UK decide to join Economic and Monetary Union. The UK
should have a more flexible housing market.
• For many people, housing has become increasingly unaffordable over time. The
aspiration for home ownership is as strong as ever, yet the reality is that for many this
aspiration will remain unfulfilled unless the trend in real house prices is reduced. This
brings potential for an ever widening social and economic divide between those able to
access market housing and those kept out. Rising numbers in temporary
accommodation is evidence of the polarisation which exists today.
• Homes are more than shelter. They provide access to a range of services and to
communities. Housing also plays a major role as an asset in household balance sheets
and in household planning for their financial futures.
• The housing market indicates people’s preferences for the types of housing, location
and communities that they would like to live in, for example the preference for space
as incomes increase.
• Increasing housing supply raises concerns about the environment and loss of open
spaces.
These considerations pose a number of dilemmas for policy makers at all levels, (national,
regional and local). There are issues around the relationship between the private sector as the
main deliverer of housing and Government’s objectives, which may not always accord with
market pressures. There are no easy answers and no disguising that the choices we face are
difficult. We inhabit a small island – land is a finite resource, which we must make best use of.
But we also need to think about other outcomes that we wish to achieve:

• a more flexible housing market which adapts to and reflects the needs of the
economy; and
• a more equitable distribution of housing wealth.
I do not believe that continuing at the current rate of housebuilding is a realistic option, unless
we are prepared to accept increasing problems of homelessness, affordability and social division,
decline in standards of public service delivery and increasing the costs of doing business in the
UK – hampering our economic success. Indeed, the Government has already signalled the need
for action through the Sustainable Communities Plan and the Planning Bill.
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Foreword

This Review sets out a series of policy recommendations to address the lack of supply and
responsiveness of housing in the UK. The recommendations cover a broad spectrum of issues.
It suggests that we need to integrate economic considerations into the planning system, that we
need a better means of assessing the costs and benefits of development and land use and that we
need to acknowledge market signals and use the information provided.
These recommendations will also require concerted action on the part of the housebuilding
industry. In the past, quality of service to consumers and considerations of sustainability, design
and innovation have been secondary to the desire to secure land. The signs are that the industry
recognises these failings, which arise in part from the volatility of the housing market, and I
believe there is a determination to do better.
I am grateful to the Government for giving me the opportunity to conduct this Review and I
hope it will play a constructive part in what I am sure is going to be an active area of public
policy over the coming years. I do not pretend that this Review provides all the answers at a
detailed level. In some areas, I have sought to set out broad principles. Creating a more flexible
housing market is a considerable challenge, which will take time and requires determination to
engage in ongoing reforms. It will not happen overnight.
Ideas, facts and other inputs for the Review have come from a wide range of academics,
professionals, policy makers, housebuilders and interested individuals. I am extremely grateful
to them all. I have been struck by the desire among all those working in the housing field to
secure change and to work together to promote a common goal of improving access to housing.
There is clearly much common ground and a desire to elevate the policy debate. I hope that this
Review will allow that debate to continue and develop.
I would like to express my thanks to all those who assisted me in producing this Report. Many
individuals and organisations gave generously of their time and effort to propose ideas and
support me in reaching these conclusions. These contributors are identified in Annex A. I would
also like to thank warmly Jo-Anne Daniels and the team of very able people who have worked
tirelessly and with good humour: Mark Aldridge, Tejinder Bassi, Rachael Clapson, Ben Dubow,
Odette Fioroni, Kerry Higgins, Graham Kinshott, Adam Land, David Leam, Chris Nicholls
and Bryn Welham.

Kate Barker
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Executive summary
INTRODUCTION
1
The Chancellor and Deputy Prime Minister set up this Review on 9 April 2003 with the
following Terms of Reference:

•

Conduct a review of issues underlying the lack of supply and responsiveness of
housing in the UK.

•

In particular to consider:

•
the role of competition, capacity, technology and finance of the
housebuilding industry; and
•
the interaction of these factors with the planning system and the
Government’s sustainable development objectives.
Demand for housing is increasing over time, driven primarily by demographic trends and
rising incomes. Yet in 2001 the construction of new houses in the UK fell to its lowest level since
the second world war. Over the ten years to 2002, output of new homes was 121⁄ 2 per cent lower
than for the previous ten years. This Review is concerned with the issues both of volatility and of
long-run supply.
2

Volatility in the housing market, in the UK, combined with the strong association between
house prices and private consumption (reflecting in part high levels of owner occupation) is
striking. Consequently, the housing market has contributed to macroeconomic volatility, creating
a more difficult environment for businesses and for economic policy makers.
3

4
A weak response of housing supply to demand changes has been one of the factors
underlying this instability. In addition, there is growing evidence of a persistent inadequate supply.
In the UK the trend rate of real house price growth over the last 30 years has been 2.4 per cent,
considerably higher than the European average of 1.1 per cent. Latest evidence suggests that the
trend rate of real UK house price growth has increased to 2.7 per cent over the last 20 years. The
Review is fundamentally concerned with the longer-term issues of unresponsive and weak supply,
rather than questions surrounding the current house price cycle.

The Interim Report argued that, in addition to the costs of volatility, there was a set of
adverse consequences as a result of the long-run upward trend of house prices:
5

•

Affordability has worsened between cycles. In 2002 only 37 per cent of
new households could afford to buy a property compared to 46 per cent in the
late 1980s.

•

Wealth is re-distributed. Higher house prices result in a transfer of resources from
those outside the housing market such as would be first time buyers to those inside
the market, such as existing home owners. This also tends to favour older
generations at the expense of younger. The wealth gap between home owners and
others is widening.
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•

Labour mobility is restricted. Lower rates of house building can lead to significant
regional house price differentials and regional price expectations, reducing labour
mobility and constraining productivity.

•

There is also an overall cost in terms of economic welfare from the restriction
in supply.

•

But against this, and the other costs identified above, have to be set important
benefits from restricted supply – in particular reduced urban sprawl and the
retention of open greenfield land.

6
Raising housing numbers is only part of the story. It also matters where houses are located
and how much space they have. The nature of cities, towns and villages is also important, and the
role of planning in shaping these as sustainable communities is recognised and valued. In
considering policy recommendations, the varied nature of regional and local housing markets has
been kept in mind, for example the different issues in terms of externalities and costs of
development, which exist in low demand areas. The Review’s recommendations in most cases aim
to establish a broad framework, which is adaptable to differing regional circumstances, a one size
fits all approach is not always possible or desirable.
7
New supply only accounts for 1 per cent of the housing stock, and so even measures which
change new supply significantly would not have much effect on prices were it not for the role of
expectations. If policy changes alter perceptions about the future course of prices, then the impact
on today’s prices is potentially much larger. This consideration has led to a cautious approach being
taken to policy recommendations. A further reason for caution is that, with such a regulated
market, it is very difficult to judge the supply response to any change.
8
Government has already taken important steps to address housing supply, (the Sustainable
Communities Plan, proposals for four new growth areas, and recent reforms to the planning
framework). This Review should be seen as part of that on-going process to reform housing supply,
and indeed the housing market more generally. A further review of the housing market should
be undertaken in three years time. This review would consider progress made towards delivering
the Government’s policy agenda and look at how the market is responding to the changes proposed
in this Report.

OBJECTIVES
9

4

The overall objectives of the Review are:

•

to achieve improvements in housing affordability in the market sector;

•

a more stable housing market;

•

location of housing supply which supports patterns of economic development; and

•

an adequate supply of publicly-funded housing for those who need it.
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These objectives require a more flexible housing market, one in which supply responds
more strongly to changes in price. But this raises difficult choices. Accommodating demographic
projections for household numbers up to 2021 alone, will mean a higher rate of housebuilding
than has been achieved recently. While the important recent steps taken by Government would
address some of the problems of stability, affordability and housing those in need, more needs to
be done if the present situation is to be improved.
10

Inevitably, this would bring adverse consequences for the environment and for public
amenity. As Martin Wolf wrote recently: ‘We cannot have a rising population, spacious housing for
each household and an unchanged quantity of undeveloped countryside’1.
11

The Review sets out three scenarios, two of which would require policy changes beyond
those already being implemented by Government. (The numbers in these scenarios relate to
England alone.) The estimates in these scenarios for private and for social housing are rather
different in nature.
12

13
Taking as the baseline the level of private sector build in 2002-03, 140,000 gross starts and
125,000 gross completions, it is estimated that:

•

reducing the trend in real house prices to 1.8 per cent, would require
an additional 70,000 private sector homes per annum; and

•

more ambitiously, to reduce the trend in real house prices to 1.1 per cent,
an additional 120,000 private sector homes per annum would be required.

These are in line with the estimates presented in the Interim Report2, and subject to the
same caveats. Going further, a zero trend in real house prices and the level of housebuilding this
would imply is considered undesirable and unachievable. These estimates imply that large increases
in the rate of new build would be required to achieve a reduction in the price trend, which is
unsurprising given the fact that new build is only around 1 per cent of the existing stock. However,
as highlighted previously, these estimates are highly dependent on how much price responds to
additions to the stock. The recommendations in the Review, which should achieve a more
responsive housing market, could be expected to increase the response of price, and therefore
reduce the rate of housebuilding which is needed.

14

15
In the light of the issues raised above, it is clear that there would be significant benefits
from a higher rate of housebuilding, and from the changes which aim to make the market more
responsive. Even in the case of the less ambitious price trend, these benefits would include pricing
an additional 5,000 new households each year into the market, and improving access for the
backlog of those presently priced out. There would also be significant benefits as people would have
access to housing which better meets their aspirations.

The scenarios for social housing are based on demographic projections. An increase in
supply of social housing of 17,000 homes each year is believed to be required to meet the needs
among the flow of new households. There is also a case for provision at up to 9,000 a year above
this rate in order to make inroads into the backlog of need. Clearly, the scenarios for the private
and social sectors for example, are to some extent independent of each other. It would be possible
to take a more ambitious approach to social provision, irrespective of the approach to market
provision. However, this would have implications for the level of investment needed.
16

1
2

Martin Wolf FT 6.02.2004, England’s Great Housing Dilemma.
Table 3.4, p.59, Barker Review Interim Report, (2003)
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These scenarios set out the choices for Government, in the light of the trade-off which is
believed to be appropriate between improving market affordability, meeting housing need and
environmental considerations. In this context, it should be noted that, under the extreme
assumption that all of the additional build were carried out in the South East, an additional
120,000 homes per year would take around 0.75 per cent of the total regional land area3.
17

The policy proposals listed below build up to a framework which should be more
responsive, and in which incentives are aligned better with the wider costs and benefits of housing
development. This greater flexibility is an important goal in itself, in light of the above discussion
about the costs of housing market volatility. Generally, particular policies are not attached to each
of the scenarios. Rather, the framework should be capable of delivering the rate of housing supply
which Government, at national, regional and local level has concluded is best in light of the
trade-off between housing market and environmental objectives.
18

19
Tackling issues of macroeconomic stability may also require measures to address the
demand for housing alongside improvements to supply. Demand side measures, such as the reform
of property taxation could help to mitigate house price cycles. In any reform of council tax,
consideration should be given to having an element of this tax which is more closely related to
property prices.

PLANNING FOR DEVELOPMENT
The Review makes a number of recommendations to improve the working of the planning
system. At the centre of these recommendations is the principal objective that planning should take
more account of, and use market information. That does not mean that planning should in all cases
follow the market, in some cases decisions should contradict market signals. But there must be a
clearer rationale for why this is necessary (for example, tackling market failures associated with
housing abandonment in low demand areas) and a full understanding of all the consequences of
these decisions, at local and national level.
20

21

Planning at regional and local levels needs to respond by:

•

making better use of information about prices and preferences; and

•

the process needs greater certainty and speed, though not at the expense of making
bad decisions.

Central to achieving change is the recommendation to allocate more land for
development. This certainly does not mean removing all restraints on land use, on the contrary the
review advocates more attention be given to ensuring the most valuable land is preserved. But
housebuilders would have greater choice as to which sites to develop, increasing competition.
And it would also allow a quicker and more flexible response to changing market conditions on
the upside.
22

A stronger role for regional planning bodies is recommended, with an independent
Regional Planning Executive charged with setting out advice on market affordability targets,
housing numbers, strategic growth areas and co-ordinating links between the key players
(infrastructure providers, developers and English Partnerships).
23

This calculation assumes that 60% will be built on brownfield sites, and that dwellings will be built at a density
of 30 per hectare. It also includes an allowance for related infrastructure.

3

6
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At the local level, alternative routes to gaining planning permission are proposed which
aim to speed up the process and increase certainty – while preserving opportunities for vital
community involvement and the principles of sound design.
24

DELIVERING DEVELOPMENT
25

Land will only get developed if:

•

the right incentives are in place for those making development decisions; and

•

development is facilitated where market or government failures, particularly
co-ordination failures, block permissioned development from occurring.

26
Reforms to local government finance are proposed, to align the incentives facing
individual local authorities with the costs and benefits to society more widely. Funding flows need
to be more forward-looking, and local authorities allowed to ‘keep’ for a period some or all of the
council tax receipts generated by new housing.

Infrastructure providers need to be involved in developing regional and local plans from
an early stage. They should then need to use their powers to direct refusal of planning permission,
for development which accords with the plan only rarely.
27

English Partnerships should play a lead role in delivering development by assembling land
and managing the issues around complex sites. Planning authorities should seek the best of the
range of special purpose vehicles available to drive development where there are problems with land
acquisition and infrastructure. A new Community Infrastructure Fund should be established to
fund the up-front costs of infrastructure needs which are blocking development.
28

Section 106 needs reform to provide more certainty and simplicity. The Government is
presently consulting on one way to achieve this. However, if the recommendation to introduce a
Planning-gain Supplement is accepted, this would offer the opportunity to achieve this objective
by scaling back Section 106 to cover the direct impact of development and contributions to social
housing only.
29

CONTRIBUTING TO DEVELOPMENT
30
In principle taxation is often the best way to deal with externalities. However, using
taxation as a means to increase the supply of land directly is unlikely to be successful, mainly
because the role of the planning system in changing the value of sites reduces the effectiveness of
price signals, and would create concerns about the fairness of the tax regime. In the context of land,
tax may also be a blunt instrument, because of the individual nature of each site with regard to the
balance between the social and private costs of development.

However, taxation can have other roles to play. In particular, windfall profits otherwise
known as development gains often arise as a result of development decisions. The Government
should actively pursue measures to share in these windfall gains, which accrue to landowners, so
that these increases in land values can benefit the community more widely. The value captured can
be used as a funding stream for a number of other policies.

31
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Several options for capturing development gain have been considered, including
development gains tax, changes to the VAT regime, and developer contributions paid on the grant
of planning permission. It is proposed that the granting of planning permission would be a suitable
point in the development process to levy a charge based on local land values. This Planning-gain
Supplement would fall largely on landowners, with little impact on house prices.
32

In general, imposing a tax on an activity discourages its supply – but given the interaction
of land supply with the planning system this effect could be expected to be small, provided that
tax rate is not set at too high a level. More importantly, the proposed tax is part of a package of
policies set out in this Review, which, taken together, aim to increase the supply of land and
planning permissions.
33

ACCESSING HOUSING
34
The number of social houses built in the UK has fallen from around 42,700 per year in
1994-95 to around 21,000 in 2002-03. In recent years expenditure on social housing has
increased, from £800 million in 2001-02 to over £1.4 billion in 2003-04, however the rate of new
supply has continued to decline. This is due both to the strong rise in land prices (which has
pushed up the cost of units) and the importance attached to improving the existing stock of social
housing (bringing the proportion of social units falling below the decency threshold down from 46
per cent in 1996 to 33 per cent in 2002).

It is estimated that, over the next ten years, the number of social and affordable houses
provided will need to be increased by at least 17,000 per year, requiring annual investment building
up to around £1.2 billion, in order to meet the flow of new needy households. If the backlog of
those whose need has not been met in the past is to be reduced, then up to 23,000 further houses
would need to be supplied, at a cost building up to £1.6 billion. Not all of this cost would
necessarily have to be met by Government – there may be further capacity among the Registered
Social Landlord (RSL) sector, and some private suppliers are also developing models which seek
opportunities to provide without public subsidy.
35

THE DEVELOPMENT INDUSTRY
The recommendations in the Review are intended to change the environment within
which the housebuilding industry operates. Reduced house price volatility should lead the industry
to be more willing to supply, and there should be less need to focus intensively on land. However,
the industry needs to demonstrate a willingness and capability to respond to this changed
environment.
36

The Review sets the industry challenging targets to improve service quality and consumer
satisfaction ratings and to increase investment in skills and improved production techniques.
37

38
Local authorities should also consider the level of competition in the new build market
when granting permissions. They should discuss the build out rates for large sites, and, where
appropriate, encourage developers to split up these sites.

8
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CONCLUSION
To improve the responsiveness of UK housing supply, many of the above
recommendations are needed. Greater responsiveness could occur without there being a step
change in the level of housebuilding – but this is also considered to be necessary at rate present
time. Such a step change may mean more direct action by Government, for example through
special purpose vehicles to drive forward delivery.
39

This Review was established with a UK remit, but given the devolved nature of housing
and planning policies, many of the recommendations apply only to England. The devolved
administrations will need to consider for themselves whether these recommendations are
appropriate to their own circumstances, in the light of the policy changes the UK Government
decides to adopt.
40
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Introduction
The decade that has passed since Kate Barker conducted her Review of Housing
Supply for the Government has seen a worsening in all indicators of housing
affordability and the associated prospects for aspirational would-be homeowners.
Despite the best efforts and intentions of successive ministers, the 10 years since
the Review has ultimately been a lost decade in terms of addressing the
shortcomings of the housing market. There can be no doubt that the housing
crisis facing the country in 2014 is far greater than that discussed by Barker in
2004.
The Barker Review did have a major impact on the policy environment and
framework for housing supply. In policy terms it was certainly the most significant
report of the first decade of the new millennium, and probably the most significant
review since the 1977 Housing Policy Green Paper, and it triggered a range of
planning reforms and responses from the industry. However, its impact was
undoubtedly overshadowed by the global financial chaos that followed in the
years afterwards.
It is testament to the quality of Kate Barker’s analysis and the soundness of her
recommendations that almost 30 of the 36 recommendations were subsequently
implemented by the Government or by industry, especially when considering that
several recommendations not carried through by the Government that
commissioned the review have subsequently been adopted – in some form – by
the Government which came to power in 2010. Some other recommendations
were soon after the publication of the report rendered irrelevant by changes to the
structures or delivery mechanisms, such as the consistent reform of the English
regional government system or the abolition of Public Service Agreements
(PSAs).
The severe global recession that followed the implementation of these many
reforms inevitably meant that they were extremely unlikely to bring about any
sustained increase in house building rates. Indeed, the industry was near
decimated by the recession that took hold in 2007-8. However, with what we
know now, it is also very hard to see how the reforms of the 2004 system, even
without the financial crisis, would alone have delivered the step-change in house
building that was required in 2004 and is even more desperately needed in 2014.
One of the most valuable analyses conducted for the Barker Review was the
consideration of affordability levels, the various possible objectives and the likely
number of housing starts required to achieve each of these ambitions. These
ranged from the government’s plans at the time to reduce housing inflation to
2.4%, thereby merely reducing the rate at which households were being priced
out, up to the most ambitious objective of ‘improving the housing market’. A
retrospective view of these targets and the actual level of housing supply
delivered over the last decade, discussed below, paints a bleak picture. Whether
it is because of the limits of the measures recommended and adopted, the impact
of the economic turbulence that was to come or, most likely, a combination of the
two factors with others thrown in, the crisis in housing supply has drastically
worsened in the 10 years since Barker authored the Review of Housing Supply.
Meeting Barker’s most optimistic objective of improving the housing market and
pricing many more households back into the marketplace would have required an
estimated 260,000 private housing starts per year. In 2014 we are now 1.45
million homes short of where we would have been had this been achieved, and
the effect of this on housing affordability is nowadays the subject of daily
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discussion, media reporting and concern for millions of mainly young people for
whom the dream of home ownership is increasingly out of reach and for whom
private renting is also very expensive. Even against the most modest of the
objectives, the country is now 450,000 homes short of where it should be, with
little prospect that the cumulative shortfall will be reduced any time soon.
Meanwhile the middle of the three house price targets, to ‘reduce the long-term
trend’ in house price inflation has been missed by just under a million homes and
counting. To put this into stark context, that is the same number of homes in the
Birmingham primary urban area (the City of Birmingham and surrounding local
authority areas).
Barker’s research was based on the fact that there would be around 179,000
households formed in each year in the years after 2004. The gravity of the
situation today can be summed up by the latest projections of household
formation which are now more than 40,000 households per year higher than the
evidence used to inform her Review. By applying an equivalent proportional
increase to the objectives set out in the Barker Review, we can now estimate that
the most modest objective, that would merely see fewer households priced out
each year, i.e. slowing down the rapid decline in affordability but not reversing it,
would now require a sustained house building rate of 200,000 private housing
starts per year. Meanwhile the target of ‘improving the housing market’ has never
been further out of reach, likely requiring an average of 320,000 private housing
starts per year.
For every year that these requirements are not matched by the granting of
planning permissions and the laying of foundations, the country’s affordability
crisis deepens and prospects for future generations grow even gloomier.
Policy measures such as the Help to Buy Equity Loan, introduced in April 2013,
have, in a very short space of time, proven to be incredibly powerful in boosting
supply of new homes by ensuring that those households who would in the past
have been able to obtain and service a mortgage are once again able to do so,
but the longer term challenge is one of planning. As the economy recovers, some
form of normality is restored and the country begins to seriously address the
social and economic disaster that has quickly built up in this lost decade, the key
challenge now is to address the long-term supply of permissioned land.

3
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Summary
By 2004 the housing crisis was already building…
It is 10 years since the then Chancellor and Deputy Prime Minister commissioned
the economist, Kate Barker, to conduct a review of housing supply and make
recommendations to improve the functioning of the housing market
The review examined three scenarios for real house price trends ranging from
slowing the rate at which households were being priced out to a long-term
reduction of house price inflation:
2.4% per annum; the then government’s target aimed at slowing the rate at
which households were being priced out of the market. Private house building
would have had to increase to 160,000 starts per year in order to achieve this
1.8% per annum; to reduce the long-term trend. Private house building would
have had to increase to 200,000 starts per year in order to achieve this
1.1% per annum; the EU average at the time, it was considered that achieving
this would ‘improve the housing market’. Private house building should increase
to 260,000 starts per year in order to achieve this

Failure to implement development-friendly policies and the
impact of the financial crisis has resulted in a lost decade…
Even against the most modest of these housing targets, which was met once, in
2005/6, the average annual shortfall has been 45,000 homes
Measured against the objective of improving the housing market, the average
number of starts over the decade has been 145,000 per year down on the target
figure of 260,000
Measured against the middle of Barker’s three price inflation targets, the
shortfall of homes over the decade now stands at an estimated 953,000
homes. This is on top of a backlog that was already large (estimated at between
93,000 and 146,000) – and growing – in 2004.
To put this into perspective, this is equivalent to:
The number of homes in Birmingham and surrounding areas1
Half of the Social Housing Waiting List in 2012/132
The number of households in Latvia3
Even if the number of starts rose to 210,000 per year overnight, assessed against
the middle objective of ‘reducing the long-term rate of inflation’, the country would
be four and a half years behind where it was in 2004

Cities Outlook 2014, Centre for Cities data on housing stock, based on information from 2012 for 64
‘Primary Urban Areas’. Figures for the Birmingham urban area drawn from data from the local
authority areas of Birmingham, Wolverhampton, Solihull, Walsall and Dudley
2
DCLG Live Table 600
3
UN Demographics Yearbook
1
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The building of 953,000 homes would require around 0.17% of the available land
in England.4 Approximately 10% of England is classified as urban, with 1.1%
used for domestic buildings
A decade on we are 1.45 million homes short of where Kate Barker projected
would have brought about an improved housing market.

But the situation now is even worse…
Barker’s research was based on an annual household formation rate of 179,000
for the period to 2011, and while this was largely borne out, the ONS now
provisionally projects that 221,000 households will form in each year between
2011 and 2021
Applying the same proportional increase to the objectives and targets examined
by Barker in 2004 presents a very gloomy picture for housing affordability in the
future
A basic estimate would suggest that in order to achieve the very modest objective
of slowing the increase in the affordability gap so that fewer new households are
priced out of the market, 200,000 private housing starts are now required each
year – a figure last achieved in 1972-73.
‘Improving the housing market’, would now require 320,000 private housing starts
per year over a sustained period, a figure achieved in England in only four years
since World War II.

Based on average density of new development in 2011, Land Use Change Statistics in England
2011, DCLG (19 December 2013)

4
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Background to the review in 2004
The Barker Review of Housing Supply, authored by economist, Kate Barker, was
published on 17th March 2004. It had been commissioned a year earlier by the
then Chancellor, Gordon Brown, and Deputy Prime Minister, John Prescott.
Barker was commissioned to examine the operation of the housing market and
address land and planning issues that contribute to market volatility and a lack of
supply. The immediate background was the failure of housing completions to rise
in the 1990s in response to the improved economic and demographic conditions,
so that by 2001 completions had fallen to their lowest peace-time level since
1924; even lower than the trough experienced during the early 1990s recession.
Specifically, the remit included:
‘issues affecting housing supply in the UK, including competition, the capacity
and finance of the house building industry, new technology possible fiscal
instruments, the interaction of these factors with the planning system, and
sustainable development objectives’.5
In her Foreword to the resulting report, written as an open letter to the then
Chancellor of the Exchequer and Deputy Prime Minister, the report’s author noted
that ‘housing provision is often controversial and provokes strong reactions’.
Barker also warned that ‘a weak supply of housing contributes to macroeconomic
instability and hinders labour market flexibility, constraining economic growth.’
The report considered a range of prospective objectives for housing completions
based around reducing the real house price trend to varying rates around 2% per
annum and then proposed 36 recommendations, exploring the role of planning,
infrastructure, utilities as well as public land and customer satisfaction with new
build homes.
Kate Barker was under no illusions about the scale of the task and the range of
actors needed to play their part:
‘Delivering an adequate supply of housing requires action by all players:
Government; the housebuilding industry; social housing providers; communities
and local authorities.’6

5
6

6

Budget Policy Note PN1: Building a Britain of Economic Strength and Social Justice, 9 April 2003
Barker Review: Final Report, page 12
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Objectives and housing supply requirements
A better functioning housing market, it was argued, would require a reduction in
the trend rate of real house price growth from the 2.7% that was seen in the 20
years before 2004.
Looking at 2002/3 and taking the gross 140,000 private sector starts in that year
as a baseline, the Barker Review modelled three scenarios for reducing the trend
rate in England, ranging from the pre-existing government plans for reducing the
rate to 2.4% to (the then European average trend of) 1.1% in order to ‘improve
the housing market’.

Scenario

Government plans
Reducing the longterm trend
‘Improving the
housing market’

2.4%

Additional
private
sector
houses
required
p.a.
20,000

1.8%

70,000

Nil

5,000

17,000

1.1%

120,000

5,000

15,000

21,000

Real
price
trend

Average no. newly
formed households
priced into the
market p.a.
2011

2021

-5,000

-7,000

Additional
social
sector
houses
required to
2011 p.a.
n/a

(The Barker Review of Housing Supply)

Broadly, the three scenarios plotted by Barker range can be categorised as:
‘Government plans’: Slowing down the rate of increase in the affordability gap by
increasing house building by 20,000 per annum on top of 2002-3 figures.
‘Reducing the long-term trend’: Halt the increase in the affordability gap and
slowly make the market more affordable over a 20 year period by building an
additional 70,000 homes per annum on top of 2002-3 figures.
‘Improving the housing market’: Begin the turnaround in affordability slippage
within five years and make the market much more affordable over the long-term
by building an additional 120,000 homes per annum on top of 2002-3 figures.
Achieving the desired improvement in the housing market would, it was asserted,
require an additional 120,000 housing starts per year on top of the 140,000 in
2002/3, taking the annual total to 260,000. According to the Review’s modelling,
this scenario would see between 5,000 and 15,000 newly formed households
priced into the market in each year between 2011 and 2021.
Even a more modest long-term reduction which would halt the deterioration in
affordability levels and begin to price in newly formed households towards the
end of the 2011-2021 period would have required 210,000 private sector housing
starts per annum and 17,000 additional affordable homes per year.

Assumptions
The modelling for the Barker Review was based on assumptions for household
formation rates and household size projections that were available in 2004. The
figures estimated that an annual net increase in households of 179,000 p.a. in
each year between 2002 and 2011.
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According to the Office for National Statistics (ONS) these estimates were
broadly borne out by the formation rate recognised at the 2011 Census, though it
is impossible to accurately measure the impact that housing undersupply in the
years up to 2007, and the financial crisis and resulting tightening of the mortgage
market in more recent years has had on actual household formation.
Recent figures from the ONS show that the number of people aged 20-34 living
with their parents has increase by 790,000, to 3.35 million since the publication of
the Barker Review, greatly accelerating a trend that had been in existence before
2004 but to nowhere near the same level. Indeed, since the beginning of the
credit crunch the average annual increase in young adults residing with their
parents has been 3.9% per annum compared with 1.4% per annum in the six
years up to 2007.7 In addition the rate of home ownership has fallen very sharply
amongst households, and especially among those aged under 35.

House building rates since 2004
As we have seen, the Barker Review’s central objective was to provide
recommendations on interventions and reforms with the aim of achieving
between 210,000 and 260,000 new homes per year to 2021. In the 10 years
since 2003, the lower target of 160,000 private starts per year has been achieved
on just one occasion (2005-06). Even in 2005-06, the number of starts was
50,000 short of ‘reducing the long-term trend’ in real house price inflation and
100,000 short of the number required to improve the housing market, as defined
by Kate Barker.

Shortfall of housing starts against model scenarios, 2003-2013
(England)
200,000

Government plans (2.4%)

Reduce long-term rate (1.8%)

185,000
170,000
155,000
140,000
125,000
110,000
95,000
80,000
65,000
50,000
35,000
20,000
5,000
(10,000)

The chart above shows the annual gap between actual private housing starts and
the projections targeted by Barker under each of the three scenarios. On
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/family-demography/young-adults-living-with-parents/2013/sty-youngadults.html
7
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average, over the decade and taking in both economically vibrant and depressed
periods, the shortfall in the required number of starts compared with actual starts
was:




45,000 homes per year short of the objective of slowing the rate at which
housing was becoming unaffordable
95,000 homes per year short of the objective of halting the long-term
trend and slowly making the market more affordable
145,000 homes per year short of the objective of improving the housing
market

The failure to achieve the required build rate has been exacerbated by the
recession which led to a single year fall of more than 55% in the number of
private housing starts as mortgage finance seized up and confidence plummeted.
By 2013 the cumulative shortfall against the level of output estimated to reduce
the long-term real house price growth to between 1.1% and 1.8% had reached
between 950,000 and 1.45 million, roughly four to seven years of the required
supply. The table below illustrates this. Even the most modest objective of the
Shortfall against Barker’s modelled scenarios
Year

Starts

2003-04

145,800

2004-05

154,310

2005-06

160,320

2006-07

149,350

2007-08

146,160

2008-09

65,560

2009-10

73,770

2010-11

84,710

2011-12

86,350

2012-13

80,710

Government plans to
reduce to 2.4% trend
(160,000 starts)

Reduce long-term rate
(1.8% trend)
(210,000 starts)

Improve the housing
market (1.1% trend)
(260,000 starts)

Annual

Cumulative

Annual

Cumulative

Annual

Cumulative

14,200

14,200

64,200

64,200

114,200

114,200

5,690

19,890

55,690

119,890

105,690

219,890

(320)

19,570

49,680

169,570

99,680

319,570

10,650

30,220

60,650

230,220

110,650

430,220

13,840

44,060

63,840

294,060

113,840

544,060

94,440

138,500

144,440

438,500

194,440

738,500

86,230

224,730

136,230

574,730

186,230

924,730

75,290

300,020

125,290

700,020

175,290

1,100,020

73,650

373,670

123,650

823,670

173,650

1,273,670

79,290

452,960

129,290

952,960

179,290

1,452,960

three – effectively to slow the rate of increase in affordability gap – was achieved
just once, while the best that has been achieved against the target of actively
improving the market saw a shortfall of 100,000 homes.
A decade on therefore from publication of a major government-commissioned
report to address the pre-existing housing shortage, the country is now around
half a million more homes short of where the pre-existing plans had projected we
would be at prior to the Review taking place. Set against the objective of
improving the housing market, the shortfall in the number of new homes over the
2004-2014 period represents the combined housing stock of Manchester,
Liverpool and Bristol combined8, or of the number of households in the Republic
of Ireland.9
Cities Outlook 2014, Centre for Cities data on housing stock, based on information from 2012
Private households by Household Type, Measurement, Country and Year, UNECE Statistical
Division 2011

8
9

9
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Even against the middle of Barker’s three target scenarios, the country is now
953,000 homes short of a housing stock required to reduce the long-term rate of
house price inflation and price households back into the market. This is the same
number of homes as can be found in Birmingham and its surrounding area.
The 10 years that have passed since the Barker Review was published have
seen the crisis intensify; in practice, despite the best of intentions, it has clearly
proved a lost decade. The table below shows the extent to which the country has
fallen behind in correcting market and regulatory failure in the housing market.
Should supply factors be addressed to such an extent that 160,000 private starts
could be achieved, in order to address the cumulative shortfall, 2.8 years’ worth
of supply would be needed overnight to address the backlog and effectively start
again at the ‘square one’ that Barker began from. Even if this rose to 210,000, an
additional 2.2 years’ worth of the same supply would be necessary to reinstate
the kind of conditions seen in 2004.

Years of supply at given annual build rates
(total private homes p.a.)

Cumulative
shortfall

80,000
starts
(2012-13)

160,000
starts

210,000
starts

260,000
starts

Government plans

453,000

5.7

2.8

2.2

1.7

Reduce long-term rate

953,000

11.9

6.0

4.5

3.7

1,453,000

18.2

9.1

6.9

5.6

Scenario

‘Improve the market’

Recent research on household formation and its impact on
Barker’s suggested objectives
Official statistics released in April 2013 projected an increase in household
formation of 221,000 households per year between 2011 and 2021. 10
This represents a 42,000 increase on the annual household formation rates
experienced in the decade 2001-2011, a 23.5% rise. If accurate, the decade
2011-21 will see the biggest increase in household numbers of any decade since.
The table below applies this increased demand to the house building rates put
forward by Barker to provide an estimate of the housing starts required to meet
the three objectives offered in her report.
Required housing starts
2004 estimate
2013 estimate
Government's plans: slowing the increase in
affordability gap
Reducing the long-term trend in house price
inflation
Improving the housing market

160,000

200,000

210,000

260,000

260,000

320,000

10

10

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/190229/Stats_Release
_2011FINALDRAFTv3.pdf
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The cumulative shortfall in housing starts and completions over the last decade
and the interconnected demographic pressures mean that each of the objectives
discussed in Barker’s final report would require a substantial increase in housing
output compared with what was suggested in 2004.
The 2004 target figure for this objective was 260,000 – this is now the same
amount that would be estimated to be required in each year in order to achieve
the less ambitious objective of ‘reducing the long-term trend in house price
growth’.
Indeed, even the most modest objective discussed in the 2004; reducing trend
house price inflation to 2.4% p.a. could now require 200,000 private starts in each
year over a sustained period, a level of overall house building only achieved once
in the last 35 years – way back in 1972-73.
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Annex A - Barker Review recommendations
Kate Barker made 36 recommendations to Government, regional and local
bodies and the house building industry. Not all were taken forward and many
others have since been overtaken by broader reforms such as the abolition of
regional government and regional planning.
Recommendation 1: Government should establish a market affordability goal. This goal
should be incorporated into the PSA framework to reflect housing as a national priority.
Status: Introduced in full by 2008
Public Service Agreements (PSAs) were introduced by the previous Labour Government
with departments set targets according to their own policy objectives. In 2008 the
framework was reformed to introduce 30 cross-governmental PSAs underpinned by
‘Departmental Strategic Objectives’.
By the time that PSAs were abolished by the Coalition Government, a PSA had been
introduced aimed at increasing housing supply:
PSA 20: Increase long term housing supply and affordability
In autumn 2009, the government had assessed performance against this target as
demonstrating ‘strong progress’.

Recommendation 2: Local authorities should use their powers to charge more for
second homes to improve efficiency of the use of stock
Status: Introduced in part in 2004 and in full in 2013
In 2003 Council Tax rules previously meant that second homes and long-term vacant
properties qualified for a discount of 50%. The then Government then gave local
authorities the discretion to reduce the discount to as low as 10%.
The current government has since given authorities the power to charge second home
owners full rate Council Tax. This measure, introduced as part of the wide-ranging Local
Government Finance Act 2012, came into effect in April 2013.

Recommendation 3: Further research should be undertaken to improve the evidence
base for housing policies, for example on the relationship between housing, economic
growth and deprivation at a micro level.
Status: Introduced in full in 2006.
The National Housing and Planning Advice Unit (NHPAU) was established in 2006 with
the aim of advising the government on the impact on affordability of planned housing
provision, and it produced a range of valuable research reports. The NHPAU was
abolished in June 2010. We have no comparable source of research and evidence.
The Spatial Economics Research Centre (SERC), based at the London School of
Economics (LSE), was established in 2008 and brings together researchers from across
the country to extend understanding as to why some regions, cities and communities
prosper while others do not. A major strand of the Centre’s work is on housing and land
markets. The centre is funded through grants from the Economic and Social Research
Council, Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS), the Welsh Assembly
Government and (between 2008 and 2011) the Department for Communities and Local
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Government. SERC’s work has, in recent times, focused considerably on housing costs
and price volatility and how supply constraints contribute to these factors.

Recommendation 4: Government should establish a review of the housing market to
report in no more than three years’ time. The purpose of this review would be:



to measure Government’s progress in implementing the recommendations set out in
this Report; and
to assess progress towards achieving a more flexible housing market and to identify
any further obstacles.

Status: Not introduced
In its official response the Government reported that it would ‘continue to monitor progress
in achieving a more flexible housing market’. No formal review took place.

Recommendation 5: Each region, through the Regional Planning Body, should set its
own target to improve market affordability.
Status: Not formally introduced; Government Office Regions abolished in 2011; Local
Plans, introduced through the National Planning Policy Framework in 2012, are required to
‘take account of… affordability

Recommendation 6: The Regional Planning Bodies and Regional Housing Boards
should be merged to create single bodies responsible for managing regional housing
markets, delivering the region’s affordability target and advising on distributing resources
for social housing. These Regional Planning and Housing Bodies (RPHBs) would continue
to be responsible for the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) and the integration of housing
with other regional functions.
Status: Regional Planning Bodies and Regional Housing Boards were merged in 2006
and abolished in 2011
Recommendation 7: Government should set out technical guidance, accompanying a
revised Planning Policy Guidance 3 (Housing), on determining the scale and allocation of
housing provision at the regional level to ensure that methodologies reflect a full
consideration of the economic, social and environmental costs and benefits of housing at
the regional and local level.
Status: Introduced in 2006
The National Housing and Planning Advice Unit (NHPAU) was established in 2006 and
asked to develop a single methodology. The NHPAU was abolished in June 2010 and
regional planning was abolished in 2011.
Recommendation 8: Government should set out guidance on the composition of
Regional Planning and Housing Bodies.
Status: Not introduced. Government Office Regions were abolished in 2011
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Recommendation 9: Local plans should be more realistic in their initial allocation of land,
and more flexible at bringing forward additional land for development. When allocating
land sufficient to meet their targets for additional dwellings, local authorities should allow
for the proportion of sites that prove undevelopable, often as a result of site-specific
problems. In drawing up their plans, local authorities should identify their own historic
shortfall and allocate an equivalent amount of land to fill this implementation gap.
Status: Introduced in 2006
Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS 3), published in 2006, instructed local authorities to
establish a five year supply of land for residential development in accordance with the
needs of the area. This was underpinned by a Departmental Strategic Objective for 90% of
authorities to have a five year land supply by 2011. A survey in 2010 found that just over
60% of councils had indentified a five year supply.
The National Planning Policy Framework, published in 2012, superseded previous
planning guidance and policy statements. It said that local authorities should identify and
update annuall a ‘supply of specific deliverable sites’ for five years’ worth of housing
supply with an additional 5% buffer. In local authority areas in which there has been a
record of persistent under-delivery of housing, planning authorities should increase the
buffer to 20% ‘to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned supply’.11

Recommendation 10: Planning guidance should be amended to advise regional and
local planning authorities on assessing the value of land to society. This would enable
planners to take account of the relative values that society places on different types of land
use when allocating land in local development frameworks, recognising the inevitable
difficulties with interpretation of this data. The general principle of containing urban sprawl
through greenbelt designation should be preserved. However, planning authorities should
show greater flexibility in using their existing powers to change greenbelt designations
where this would avoid perverse environmental impacts elsewhere. Any change in the
designation of greenbelt land should require a strong evidence base, taking full account of
the value that society attaches to different types of land use in an area.
Status: Introduced in 2006
Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS 3) highlighted how Sustainability Appraisals could prove
effective in considering the economic, social and environmental costs and benefits of
development options. The NPPF reiterated that changes to Green Belt boundaries should
be the result of transparent a transparent review of a Local Plan and only be altered in
‘exceptional circumstances’.

Recommendation 11: Housing developments differ in their nature. It is not appropriate to
apply the same development control process to all developments. The Government should
introduce two additional routes for developers to choose between, when applying for
planning permission:
• Outline only route – applicants would put forward an outline application which contained
more detail than is currently required. Local councillors would grant outline permission, but
the granting of outline permission would mark the end of both the formal consultation
process and of councillors’ involvement. Any outstanding issues or reserved matters would
be dealt with by planning officers.
• Design code route – applicants would put forward a proposal for development supported
by a design code. Local councillors would satisfy themselves that the code had been
drawn up in accordance with planning guidance on both design and community
consultation and, if so, would adopt a Local Development Order (LDO) to cover the
identified site. This would automatically waive the need for permission to be granted.
Planning officers would then monitor to ensure that the conditions set out in the code were
met.
11

14
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Status: Not formally introduced
Whilst some Local Planning Authorities trialled design code led development and results
were generally good with swifter approval processes, such practice is by no means
widespread.

Recommendation 12: Government should take a rigorous approach to revising PPG3.
Future revisions should be grounded in an evidence base and should be subject to
scrutiny from a panel of housing and planning stakeholders, including the development
industry. Restrictions on development should have an identifiable and evidenced benefit
that outweighs their costs.
Status: Adopted
PPS3 was published in 2006, subsequently replaced by the NPPF in 2012. The first draft
of the NPPF was produced with the input of a practitioners group which included
developers and planning professionals.
The NPPF’s presumption in favour of sustainable development addresses the need to
evidence and identify any restrictions on development.

Recommendation 13: Government should allow Regional Spatial Strategies to deviate
from PPG 3 where there is clear evidence to support a different approach within the
region. While the agreement of the Secretary of State should be essential, it should only
be possible for Government to reject an application to deviate on the grounds that the
evidence is not strong enough.
Status: Introduced in 2006 through PPS3, regional planning abolished in 2011.

Recommendation 14: PPG3 should be revised to require local planning authorities to be
realistic in considering whether sites are available, suitable and viable. Any site which is
not available, suitable and viable should be disregarded for the purposes of the sequential
test.
Status: Introduced in 2006 through PPS3. These principles were strengthened as part of
the NPPF.

Recommendation 15: Government should assess whether consideration of appeals
levels in the distribution of Planning Delivery Grant could help correct the potential
perverse incentive for local planning authorities to reject planning applications in order to
meet their performance targets. In future, the PDG should take greater account of
outcomes, as well as processes.
Status: Introduced in 2005; the grant was replaced in 2008 by the joint Housing and
Planning Delivery Grant in 2008 and in 2011 by the New Homes Bonus
In 2005 the Government introduced a measure of abatement into the PDG for authorities
whose performance on defending appeals was poor. It was replaced in 2007/8 by the
Housing and Planning Delivery Grant (HPDG) which introduced an element of
performance-related grant for net housing additions.
In 2011 the new Coalition Government replaced HPDG with the New Homes Bonus which,
it was argued, is more simple and transparent. The effectiveness of New Homes Bonus as
a pro-development incentive is currently being evaluated by DCLG. In the 2013 Autumn
Statement Treasury proposed withholding NHB from sites won on appeal.
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Recommendation 16: In order to allow local planning authorities to focus on key
development decisions, resources need to be released or strengthened. This could be
achieved in a number of ways:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Government should review the scope to increase the range of permitted development
rights for householder applications, whereby certain types of development are allowed
to proceed without planning permission.
In the meantime, local authorities should bear in mind their power to vary these rights,
once the Planning Bill has become law, through establishing Local Development
Orders.
Government should also consider increasing planning fees if additional resources are
necessary.
When dealing with large-scale developments, local planning authorities should follow
existing best practice and form dedicated project teams, bringing together key public
sector stakeholders.
Where it is not practicable for authorities to develop the capacity necessary to
manage large-scale developments, they should have access to additional planning
and legal expertise or resources. This could be achieved through the Planning
Advisory Service developing a team of ‘trouble-shooters’.

Status
a)

Permitted development rights were increased in 2008 through an amendment to the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990. A further major expansion of householders
rights took place in 2013.
b) The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which took effect from 2006
included provisions on Local Development Orders
c) Planning fees were increased by an average of 39% in 2005. Fees have increased
several times since then including a one-off average annual increase of 15% in
2011/12. In 2010 the Government consulted on local fee setting but decided against
taking this measure forward
d) In 2008 the Government published guidance on Planning Performance Agreements in
conjunction with the Advisory Team on Large Applications (ATLAS)
e) ATLAS was created as an arm of the Planning Advisory Service using additional
funding to English Partnerships
More generally, local planning authorities are seriously under-resourced and house
builders encounter protracted delays was a result. No measures are currently in place to
boost LPA resources or manpower.
Recommendation 17: Central government funding settlements for local authorities
should be made more forward looking. The Government should include in its calculations
of Formula Spending Shares a variable to reflect expected housing growth in an area,
drawing on housing targets set by the reformed regional planning process.
Status: Introduced in 2005
In July 2005 the Government announced that the move to three year settlements would
include the use of projections of changes in populations and the council tax base
Recommendation 18: Building on the broadly positive response to its Local Authority
Business Growth Incentive proposal, the Government should consider ways of
incentivising local authorities to meet housing growth targets. One way would be to
disregard, for a period of possibly up to three years, some or all of the council tax receipts
generated by new housing from the calculation of a local authority’s grant allocation. This
additional revenue should not be ring-fenced.
Status: Introduced in part in 2011
In its formal response to the Barker Review recommendations the then Government cited
the Planning Delivery Grant as the means of achieving a strong incentive for housing
growth. In 2011, the Coalition Government replaced the reformed PDG with the New
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Homes Bonus which provided a payment to local authorities for each net addition to the
local housing stock based on the national average Council Tax bill.

Recommendation 19: All Government Departments and agencies should assess the
demands implied by the Government’s housing targets in their spatial planning and
funding decisions. Departments’ contributions to meeting ODPM’s housing targets should
be recognised within their own priorities, including Public Service Agreements.
Status: Not introduced
In the 10 years since the Barker Review there have been numerous announcements and
targets have been set for releasing the surplus public sector land that is owned by
Whitehall departments. Looking beyond surplus land, a lack of integration across Whitehall
has hampered the delivery of sites all over the country. In particular, the failure to provide
necessary infrastructure improvements has held back development in many cases.

Recommendation 20: To minimise delays to development, infrastructure providers, such
as the Highways Agency and water companies, should be involved from an early stage in
developing both the regional spatial strategy and the local development plan.
Status: Introduced in 2005
The Highways Agency (HA) became a major statutory consultee in the development of
Regional Spatial Strategies. Under the new regime, the HA must report to the DCLG on its
performance in responding to planning applications. In its most recent report the HA
reported that 99.6% of responses were within 21 days of receiving the application. At the
Autumn Statement in December 2013, the Government announced that it would consult on
proposals ‘to reduce the number of applications where unnecessary statutory
consultations occur and pilot a single point of contact for cases where conflicting advice is
provided by key statutory consultees.’12
Recommendation 21: English Partnerships (EP) should have a lead role in delivering
development through partnering with public and private sector bodies in assembling
complex sites, masterplanning, remediating land and developing supporting infrastructure.
At the same time, Government should provide greater certainty as to the principles by
which EP would, or would not, intervene, so as to avoid crowding out private sector
activity, or stunting the development of new markets. Devolved administrations may wish
to assess the roles of their own housing and regeneration agencies in the context of this
Review’s recommendations.
Status: Introduced
English Partnerships took on a more strategic role in bringing forward development on
surplus public sector land and brownfield prior to its merger with the Housing Corporation
and functions of the Department for Communities and Local Government in 2008. The new
unified housing and regeneration agency, the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA)
became operational in December 2008 and has gradually adopted a larger role in the
assembly and disposal of public sector land. It is now responsible for disposal of almost all
central government departments’ surplus land.

12

Autumn Statement 2013, page 103
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Recommendation 22: A Community Infrastructure Fund (CIF) of £100-200 million should
be established within ODPM. Regions should be encouraged to submit bids for support
towards the up-front costs of medium-sized utilities and transport infrastructure schemes,
which would bring forward otherwise unviable development. Bids for support towards gap
funding schemes, such as the ringmaster approach for transport infrastructure, should be
particularly welcome. In these instances, Government should seek to operate clawback
mechanisms where this is practicable.
Status: Introduced in 2005
The Government announced at the 2004 Spending Review that a new £200 million
Community Infrastructure Fund would become operational in 2005. Two rounds of funding
were made before the new Government established a Local Infrastructure Fund at the
Autumn Statement 2012. Initially worth £474 million, the Chancellor increased the
Government’s commitment at the 2013 Autumn Statement to extend the initiative to £1bn
aimed at unlocking 250,000 homes over six years.
The Community Infrastructure Levy, introduced in 2011, gave local authorities the power to
levy a charge on new developments in their area in order to raise money for infrastructure
funding.

Recommendation 23: Central and regional government should be more strategic in its
use of area-based special purpose vehicles to deliver housing development. Where
problems of land acquisition, servicing and infrastructure provision are identified through
the regional planning process, Government should engage with English Partnerships to
identify the most appropriate vehicle for delivering development. Greater use should be
made of both UDCs and New Towns, taking advantage of their ability to deliver both
additional housing and the infrastructure necessary to support it.
New guidance on the circumstances to which different vehicles are most suited, and on
using compulsory purchase powers, should be included in the proposed delivering
development toolkit.
Status: Not formally adopted.
Since the Barker Review was published two active Urban Development Corporations
(UDCs) have concluded their activities in Thurrock and in London Thames Gateway
(covering ‘London Riverside’ and Lower Lea Valley). West Northamptonshire UDC is due
to be wound down in April 2014. The London Legacy Development Corporation, is a
Mayoral Development Corporation for the Olympic Park in Stratford set up using new
powers bestowed upon the Mayor in the Localism Act 2011.
In advance of the 2014 Budget, the Chancellor, George Osborne, announced that the
Government will establish a UDC to overcome the barriers to development in the planned
‘Ebbsfleet Garden City’.
The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provided clarification on the use of
compulsory purchase powers and the Planning Act 2008 was further intended to speed up
the planning process for major infrastructure projects.
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Recommendation 24: Section 106 should be reformed to increase the certainty
surrounding the process and to reduce negotiation costs for both local authorities and
developers. If the Government accepts the recommendations outlined in Chapter 4
concerning the capture of development gains:
• Section 106 should be ‘scaled back’ to the aim of direct impact mitigation and should not
allow local authorities to extract development gain over and above this, except as
indicated below. ODPM should issue guidance, or new legislation, to this end.
• Section 106 should retain its current affordable and/or social housing requirements as set
out in Circular 6/98, and other specific regional guidance.
• Local authorities should receive a direct share of the development gain generated by the
Planning-gain Supplement in their area, to compensate for a reduced Section
106. Local authorities should be free to spend this money as they see fit. This share
should at least broadly equal estimates of the amount local authorities are currently able to
extract from Section 106 agreements.
If the Government decides to maintain the current fiscal framework as it is, then it should
press ahead with the Section 106 reforms, on which it has recently consulted, that aim to
introduce an optional planning charge in place of a negotiated agreement. However, this
would be second best and leaves open the possibility of prolonged and costly Section 106
negotiations for large developments.
Status: Introduced in a form in 2011
At the end of 2005 the Government consulted on the introduction of a Planning Gain
Supplement as recommended by Barker. The Planning Gain Supplement (Preparations)
Act 2007 allowed for preliminary preparations but the lack of widespread support, the
industry’s inability to design a workable PGS, and the worsening economic environment
meant that PGS was not implemented.
By October 2007 the Government announced that it now favoured a levy on development
to secure contributions from developers. The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) was
legislated for through the Planning Act 2008. This was followed by implementing
regulations in April 2010. Its future was thrown into doubt as the Conservatives, the lead
partner in the new Coalition Government had previously stated that it would scrap CIL. By
November 2010 the new Government indicated that it would press ahead with a reformed
CIL. CIL was therefore finally confirmed in law at the passage of the Localism Act 2011.
Recommendation 25: Government should consider the extension of the contaminated
land tax credit and grant scheme to land that has lain derelict for a certain period of time.
This should be done on the basis that extra public money levered into the market through
such a scheme would encourage genuine new investment in brownfield remediation, and
not simply subsidise development that would take place in any case.
Status: Not introduced
The Government consulted on an extension of the tax credit but announced at the Budget
2006 that extending it to long-term derelict land was not possible to do in a cost effective
way. The Treasury instead reiterated its commitment to redeveloping brownfield land.
Recommendation 26: Government should use tax measures to extract some of the
windfall gain that accrues to landowners from the sale of their land for residential
development. Government should impose a Planning-gain Supplement on the granting of
planning permission so that landowner development gains form a larger part of the
benefits of development.
Status: Not introduced
This was considered as part of the consideration of the introduction of a Planning Gain
Supplement that was not taken forward after 2007.
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Recommendation 27: The provision of social housing should be increased. At least
17,000 additional houses are required each year compared with current provision to keep
up with demographic trends. Addressing the backlog of housing need would raise this to
23,000 per annum (assuming substitution from sub-market to market housing, as market
affordability improves). Based upon current costs of provision, additional investment
building up to £1.2 to £1.6 billion per annum would be needed to support this expansion,
not all of which will be from Government.
Status: Adopted
Government expenditure on affordable housing increased during the period 2004-2009.
The Coalition Government introduced a new Affordable Rent product in 2011 and the
majority of the latest Affordable Housing Programme is available through this product. The
2015-18 programme aims to increase the supply of new affordable homes in England by
making a contribution to the delivery of 165,000 in the three year period through
investment of £1.7 billion.
Recommendation 28: Government should continue to explore the scope to achieve both
greater RSL efficiency and higher funding through debt finance, to increase the level of
housing through the most cost effective means.
Various reforms to housing association financing have taken place over the last decade. In
recent years, following the reduction in public grant available and the drying up of
traditional long-term bank finance, Registered Providers have increasingly explored
options such as retail bonds. Places for People was the first to launch such a bond in 2012
with its 10 year inflation linked bond. In October 2013, the housing association
A2Dominion followed suit.
Recommendation 29: Government should explore moving to an alternative scheme to
Right to Buy and Right to Acquire, which is provided at lower cost and enables greater
recycling of revenues to increase the social housing stock.
Status: Introduced in part in 2012
The current government introduced an increase in Right to Buy discounts for council
tenants in 2012. This increased the discount cap to £75,000, accompanied by a new
measure to ensure that each home sold is replaced by another new home for affordable
rent.

Recommendation 30: Government should deliver its proposals to promote greater
interaction between institutional investors and the residential property market, through the
introduction of tax transparent property investment vehicles.
Status: Introduced in part
Over the last 10 years successive governments have considered the potential of
institutional investment in the private rented sector. A discussion paper on the creation of
Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs) was published in 2005. The most recent and
significant contribution to this debate was Sir Adrian Montague’s report in August 2012.
The Review of the Barriers to Institutional Investment in Private Rented Homes made a
series of recommendations. This led to the 2012 Autumn Statement announcement of
£200m equity finance for the building of private-sector rented housing, subsequently
increased to £1bn because of the level of interest. The Treasury also announced a £10bn
loan guarantee fund for Affordable Housing and private rented housing.
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Recommendation 31: Planning Policy Guidance 3 (Housing) should require local
planning authorities to have regard to the impact on competition when allocating sites in
their Local Development Frameworks. For example, if there is a choice between allocating
a number of small sites or a single large site for development, competition considerations
would favour a larger number of smaller sites.
When granting planning permission on large sites, local planning authorities should
discuss build out rates. To encourage faster build-out, planning authorities should use their
discretion in setting time limits on planning permissions and seek to agree an expected
build out rate, as a condition of planning permission. If the rate of build-out has not
increased appreciably by 2007, subject to conditions in the housing market, Government
should review all available policy options to address this issue.
Status: Not introduced

Recommendation 32: The housebuilding industry must demonstrate increased levels of
customer satisfaction:




The House Builders Federation should develop a strategy to increase the proportion
of house buyers who would recommend their housebuilder from 46 per cent to at least
75 per cent by 2007. Over the same period, levels of customer satisfaction with
service quality should rise from 65 per cent to at least 85 per cent.
The House Builders Federation should develop a code of conduct by the end of 2004
for new house sales in full compliance with the framework provided by the Office of
Fair Trading’s Consumer Codes Approval Scheme. The code of conduct should
require fair contracts complying with the Unfair Terms in Consumer Contracts
Regulations 1999.

If progress is unsatisfactory, or if consumer satisfaction levels do not rise substantially in
the next three years, the Office of Fair Trading should conduct a wide-ranging review of
whether the market for new housing is working well for consumers.
Status: Introduced in full in 2006
The Home Builders Federation introduced a Customer Satisfaction Survey in 2005 and the
first results were published in 2006. The survey is undertaken by NHBC and has
subsequently been extended to cover the whole industry, not just HBF members. Industry
results are published annually, as are customer satisfaction Star Ratings for HBF member
companies. Since its inception the Customer Satisfaction Survey has shown year on year
improvements in customer satisfaction rates, so that in the latest results (covering 201213), 90% of home buyers said they would recommend their home builder to a friend and
the same proportion were satisfied with the overall quality of their home.
The industry developed a Code of Conduct which was formally introduced in 1 st April 2010.
Although the industry introduced a customer satisfaction survey and Code of Conduct, the
OFT carried out a market study of the home building industry. The final report was
published in 2008.

Recommendation 33: The House Builders Federation, in conjunction with NHBC,
ConstructionSkills and other interested parties, should develop a strategy to address
barriers to modern methods of construction. This strategy should be developed to fit
alongside existing initiatives, working closely with Government to identify further measures
that can be taken. A range of approaches should be explored, in particular actions by
industry, and changes to NHBC policy and practice, as well as representations to
Government on areas such as changes to building regulations.
Status: HBF led a project to follow up on this Recommendation, involving all the key
parties. It produced a report which analysed the issues and concluded in essence that the
barriers to greater uptake first and foremost stemmed from the lack of a sufficient assured
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volume of housing supply (largely due to planning-related constraints) which meant that
the potential economies and scale of MMC could not be achieved in practice. There were
also recommendations on a range of other issues, including skills.

Recommendation 34: CITB-ConstructionSkills and the House Builders Federation
should work together to develop a strategy for substantially increasing the take-up of
apprenticeships from the current level of three apprentices per 100 workers, to bring the
UK to the levels of leading international comparators, such as the Netherlands and
Germany. The development of this strategy should also explore whether the appropriate
number and range of courses exist, and whether housebuilders are investing sufficiently in
their own workforce training, as well as addressing the skills needed for modern methods
of construction. In the short term, Government should consider increasing support for
skills in the construction sector, alongside any increases in the training levy. If skills
constraints are not adequately addressed by March 2007, Government should conduct a
review of the effectiveness and impact of CITB-ConstructionSkills in the housebuilding
industry.
Status: Introduced in part but affected by the recession
HBF investigated these issues in the months after the Barker Review and commissioned
Professor Michael Ball to report on whether the house building industry would have the
capability to expand its skilled workforce to meet the objective of building more than
200,000 homes per year. Professor Ball’s report, The Labour Needs of Extra Housing
Output, published in 2005, estimated that each new dwelling creates 1.5 direct house
building jobs, meaning that an output level of 250,000 homes per year would require a
workforce of 375,000
HBF launched several initiatives with its Major Home Builders Group to run new
apprenticeship pilots and adopted the Qualifying the Workforce (QtW) Initiative, amongst
others. The QtW scheme has proven very successful and is still in operation.
Apprenticeship schemes and employment in the industry generally were very badly
affected by the recession but the turnaround over the 12 months means that the industry is
looking once again to rapidly expand its workforce and HBF is currently working with
partners and members on the development of a new skills strategy

Recommendation 35: The industry should work together with CABE to agree a code of
best practice in the external design of new houses. Where planners and housebuilders
disagree on specific design issues, they should seek arbitration, possibly through CABE,
to resolve these matters.
Status: Introduced between 2003 and 2007
HBF worked with CABE and Design for Homes to develop the Building for Life Guide (now
the Building for Life 12 Guide)13 as an industry standard, endorsed by government, for
well-designed homes and neighbourhoods. Its focus is much wider than on external design
of individual dwellings, covering transport links and connections with existing
neighbourhoods, way-finding and amenity space as well as character and context. Building
for Life 12 demonstrates the favoured approach of an industry-owned means of promoting
good urban design.
The genesis of Building for Life predates the Barker Review but the recommendations in
2004 led to an acceleration in adopting its principles and Building for Life was used as the
basis for the first national audit of housing design quality during the period 2004 to 2007. It
is now the accepted standard for central government, many local authorities and housing
associations.

13
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Recommendation 36: The House Builders Federation, in consultation with its members,
should draw up a best practice guide for voluntary compensation schemes to directly
compensate those immediately affected by the transitional effects associated with
development. This might include cash payments to individual households.
Status: Not introduced
Industry and government were cautious about implementing and the recommendation was
not therefore taken forward. In January 2013 the Government announced that local
communities would directly receive between 15 and 25% of CIL revenues collected by
local authorities. In a proposal put forward in the National Infrastructure Plan in December
2013, the Government said it would develop a pilot that sees a share of the

“development benefits” passed directly to individual households.
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About HBF
The Home Builders Federation (HBF) is the
representative body of the home building industry in
England and Wales. The HBF’s members account for
around 80% of all new homes built in England and Wales
in any one year, and include companies of all sizes,
ranging from multi-national, household names through
regionally based businesses to small local companies.
Contact us
Home Builders Federation Ltd
HBF House
27 Broadwall
London
SE1 9PL
Tel: 020 7960 1620
Fax: 020 7960 1601
Email: info@hbf.co.uk
Website: www.hbf.co.uk
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
“We are … very conscious that we have not built enough homes in
this country year on year for many decades … We have been very clear
that we want to be very ambitious. We want to deliver homes across
all tenures. We want to drive home ownership up as well. Working to
deliver one million homes in this Parliament is a target we should be
very ambitious about, and go beyond, if we can.” Brandon Lewis MP,
Minister for Housing, 22 March 2016.1
A growing population, rising immigration and rising incomes have increased
demand for housing in England in recent decades.2 But, as the Minister
admitted, too few homes have been built over this period. House prices and
rents in some parts of England have risen sharply. There has been a decline
in home ownership over the past decade. This, coupled with the decline in
the number of homes available in the social sector, means that an increasing
proportion of people are now housed by private landlords.
We must build enough homes to make housing more affordable for everyone—
to rent or to buy. Aspirant home owners who are unable to afford a deposit
pay substantial proportions of their income on rent; families on waiting lists
for social housing contend with insecure tenancies and rogue landlords while
spending on housing benefit has almost doubled in real terms over the last two
decades.
As the Minister explained to us, the Government is aiming to address problems
in the housing market by building one million homes in England by the end of
this Parliament while also helping people into home ownership through various
schemes.
Since the referendum on the UK’s membership of the European Union in June
2016, the Minister has effectively abandoned this target. Prior to the vote he
warned that the target would be difficult to achieve if the UK voted to leave the
European Union. 3
On 1 July 2016, the Chancellor of the Exchequer effectively abandoned his target
of achieving a budget surplus in 2019/20. This could pave the way for releasing
restrictions on local authorities and enable them to boost housebuilding activity
substantially as this report recommends.4
The Government’s ambition is welcome but this must be matched by appropriate
action on a much larger scale than currently envisaged and across all tenures.
The Government is primarily focused on building for home ownership,
neglecting housing for affordable and social rent.
1234

It has been ten years since 200,000 homes (the implied annual rate from the
Government’s target) were added to the housing stock in a single year. But
the evidence we have heard suggests this will not be enough to meet future
1
2
3
4

Q 237.
As housing is a devolved matter, this report concentrates on England only. The problems highlighted
and the solutions offered however could equally apply to other areas of the UK.
Mr Lewis told a Housing Conference: “I don’t set targets, I never set a target”. Inside Housing,
Lewis: million homes ‘was never a target,29 June 2016: http://www.insidehousing.co.uk/lewis-millionhomes-was-never-a-target/7015848.article [accessed July 2016]
In a speech to the Greater Manchester Chambers of Commerce on 1 July 2016, the Chancellor said:
“The Government must provide fiscal credibility, so we will continue to be tough on the deficit,
but we must be realistic about achieving a surplus by the end of this decade. This is precisely the
flexibility that our rules provide for.”
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demand and the backlog from previous years of undersupply. To meet that
demand and have a moderating effect on house prices, at least 300,000 homes
a year need to be built for the foreseeable future. Otherwise the average age of
a first time buyer will continue to rise.
In a functioning market, the private sector, housing associations and local
authorities would be building enough to meet anticipated demand. But they are
not. The business model of the large developers looks to profit margins rather
than volume, housing associations are facing loss of revenue due to Government
policy on social rents and local authorities, despite some having the appetite, are
not in a position to finance large housebuilding programmes.
If the Government is serious about its desire to build more houses across all
sectors, it should relax the arbitrary limits on how much local authorities are
able to borrow to build social housing. There is no set limit on the amount a
local authority can borrow to build a swimming pool, the same should apply to
housing. The Government should also provide financial support and flexibility
for local authorities to enter into partnerships with housing associations and
institutional investors. A sustained increase in local authority housebuilding
can take advantage of historically low long-term funding rates, deliver a
consistent supply of new homes across the economic cycle and bring much
needed competition to oligopolistic large building firms which dominate the
housebuilding market.
A major source of land for housebuilding is land that is publicly owned. We
welcome the Government’s recognition of this, but efforts to release surplus
land have been ineffective so far. The Government should make far more public
land available for housing and give a senior Cabinet minister responsibility for
the delivery of the programme, with support from the National Infrastructure
Commission.
To stimulate building in the private sector, the Government should address the
large gap between the number of planning permissions granted and the number
of homes actually built. To penalise hoarders of permissioned land, local
authorities should be granted the power to levy council tax on developments
that are not completed within a set time period. To ensure local planning
departments are adequately resourced, local authorities should be able to set
and vary planning fees that are charged. The whole planning process should be
simpler, more transparent and more helpful to small builders.
The Minister told us that the Government is “very ambitious” about its housing
policy. By implementing the recommendations in this report, the Government
will show it has the political will to meet that ambition.
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OUR MAIN CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Government’s housing target
1.

The Government’s target of one million new homes by 2020 is not based
on a robust analysis. To address the housing crisis at least 300,000 new
homes are needed annually for the foreseeable future. One million
homes by 2020 will not be enough.

2.

To achieve its target the Government must recognise the inability of
the private sector, as currently incentivised, to build the number of
homes needed.

3.

The Government’s focus on home ownership neglects other tenures;
those on the cusp of ownership are helped and those who need secure, low
cost rental accommodation are not.

4.

Local authorities and housing associations must be incentivised and enabled
to make a much greater contribution to the overall supply of new housing.
Without this contribution it will not be possible to build the number
of new homes required. The likely reduction in the housing benefit bill
over the long-term is a further reason to increase the supply of social housing.
Local authority building

5.

The Government must ensure local authorities who wish to build social
housing have access to the funds to do so. The current restrictions on the
ability of local authorities to borrow to build social housing are arbitrary and
anomalous. Local authorities should be able to borrow to build social
housing as they can for other purposes.

6.

We endorse the efforts of local authorities to innovate, cooperate and enter
into partnership with others in the housing sector. We encourage local
authorities to share their experience and expertise to ensure the
proliferation of successful schemes.
Building on public land

7.

A senior Cabinet minister must be given overall responsibility for
identifying and coordinating the release of public land for housing,
with a particular focus on providing low cost homes.

8.

The number of new homes the Government expects to be built on public
land by 2020 amounts to nearly one third of their housebuilding target. The
Government should ask the National Infrastructure Commission to
oversee the number of homes that are actually built on public land.

9.

The release of public land provides a good opportunity to support the
building of low cost homes and help smaller builders return to the market.
The requirement to achieve best market value when releasing public
land should be relaxed.
Planning reform

10.

To incentivise local authorities and provide more resources for stretched
planning departments, the Government should allow local authorities
to set and vary planning fees in accordance with the needs of their
local area.
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11.

There is a large gap between the number of planning permissions granted
and the number of houses actually built. We recommend that local
authorities are given the power to levy council tax on developments
that are not completed within a set time period.

12.

Overall, planning should be simpler, more transparent and more helpful to
small builders.
Use of the existing housing stock

13.

Council tax is regressive. The bands should be amended so that owners
of more expensive properties contribute proportionally more than
owners of less expensive properties. This should be done in a revenue
neutral way.
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England short of four million homes
18 May 2018
Leading housing and homelessness charities call for the Government action to tackle the true extent of the housing shortage,
ahead of its social housing green paper.
New figures that reveal the true scale of the housing crisis in England for the first time have been published today by the National
Housing Federation – which represents housing associations in England, social landlords to 5 million people – and Crisis, the national
charity for homeless people.
https://www.housing.org.uk/press/press-releases/england-short-of-four-million-homes/
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The groundbreaking research, conducted by Heriot-Watt University, to be published in full this summer, shows that England’s total
housing need backlog has reached four million homes. A new housing settlement is needed to address this shortage, providing a home
for everyone who currently needs one, including homeless people, private tenants spending huge amounts on rent, children unable to
leave the family home, and even couples delaying having children because they are stuck in unsuitable housing.
To both meet this backlog and provide for future demand, the country needs to build 340,000 homes per year until 2031. This is
significantly higher than current estimates (including the Government’s target of 300,000 homes annually), which have never before
taken into account the true scale of housing need created by both homelessness and high house prices.
However, simply building a total of 340,000 homes each year will not meet this need – they will need to be the right type of homes.
145,000 of these new homes must be affordable homes, compared to previous estimates of the annual affordable housing need of
around 78,000 [1]. This means that around two-fifths of all new homes built every year must be affordable homes – in 2016/17, only
around 23% of the total built were affordable homes [2].
The new research also goes further than previous studies, breaking down exactly what type of affordable homes are needed:
90,000 should be for social rent
30,000 should be for intermediate affordable rent
25,000 should be for shared ownership
The research comes ahead of the publication of the Government’s social housing green paper, expected in the summer. The
Government promised the green paper, announced in September last year after the tragic fire at Grenfell Tower, would bring about a
“fundamental rethink” of social housing in the UK. The social housing sector’s leading voices, including the National Housing
Federation, Crisis, Shelter, the Joseph Rowntree Foundation, and the Chartered Institute of Housing, are calling on the Government to
use this opportunity to urgently redress the shocking shortfall in affordable housing.
In September 2017, the Prime Minister promised to invest £2 billion in affordable housing, indicating that this could deliver
around 25,000 new homes for social rent over the next three years.
Even when it is made available, this new research shows it would deliver less than 10% of the social rented homes needed
each year, so it is clear that additional funding is needed. However, this alone will not meet the full extent of the housing need
in England.
This means that the Government must make ambitious, comprehensive reforms to the land market to help deliver more homes
and make up this housing shortfall. This must include prioritising the sale of public land for social housing, as well as exploring
ways to reduce the cost of private land.
It will take time to build up the country’s affordable housebuilding programme to the levels needed but lessons from the past show that,
with government backing to release land at affordable prices and to increase investment, housing associations and councils have the
potential to increase the supply of new homes for social rents, and low cost home ownership. In post war years until the 1970s councils
regularly built more than 100,000 homes a year and previous research shows that an increase in housebuilding alone would lead to a
decrease in the most acute levels of homelessness [3].
Instead, Government funding for social housing has been steadily declining for decades: in 1975/76, investment in social housing stood
at more than £18 billion a year, but had declined to just £1.1 billion in 2015/16. Over the same period, the housing benefit bill grew from
£4 billion to £24.2 billion each year [4].
Meanwhile, homeownership rates have plummeted among young people [5]. Rough sleeping has risen by 169% since 2010, while the
number of households in temporary accommodation is on track to reach 100,000 by 2020 unless the Government takes steps to deliver
more private, intermediate and social housing [6].
Quotes
David Orr, Chief Executive of the National Housing Federation, said:
This groundbreaking new research shows the epic scale of the housing crisis in England. The shortfall of homes can't be met overnight
– instead, we need an urgent effort from the Government to meet this need, before it publishes its social housing green paper in the
summer.
The green paper will set out the Government’s approach to tackling a number of key issues, like stigma of social housing tenants.
However, it is clear that many of these stem from a chronic underinvestment in affordable housing. Fixing this should be the
Government's top priority. As a first step, ministers should make the £2 billion they promised for social rent available immediately.
The Government must also totally change the way it sells surplus land. The priority here must be supporting developments that will
deliver a public good on public land, rather than simply selling it off to the highest bidder.
https://www.housing.org.uk/press/press-releases/england-short-of-four-million-homes/
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Jon Sparkes, chief executive of Crisis, said:
Today’s findings are stark and shocking, but they also represent a huge opportunity for us as a country to get to grips with our housing
and homelessness crisis – and to end it once and for all.
Right now across England, councils are desperately struggling to find homeless people somewhere to live. This means thousands of
people are ending up trapped in B&Bs and hostels or on the streets, exposed to danger every night. It also means that far too many
people are living on a knife edge, in danger of losing their homes because of sky-high housing costs.
But we know that homelessness is not inevitable and that with the right action, it can become a thing of the past. To truly get to grips
with this crisis and ensure everyone has a safe and stable home, we must build the social and affordable housing we need to end
homelessness once and for all.
Terrie Alafat CBE, Chief Executive of the Chartered Institute of Housing, said:
This new report once again highlights the chronic housing shortage we face in the UK and it is clear that only a bold and ambitious plan
to solve the housing crisis will prevent a decent, genuinely affordable home being out of reach for our children and their children.
What the report also shows is that this isn’t just a numbers game and we have to make sure we build the right homes, in the right
places and that people can afford them. For most people social rented housing is the only truly affordable option and the government
must support the building of many more of these crucial homes.
It should also urgently address the imbalance in its housing budget, which currently sees it spend just 21% of total housing funding on
affordable housing, and give all of the organisations ready to deliver the homes we so desperately need the support and resource to do
so.
Campbell Robb, Chief Executive of the independent Joseph Rowntree Foundation, said:
It is unacceptable that currently in our society millions of people are locked out of being able to afford a decent and secure home. For
years our failure to deliver enough affordable housing in England has led to rising levels of poverty and homelessness across our
country. Now is the time to redesign our housing market so that it works for everyone – no matter who they are or where they come
from. That’s why it is crucial the Government seizes the opportunity offered by the Social Housing Green Paper to deliver the genuinely
affordable homes we desperately need.
Polly Neate, Chief Executive of Shelter, said:
“We are in the midst of a housing emergency where an entire generation faces a daily struggle for a decent home.
“We welcome this important report from housing associations themselves as a powerful sign of the growing consensus that the current
system is totally failing. We simply cannot go on with social housebuilding at its lowest since the second world war, while rough sleeping
is its highest for a decade.
“Government can turn things around but only by building many more of the high quality, genuinely affordable homes this country is
crying out for.”
Leslie Channon, Chair of ‘A Voice for Tenants’ Steering Group, said:
“One of the primary concerns raised by tenants in the recent Ministerial tenant events was the chronic shortage of social rented homes
in England. It is vital that the Government works closely with landlords and tenants to deal with this crisis as soon as it possibly can.”
Case study
Mark, 38 and Angela, 43, Pool, Cornwall, Coastline Housing
One family that’s been severely affected by the shortage of homes is Mark and Angela, who live in Cornwall with their four children.
They rented privately for 11 years and had to move nine times – in some cases, this was because of the high cost of rent, in others it
was in search of more space for their family. “We always felt really unstable and uncertain renting,” Mark says. “It was really hard and
we were always so worried about the impact it would have on the kids.”
In summer 2017, Mark approached Coastline Housing about its rent to buy programme at the Heartlands development near Redruth in
Cornwall. In December, Mark and Angela heard the good news: they had been accepted onto the scheme. “I’ll always remember the
date 18 December,” Mark recalls, “because that’s the date Coastline changed our lives by offering us this new home.” On Christmas
Day, the couple broke the news to their children with a poem that they had written to celebrate. “We’re over the moon,” Mark says.
“We’ve only lived here for three weeks, but we already feel more settled and happier. We’ve found somewhere we can call home.”
References
https://www.housing.org.uk/press/press-releases/england-short-of-four-million-homes/
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[1] Figure taken from Holmans, A. New estimates of housing demand and need in England, 2011 to
2031 [https://www.cchpr.landecon.cam.ac.uk/Downloads/HousingDemandNeed_TCPA2013.pdf] .
[2] Calculated from figures taken from Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government, Live Table
1000 [https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-affordable-housing-supply] and Live Table
123 [https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-net-supply-of-housing] .
[3] See Bramley, G. (2017) Homelessness projections: Core homelessness in Great Britain Summary
Report [https://www.crisis.org.uk/media/237582/crisis_homelessness_projections_2017.pdf] , which shows a 60% increase in
all housebuilding alone would lead to a progressive reduction in core homelessness of 15 per cent by 2031.
[4] All figures given as constant (2016/17) prices. Figures taken from Chartered Institute of Housing, UK Housing Review
2018 [http://www.cih.org/news-article/display/vpathDCR/templatedata/cih/newsarticle/data/Spending_on_new_homes_plummets_while_housing_benefit_soars_new_analysis] .
[5] Figures taken from Institute for Fiscal Studies, The Decline of Homeownership Among Young
Adults [https://www.ifs.org.uk/uploads/publications/bns/BN224.pdf] .
[6] Figures taken from Fitzpatrick, S., Pawson, H., Bramley, G., Wilcox, S., Watts, B. and Wood, J. The Homelessness Monitor:
England 2018 [https://www.crisis.org.uk/media/238700/homelessness_monitor_england_2018.pdf] .
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New homes [https://www.housing.org.uk/topics/new-homes/]
Regulation [https://www.housing.org.uk/topics/regulation/]
Research [https://www.housing.org.uk/topics/research/]
Supported housing [https://www.housing.org.uk/topics/supported-housing/]
Together with Tenants [https://www.housing.org.uk/topics/together-with-tenants/]
Voluntary Right to Buy [https://www.housing.org.uk/topics/right-to-buy/]
Universal Credit and welfare reform [https://www.housing.org.uk/topics/welfare-reform/]
Latest updates [/latest-updates/]
Resources [/resource-library/]
Events [/events/]
Offers & Benefits [/offers-and-benefits/]
Get involved [/get-involved/]
Become a member [/about-us/become-a-member/]
Services and benefits [/offers-and-benefits/services-and-benefits/]
Sponsoring and exhibiting at our events [/events/sponsorship-and-exhibiting/]
About us [/about-us/]
Blog [/blog/]
Contact us [/about-us/contact-us/]

https://www.housing.org.uk/press/press-releases/england-short-of-four-million-homes/
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Appendix JS25
MHCLG Single Departmental Plan (23 May 2018)
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Select Move Sub-Regional Choice Based Lettings Scheme
Common Allocation Policy 2018
1. Introduction and background
1.1 Introduction
This document represents the social housing allocation scheme for
Chorley Borough Council
Preston City Council
South Ribble Borough Council
The following Registered Providers
Accent Foundation
Community Gateway Association
Jigsaw Housing Group
Onward Homes
Great Places
Your Housing
Progress Housing Group
Places for People
Sage Housing
The Registered Providers will use this scheme to allocate a minimum of 75% of its
true voids in a financial year, and each provider may use their discretion to advertise
and allocate the other 25% using alternative platforms. In order to allow the local
authority to monitor the number and type of properties allocated within their area,
Registered Providers will use the Select Move IT system as the reporting mechanism
for recording all allocations regardless of which platform they have used.
When calculating the number of voids no account shall be taken of:
•
•
•

Mutual Exchanges
Successions
Decants to facilitate major works or improvements, where the tenant will be
returning

The properties advertised through this policy will be a cross section of the quality,
location, size, and type of property owned or managed by the Registered Provider
that becomes vacant throughout the year. RSLs will work with the relevant Local
Authority if a more specific type and size of property is required in order for the Local
Authority to more effectively discharge their duty.
Once the property is placed on Select Move the Registered Provider cannot
advertise it on another platform until it has completed one full advertising cycle and
Policy 2018

Page 1

Agenda Page 720

Agenda Item 4a

the shortlist exhausted. The Registered Provider can then advertise and allocate the
property through any platform. The local authorities and housing associations listed
above have signed a Memorandum of Understanding agreeing to this scheme under
a partnership arrangement to operate the Select Move sub- regional choice based
lettings scheme.
Registered Providers with housing in the Chorley, Preston and South Ribble areas
who are not Select Move partners will be subject to local nomination agreements
with local authorities to allocate properties.
1.2 Legal Framework
Local authorities are required by the Housing Act 1996 to have a published allocation
scheme and this document takes into account the requirements of the Act as
amended by the Homelessness Act 2002 and the Localism Act 2011. The scheme
incorporates the 2012 regulations concerning armed forces personnel and the 2015
Right to Move regulations and guidance and the Allocation Codes of Guidance 2012
& 2013. The policy has also been developed to remain compatible with other related
legislation and guidance, the details of which can be found at Appendix G This
scheme will be revised as necessary to incorporate any subsequent legislation and
statutory guidance.
1.3 Governance
The Memorandum of Understanding provides that the scheme is managed by a
Steering Group that meets at least 6 times a year. An Operational Group meets at
least 6 times a year which reports on operational and performance matters.
1.4 Select Move website
A shared web based IT system, (the Select Move website) allows the partners to
operate a common housing application form, housing register and allocations policy.
The Select Move website provides an online housing application form, with
registered applicants able to place expressions of interest or bids for properties
advertised on the website.
The website provides other services including self -service housing advice, a mutual
exchange service, private rented and low cost home ownership information.
1.5 Policy Statement
The aim of the scheme is to ensure that homes are allocated to eligible and
qualifying applicants in a fair, consistent and accountable manner in accordance with
legislation and guidance.

Policy 2018
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Homes will be allocated to applicants after taking into account the following: their
housing needs and choices, their financial situation and ability to manage a tenancy,
the local community and the locality whilst ensuring the best use of housing stock.
An allocation of housing is defined as the nomination of any person to be a secure,
introductory assured of fixed term tenant provided by a Local Housing Authority or
Registered Provider.
Allocations also include where a tenant is applying for a transfer from one Select
Move partner to another. In this case the tenant must have complied with the terms
of their tenancy to qualify to join the register.
1.6 Equality Statement
The Partners are committed to equality of opportunity and anti- discrimination in
relation to their service provision and seek to promote social inclusion. Applicants will
not be discriminated against when seeking or accessing accommodation in
accordance with the general equality duty set out in the Equality Act 2010.
Partners will ensure that everyone has an equal opportunity to access the Select
Move services (subject to eligibility legislation) and they will ensure that the are
responsive to any special needs of service users.
1.7 Consultation
Any significant changes to this policy will be approved by the relevant Board,
Committee or portfolio holder for each participating local authority and by the
relevant decision-making bodies of the Registered Providers as appropriate. Any
significant changes will also be subject to consultation with relevant statutory and
voluntary sector organisations and tenant representatives and applicants to the
scheme. The Select Move Steering Group shall be responsible for determining
whether any proposed changes are significant and should be the subject of
consultation.
2. Applying to Select Move
2.1 Who can apply to join Select Move?
Housing legislation requires that applicants are assessed to determine whether by
law they are eligible for an allocation of accommodation. If the applicant is eligible,
their application is assessed against the Select Move qualifying criteria. The Select
Move partner receiving the application will be responsible for investigating and
determining the application, although transfer applications will be passed to the
tenant’s landlord for assessment. Applicants are notified in writing of the outcome of
their application. Current tenants of the partners will need to have been a tenant for
a minimum of 12 months before being allowed to join the register unless there are
exceptional circumstances.
Policy 2018
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2.2 Eligibility Criteria
The Housing Act 1996 (as amended) states that the following types of household are
not eligible for a housing allocation and therefore cannot join the Select Move
scheme.
•
•
•

Persons from abroad who the relevant Secretary of State has deemed
ineligible for an allocation of social housing.
Persons subject to immigration control.
Other persons from abroad who are ineligible as a result of legislation.

Where there are two or more applicants and one or more is classed as ineligible a
tenancy will only be granted to the eligible applicant(s).
2.3 Qualifying Criteria
An applicant will qualify to join the Select Move scheme if they are;
An eligible person and
Aged 16 or over. Persons aged 16 or 17 can qualify to join the scheme but will not
be made an offer of accommodation without a relevant support package being in
place that is agreed where necessary between the Local Authority and the
Registered Provider.
All applicants must demonstrate that they have a local connection by meeting one of
the following criteria. Local Connection will only be awarded to the specific area of
Chorley, Preston and/or South Ribble where they can evidence that they meet one
or more of the following criteria:
•

•

•

•

•

The applicant must be able to demonstrate that they have lived 6 out of the
last 12 months or 3 out of the last 5 years continuously in the specific Local
Authority area.
The applicant must be able to demonstrate that they have parents, children or
adult siblings who currently permanently reside in the specific Local Authority
area and have done so continuously for at least 5 years.
The applicant is currently employed in the specific Local Authority area.
Employment is work that is not temporary or seasonal, is for at least 16 hours
per week and has been continual for at least 6 months and the applicant must
be working at the point an offer of a tenancy is made. (banding is global)
The applicant is currently making a positive community contribution or
undertaken voluntary work in the specific Local Authority area for at least 10
hours per month over the last 12 months.
The applicant needs to give or receive long term care, which is effective and
genuine to another person who permanently resides within the specific Local
Authority area and who could not otherwise manage without the care provided
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and there is a need for the applicant to move into the area in order to facilitate
the provision of such long term care.
The applicant at the time of the application is serving in or has formerly served
in the UK regular forces within the last 5 years.
The applicant has recently ceased or will cease to be entitled to reside in
accommodation provided by the UK Government following the death of that
persons spouse or civil partner who has served in the UK regular forces and
their death was attributable wholly or partly to that service.
The applicant at the time of the application is serving in or has formerly served
in the reserve forces and who is suffering from a serious injury, illness or
disability which is attributable wholly or partly to that service.
Applicants/households that cannot demonstrate a local connection but have
an exception welfare need will be accepted on to the scheme e.g.
harassment, domestic abuse, witness protection etc.
Applicants under the Right to Move Regulations i.e. social tenants moving into
the area to take up employment. See Appendix E.

3. Non- Qualifying Criteria
Applicants/household will not qualify to join the Select Move scheme if one of the
following applies:
3.1 Financial circumstances
The applicant/household is a current tenant of a Registered Provider and has any
outstanding housing related debt.
The applicant/household have a housing related debt such as rent arrears, repairs
recharges, leasehold service charges and/or sundry debts of £1000.01 or more that
can be proven by a social and/or private landlord. Applicants/household with housing
related debts of below £1000 will qualify provided that they have made and
maintained a repayment plan in accordance with the criteria below:
•
•

•

Housing related debt under £500, an agreed repayment plan must have been
maintained for a minimum of 3 months before they can register.
Housing related debt between £500.01 and £1000 an agreed repayment plan
must have been maintained for a minimum of 6 months and the debt must be
reduce to under £500 before they can register.
Payments must be maintained under the plan before any offer of
accommodation is made.

The applicant or household member is an owner occupier or has equity in a property
(whether or not the property is located in the UK). Consideration of applications from
owner occupiers will be given where the Local Authority has a statutory duty to assist
e.g. homelessness or where the applicants housing needs can only be met by social
housing e.g. sheltered housing required.
Policy 2018
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The applicant’s household has a gross annual income (including benefit income) of
£60,000 or more and/or have savings or assets greater than £30,000. These
amounts will be reviewed annually.
The applicant’s/household financial and personal circumstances are such that they
do not qualify for charitable housing assistance from a partner Registered Provider
that has charitable rules and objectives.
3.2 Support needs
If the applicants care and support needs are assessed by a partner organisation as
being such that an individual’s specific needs cannot be met in general or sheltered
accommodation they will not qualify for accommodation.
3.3 Unacceptable behaviour
Certain behaviour and/or convictions of the applicant(s) or household member may
result in them being disqualified from joining the scheme. Examples include where
the applicant or household member has:
Unspent criminal convictions that make them unsuitable to be a tenant due to the
threat or risk they pose. This will be determined by the information provided by
probation, police intelligence and evidence available via the approved protocol.
Engaged in anti-social behaviour such that action has been taken, or could have
been taken against that person such as a Civil Injunction, Criminal Behaviour Order,
Community Protection Notice, Demotion Order or Possession Order.
Previously been evicted by a Select Move partner and the reasons for the eviction
whether behavioural or financial are still considered a risk to the landlord. The
applicant/household member has the right to appeal this decision. Appeals will be
considered by the Registered Provider that carried out the eviction. Any further
appeals will not be considered within 12 months.
Been convicted of using or allowing current or former accommodation to be used for
illegal and/or immoral purposes.
Been responsible for neglecting, damaging or abandoning a previous property.
Been responsible for providing false information in connection with making a housing
application and or obtaining a tenancy.
Been responsible for tenancy fraud.
When assessing whether the behaviour of the applicant or household member is
serious enough to disqualify them from joining the scheme, the following matters will
be considered by the Select Move partner assessing the application.
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Has the applicant or household member behaved in such a way that they are
considered to be unsuitable to be a tenant of a Select Move partner and at the time
of the application is the applicant or household member still considered to be
unsuitable to be a tenant of a Select Move partner by reason of their behaviour or
the behaviour of any person named on the application and if the behaviour is serious
enough to entitle a landlord to commence legal proceeding and/or the behaviour
poses a serious risk to staff of any Select Move partner, tenants of a Select Move
partner or the local community.
Partners will however consider the circumstances of each case individually and
applicants/household members are entitled to present any mitigating circumstances
and information for consideration. Consideration will also be given to those
applicants/household members with housing related debt and/ or convictions where
there is a statutory duty to assist by the Local Authority. These applicants will be
required to demonstrate a commitment to reducing the debt and the maintenance of
a repayment plan or improved behaviour or reduced risk.
3.4. Applicants who do not qualify
An applicant who is eligible but does not qualify for accommodation under this
scheme can apply to the partner landlord of their choice to be placed on the Open
Property Register (OPR) for low demand properties. OPR properties are not subject
to this scheme. Please see Appendix F for the OPR policy.
4. Application assessment
4.1 Verification
The registration process will involve verification checks and assessments carried out
by the partners to the scheme at application and offer stage, and it will be the
applicant’s responsibility to provide any evidence that is requested. This can include;
Evidence of eligibility for all persons named on the application or added to the
application and any of the following will be required as evidence for these persons
current passport, current national identify card, photo driving licence, birth certificate
and/or current benefit award letter dated within the last 3 months. Proof of child
Benefit is required for children.
Affordability assessments will be undertaken on applicants and their households to
determine ability to sustain a tenancy financially. If a tenancy is deemed to be
unaffordable, Select Move Partners are committed to providing information/advice
and sign posting to alternative options to support the applicant/household to obtain
accommodation. The outcome of the affordability assessment will not prevent the
application from being made active, however it may preclude an offer being made.
Evidence from the applicant that they have a local connection to at least one of the
Local Authority areas of Chorley, Preston or South Ribble.
Policy 2018
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Obtaining references from the applicant/households current/former landlords.
Requesting information about the applicant/households current or former housing
related debts.
Requesting information about the applicant/households current or previous anti-social
behaviour.
Requesting information about an applicant/households offending history, for example
from the Probation Service further to disclosure about offending.
Undertaking inspections of the current property to ensure that the conditions of the
tenancy are being complied with and the details given on the application form are
correct.
Evidence of successful completion of pre-tenancy training if a request has been
made for the applicant to complete this training.
Until the verification checks have been completed and accepted as satisfactory by a
partner to the scheme an applicant will not be able to register an expression of
interest in a property.
4.2 Child Access
If an applicant has access to children, they will need to provide evidence such as a
copy of an access agreement, court order, custody or residence order or details of
their ex-partner where appropriate. In some areas applicants may only be offered
certain property types to make best use of the available housing stock and any offer
must be an affordable option.
4.3 False or withheld information
It is a criminal offence for any applicant to knowingly give false information or to
withhold information relevant to their application. An offence may be committed if an
applicant knowingly gives false information or knowingly withholds information which
has reasonably been requested at any stage of the application process. An offence is
also committed if the applicant allows a third party to provide false information on his
or her behalf, or at his or her instigation. In these circumstances action may be taken
with regard to the tenancy awarded and/or their application.
4.4 Change of circumstances
Applicants are required to notify a partner immediately of any change in circumstances
– for example:
A change of address for themselves or any person on the application;
Any additional person to be added to the application;
If any member of family or any other person on the application is no longer a party to
the application.
Any other change that might affect eligibility, qualification, banding or effective date.
Policy 2018
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Where the applicant has not notified a partner of a change of circumstances and this
would have affected eligibility, qualification, banding or effective date any other partner
will be entitled to:
Withdraw an offer of accommodation
Skip the application during any short listing process
Close the application
Put the application in pending until all relevant information is received.
4.5 Deliberately worsening or changing circumstances
Where an applicant has deliberately worsened or changed their circumstances to gain
additional priority or gain a more favourable effective date or gain eligibility or
qualification, they will be assessed on their circumstances before their situation
changed.
Examples of these circumstances include:
An applicant has moved from suitable accommodation which was reasonable for them
to continue to reside in to accommodation that is less suitable;
An owner –occupier who has unnecessarily transferred their home to another person
within the last five years from the date of their application, unless such transfer was
necessary in order for that person to continue to occupy their home
An applicant who has unnecessarily dispersed, transferred or deprived themselves of
assets or money which could have been used to secure suitable accommodation
within the last five years from the date of their application;
An applicant who has moved family members or other persons into their home from
accommodation suitable for their needs such that the applicant’s home is now
unsuitable.
Priority will not be awarded to applicants who have moved into a property unless there
has been a change in circumstances
4.6 Priority
Priority for accommodation will be awarded in accordance with the following criteria;
Bedroom need. Households whose minimum bedroom need matches the bedroom
size of the property will be prioritised first.
Banding. The Select Move scheme operates with five bands A to E. Band A is the
highest priority and band E being the lowest.
Local connection. Those with a local connection to the local authority area of the
advertised property will be given preference in each band.

Policy 2018

Page 9

Agenda Page 728

Agenda Item 4a

Effective date. An effective date will be used to determine an applicant’s position
within the band after local connection has been taken into account.
Appendix A provides further detail of the shortlisting criteria.
4.7 Determining the Effective Date
The following criteria will be used to determine the effective date;
For a new applicant the effective date will be the date the application is received by a
Select Move partner.
If an applicant is subsequently awarded a higher band priority the banding date will
be the date the higher band priority was awarded.
If an applicant is subsequently awarded a lower band the banding date will be the
date the application was accepted onto the Select Move scheme – i.e. the original
effective date.
If an applicant is given priority because they are moving on from supported housing
the effective date will be the date they moved into the supported housing.
For qualifying and eligible current or former UK service personnel or their spouse or
civil partner who are in urgent housing need (Band A – C) as determined by a local
authority partner, the effective date will be backdated to equal their total period of
service in the UK armed forces (or the service of spouse or civil partner).
Where the applicant becomes homeless unintentionally within 2 years of accepting a
homeless duty private sector tenancy the effective date will be the date of the new
application.
5. Global and local banding categories
Every application is awarded a local and global band, these may differ. The local band
will reflect the priority awarded for housing within the applicant’s local authority area
only. The global band reflects the priority awarded across the partnership. Priority
banding will only be awarded where an applicant’s circumstances are different from
when they took their tenancy.
5.1 The banding scheme
BAND A: Urgent Need Band
Medical/Welfare Grounds

GLOBAL

Policy 2018
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An immediate life threatening or
progressive condition which is seriously
affected by the current housing and
where re-housing would solve or
alleviate that medical condition or make
it significantly easier to manage.- To be
agreed by a manager
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Care Leavers

GLOBAL

To release an Adapted property
GLOBAL

•

Exceptional need to move,
determined by partners within the
agreed procedures

•

Policy 2018
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A member of the household seeking
accommodation cannot be discharged
from
hospital
or
rehabilitation
accommodation until suitable housing
is provided and the household had
settled accommodation
in a Select
Move partner’s area prior to hospital
admission.
A member of the household is elderly,
disabled or has a progressive illness
and is likely to require admission to
hospital or residential/nursing care in
the immediate future and re-housing
would enable that person to remain
living at home. To be agreed by a
manager
The household seeking
accommodation has welfare needs so
severe that the protection of vulnerable
adults or children is only possible if the
household were to move to a new
home and where the present
circumstances could deteriorate to
such an extent as to place household
members at risk, or in need of
residential care unless re-housing is
offered.
Care leavers who are threatened with
homelessness and who will continue to
be supported by their local Leaving
Care Team assessed through the
agreed protocol. Applicants are
awarded this category in accordance
with protocols between the Council’s
Housing and County Council Children
Services Department. An applicant
must be a former relevant child as
defined by the Children Leaving Care
Act 2002. They must have vulnerability
and urgent housing need that is best
met by the provision of long term settled
housing.
Where a partner tenant does not
require a specially adapted property for
disabled use, and there is demand for
its use.
Agreed in exceptional circumstances
due to significant problems associated
with the applicants’ occupation of a
dwelling in the social or private rented
Page 11
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Domestic Violence/MARAC, Racial,
Homophobic or Transgender
Harassment, witness or child
protection, management transfers

GLOBAL
•

•

•

•

Statutory overcrowded
GLOBAL
Private Sector properties unsanitary or
unfit.

•
•

GLOBAL
•
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sector and there is a high risk to the
tenant or their family’s safety if they
remain in the dwelling/area. For social
housing tenants transfers will be to
properties of the same size and type
where required, but locations or areas
are likely to change. A list of cases that
could qualify is detailed in the policy.
See appendix D.
Emergency need to move due to
exceptional circumstances where there
is high risk to the tenant or family’s
safety if they remain in the
dwelling/area.
Urgent management transfer cases
accepted by a participating landlord or
waiting list cases accepted by a
participating local authority.
Applicants who have been assessed by
the LA as being owed the
homelessness relief duty and who are
vulnerable as a result of being victims
of violence or harassment
Applicants who have been assessed by
the LA as being unintentionally
homeless and in priority need as a
result of being victims of violence or
harassment
Those that are statutory overcrowded
as defined by the Housing Act 1985
A private sector property either owned
or rented where a statutory notice has
been issued by the Environmental
Health Department that an unfit
property is to be demolished under the
Housing Act 2004
They are a private sector tenant and
the Council has decided that the
property poses a Category 1 hazard
under the Health and Safety Fitness
Rating and the Council are satisfied
that the problem cannot be resolved by
the landlord within 6 months and as a
result continuing to occupy the
accommodation will pose a risk to the
applicant’s health. This includes a
property that has severe damp, major
structural defects including
subsidence, flooding, collapse of the
roof or have living conditions which are
Page 12
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•

Supported Accommodation

GLOBAL

•

Homeless households owed a full
homeless duty under section 193(2)
or 195(2) Housing Act 1996
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a statutory nuisance, and there is no
prospect of the problems being
remedied within a 6 month time period.
Applicants leaving supported
accommodation and have been
assessed by the support provider as
ready for independent living via the
approved route in each partner local
authority and the resulting vacancy can
be used by someone else who needs
the support.
Statutory homeless cases accepted by
local authorities within the scheme.

LOCAL

Band B:
Overcrowded
GLOBAL

Medical mobility cases / Medical
grounds

•

•

GLOBAL

Essential Care

•

LOCAL

•

Policy 2018

An applicant who needs to move due to
severe overcrowding – short by 2 or
more bedrooms in accordance with the
criteria in Appendix A Table 2 .
An applicant who have an urgent need to
move on medical grounds because their
current home is having a severe adverse
effect on the health of a member of the
household. The household includes a
child or young person with a long term
disability or learning difficulty, who needs
to access specialist education or training
facilities and cannot do so from their
present home. Supporting evidence
must be provided.
The household includes a person who
receives/provides or needs to
receive/provide essential long term care
to someone in any part of the Select
Move area and they cannot deliver that
care effectively from their current
location.
Approved foster carers and adopters
who require larger accommodation on
the recommendation of children’s
services.
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Applicants owed a Prevention or Relief duty
who are engaging with the Local Authority and
their personal housing plan and who are actively
bidding
Applicants owed a prevention or
relief duty – Band B priority to be
awarded by the LA after a 3 month
period with waiting time continued
LOCAL
Applicants who are owed a relief
duty by the LA and are entitled to
accommodation under section 188
of the Housing Act - priority to be
awarded immediately that the
section 188 duty arises with waiting
time continued
LOCAL
Right to Move
Local

•

Applicants that the LA assess are owed
a relief duty and are entitled to temporary
accommodation

•

Existing social tenants needing to move
into the Select Move area for
employment reasons see Appendix E

Band C

Applicants who are owed the
homelessness prevention or relief
duty – priority kept under review for a
3 month period
Hardship and welfare

•

LOCAL
Under Occupying
GLOBAL

Policy 2018

•

Applicants who the LA assess as being
owed the homelessness prevention or
relief duty. Band B to be awarded with
waiting time continued after a 3 month
period with waiting time continued
subject to engagement with the LA and
personal housing plan and actively
bidding on properties
An applicant who needs to move to a
particular locality and otherwise would
suffer significant hardship to themselves
or to a member of their household
A tenant of a partner housing association
under occupying family housing by two or
more bedrooms in accordance with the
criteria in Appendix A Table 2 or
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•

Applicants with dependent children
living in accommodation that lacks
level access
GLOBAL
Applicants living in accommodation
that lacks basic facilities

GLOBAL

Band D
Applicants not assessed as being
owed a reasonable preference but
who meet the partnership positive
community criteria

A tenant of a partner housing association
seeking a move to non-family housing
that will free up a house to enable use by
a family.
• An applicant without ground level access
or in upper floor accommodation who
lives with at least one child under the age
of 5, including pregnant women once
their Mat B1 has been received.
• Applicants without access to any of the
following:
1. Bath or Shower
2. A toilet
3. Cooking facilities
4. Running hot water supplies
Electric/gas needed for essential
activities
Subject to verification by the local authority.

•

An applicant employed or undertaking
training within the borough to which they
are applying.
An applicant that can demonstrate a
contribution to the local community such
as voluntary work. This could be specific
to the area where the work takes place
or could be positive work on an estate.
An applicant with a family connection to
the specific area which is required due to
giving or receiving care or specific
support purposes.

•

GLOBAL
•

Under-Occupancy
GLOBAL
Households Over-Occupying by 1
bedroom.
GLOBAL

E Band
No Housing Need
GLOBAL

Policy 2018

•
•

Partner tenants who are underoccupying
Households over-occupying by 1
bedroom according to the bedroom
standard as detailed in Appendix A
Table 2 regardless of household type or
landlord.

•

•

Applicants that do not qualify for
additional preference but would like to
move to alternative accommodation.
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6. Allocations and lettings
6.1 Quota system
When advertising properties on the Select Move scheme, partners will use the
following quota system:
Band A
Band B
Band C
Band D
Band E

40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

6.2 Advertising
Properties will be advertised as and when notice is received and therefore will be
uploaded at anytime between a Monday and Friday to the website.
Each listed property will have a closing date within which the customers will need to
register their bid.
Large family homes of 4 bedrooms or more including 3 bed parlour homes,
bungalows and newly built homes will be advertised for a minimum of one week
including weekends and bank holidays as will any properties with adaptations.
All other properties advertised on Select Move will be advertised for a minimum of 5
days including weekends and bank holidays.

6.3 Direct matches
A direct match will occur where a property has been identified for a particular
applicant and which has been approved by a senior manager in the partner
organisation making the match.
Direct matches are used in exceptional circumstances for emergency re-housing
such as fire, flood, major incident, urgent major repairs, witness protection, child
protection, serious domestic abuse or other exceptional housing management
reason. Instances of direct matching will be monitored by the Operational Group for
compliance with the shortlisting and offers procedure.
6.4 Numbers of expressions of interest, numbers of offers and other
restrictions

An applicant who has been accepted as statutory homeless by a Local Authority will
receive one suitable offer of accommodation which can be from the social rented or
Policy 2018
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private rented sector as determined by the local authority. If a homeless applicant
refuses one suitable offer of accommodation then the applicant will lose their
reasonable preference banding and will be placed in a lower band to reflect their
housing needs. The Local Authority will have no further legal duty to provide
accommodation. If an applicant wishes to request a review in relation to the suitability
of an offer or their status as a homeless applicant they must make an application to
the relevant local authority.
Applicants awarded band A or band B priority may lose their priority status if they
refuse an offer of accommodation for which they, or their proxy, bid and the property
is considered suitable taking into account:
The size of the property
The physical access to the property and the internal layout
The facilities provided
The location of the property and
It was accurately described on the Select Move advertisement.
Any applicants in band A and band B will have their application reviewed every 10
weeks to ensure that the applicant is expressing an interest on suitable vacancies
advertised. . Where the applicant fails to express an interest their band placement will
be formally reviewed and in appropriate circumstances expressions of interest will be
placed on their behalf. Where priority has been awarded by the Local Authority under
homelessness duties the Local Authority will have the discretion to review the
application weekly. This includes applicants awarded Band C priority by the Local
Authority
6.5 Offers of accommodation
An offer of accommodation can be made by telephone, e-mail or in writing subject to
the contact details on the application form.
It is the responsibility of the applicant to ensure that their personal contact details are
kept up to date and that they notify Select Move of any planned holidays or expected
absences.
If an applicant does not reply to an offer within 2 working days, or 24 hours if the
property is ready to let, the offer will be deemed to be withdrawn. A further attempt will
be made to contact the applicant within 10 working days to determine whether they
wish to remain on the list. If there is still no response, the application will be closed.
If an applicant banded A to C by a Local Authority fails to reply the relevant Local
Authority will be informed in order that further efforts can be made to contact the
applicant.
6.6 Planning restrictions
Planning requirements may restrict which applicants can be considered for a particular
property e.g. must live in a particular area etc. These restrictions will be clearly set out
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in the advertisement by the partner and short listing decisions will be only be made by
the partner in accordance with the requirements of the planning consent.
6.7 Local Lettings Policies
Select Move partners may draw up local lettings policies that are aimed at creating
and maintaining sustainable communities which are: time limited and consulted with
the Local Authority and stakeholders and agreed with the Steering Group.
Applicants may as part of a local lettings plan be required to attend training to
demonstrate their ability to sustain a tenancy. Where training is identified as being
necessary, the applicant will need to successfully complete this training before an offer
of accommodation is confirmed.
Local lettings policies must be formally publicised by the partner implementing the
policy and must also carry out an equality impact assessment.
6.8 High risk ex-offenders
Applicants who are considered by relevant agencies as high risk ex-offenders will be
required to have an appropriate risk assessment with partner or multi agencies
before an offer of accommodation is made. The aim of this risk assessment will be to
ensure that appropriate support and/or supervision is in place before the offer of
accommodation is made. This may mean that restrictions will be placed on the
property type and/or location offered.
6.9 Vulnerable applicants
Each partner is committed to equality of access to the Select Move scheme.
Applicants with special or specific needs and vulnerable applicants will be provided
with appropriate assistance. Any support plans submitted must be agreed with the
relevant partner. Assistance may also include auto bidding, bidding by telephone, or
staff assisted bidding.
A proxy may place bids on the applicant’s behalf with the applicant’s agreement
where a proxy is required or requested.
6.10 Sheltered housing
An applicant for sheltered housing must normally be aged 55 or over or have a need
for sheltered accommodation due to a disability or some other vulnerability. An
assessment of the applicants need for sheltered housing will be undertaken. It is a
condition of all tenancies in sheltered housing schemes that tenants agree to accept
the services offered. Separate charges are made for these services in addition to
the rent. Further details are available from each sheltered scheme.
6.11 Supported accommodation
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There is a range of supported accommodation available in each local authority area.
However apart from older persons accommodation supported accommodation is not
available through Select Move.
An applicant wishing to access supported accommodation should contact their Local
Authority housing options service for more information.
6.12 Care and support needs
If an applicant has high care or support needs and an assessment indicates that they
may have specific requirements Partners may make a referral to Social Services
requesting a needs assessment if there is not already one in place. Select Move will
work with Social Services to allocate accommodation in accordance with an
applicant’s care and support plan, but there may be cases where there will be no
prospect of Select Move partners being able to offer accommodation.
7. Closing applications, Reviews and Complaints
7.1 Closing or cancelling applications
An application will be closed from the housing register in the following
circumstances:
At the request of the applicant.
If the applicant becomes ineligible or no longer qualifies under this policy.
When the applicant has been housed through the scheme.
When a tenant of social housing completes a mutual exchange.
If the applicant fails to respond to a request for further information within 28 working
days.
Where an applicant has refused three reasonable offers within the past 12 months
their application may be closed and will not be allowed to re-apply to the register for
a 6 month period. In this case the applicant will be required to re-register and will
lose their time on the register.
Where an applicant fails to respond to a review of their application.
Where there are reasonable reasons for the applicant failing to make contact or
repeatedly refusing accommodation, or where there is new and relevant information,
an applicant can request to be reinstated on the register. Upon reinstatement their
original banding and effective date will be awarded. Requests to be reinstated on
the register must be made within 3 months of removal.
An applicant whose application has been closed can apply to re- join the register in
which case they will receive a new effective date in accordance with this policy.
Policy 2018
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7.2 Annual review of applications
Every application on the register will be reviewed at least annually on the
anniversary of its entry on the register.
7.3 Requesting a Review
An applicant has the right to request a review of any decision made on their
application if they are not satisfied with any decision made, for example the banding
awarded or effective date applied.
The applicant or someone authorised to act on their behalf must notify in writing the
Select Move partner dealing with their application within 28 days of the date on
which the applicant is notified of the decision. The notification must set out the
grounds for the review. The relevant local authority will deal with any decisions
about homelessness duty or housing options.
The review will be carried out by a member of staff of the partner organisation
dealing with the applicant who is senior to the person who made the original
decision. The review will exclude any staff that may have had any influence or
involvement in the original decision. The applicant will be given the opportunity to
submit any further information that they may want the reviewing officer to consider.
The applicant will also be informed of the right to make oral representations as well
as written representations.
The review is a reconsideration of the case and is not limited to the facts at the date
of the original decision and will be made on the relevant information available at the
time of the review. In addition to any information provided by the applicant, the
reviewing officer may ask for further information that is reasonably required to make
a decision. The merits of each case will be considered on an individual basis.
Select Move partners’ will aim to complete all reviews within 28 days of receiving all
relevant unless a longer period has been agreed with the applicant. If the reviewing
officer decides that there is deficiency or irregularity in the original decision, or the
manner in which it was made, but still decides to make a decision which is against
the interests of the applicant on one or more issues, the reviewing officer shall notify
the applicant (a) that the reviewer is so minded and the reasons why; and (b) that the
applicant, or someone acting on his behalf, may make representations to the
reviewer orally or in writing or both. The applicant will be informed of the outcome in
writing. If the original decision is upheld, the applicant will be informed of the
reasons for this decision. Where a decision has been made in line with Select Move’s
policies and procedures, applicants may not have the right to invoke a partner’s complaints
policy to challenge the decision again.

Local Government Ombudsman (LGO)
Policy 2018
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The LGO is an independent organisation which considers complaints about how a
local authority has dealt with an application or request for a service for example how
the authority discharges its homelessness duty under the allocation scheme.
The LGO website is www.lgo.org.uk
The LGO address is
PO Box 4471, Coventry, CV4 0EH
The Housing Ombudsman (HO)
The HO is an independent organisation which considers complaints about how a
housing association dealt with an application or request for a service for example
mutual exchanges or transfers.
The HO website is www.housing-ombudsman.org.uk
The HO address is
81 Aldwych, London, WC2B 4HN
The HO website provides advice about which service applicants should contact
according to the type of complaint they have.

Appendix A
Shortlisting Criteria
When short listing those applicants who have expressed an interest in a property
advertised on the Select Move scheme the following criteria will be followed:
Table 1
1. Bedroom Need

The overriding criteria which will be used
to shortlist applicants who have
expressed an interest in a property whose
minimum bedroom need matches the
number of bedrooms in the property.
An applicant whose minimum need is
higher than the number of bedrooms in a
property will not be able to bid on the
property as they would be overoccupying.
Applicants who are assessed as being
able to manage in smaller properties will
have their bedroom need over ridden
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providing this does not go over the space
standard.
Applicants/households that have a desire
to live in a larger home will be allowed to
bid on a larger property providing they can
demonstrate that they are financially able
to sustain the larger home.
These
applicants/households will be shortlisted
below applicants that have the actual
bedroom need requirement.

2. Banding

3. Connection to Local Authority

For applicants with a lower than minimum
bedroom need please see the foot of this
table
Properties will be advertised in housing
need bands in accordance with the quotas
in the allocations policy.
An applicant who bids will be given priority
if they are awarded the band that the
property is advertised in (subject to
matching bedroom criteria). An applicant
not in the band the property is advertised
in will be considered in descending order
starting with the highest band the property
was not advertised in with A being the
highest and E being the lowest. For
example for a property advertised in band
B, Applicant with B band would be
prioritised followed by A, C, D and E
bands.
Priority of an applicant within each band
will be given first to applicants who have a
local connection to the local authority
where the advertised property is located.
This applies to all bands and subcategories.
An applicant without a connection to the
local authority in which the property is
advertised, but has a connection to at
least one of the other Select Move local
authorities with then be short listed.
It is possible for an applicant to have a
local connection to more than one local
authority.
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Within each band and after taking into
account local connection, an applicant will
be short listed in order of the earliest
effective banding date.

In certain circumstances the effective
banding date may precede the application
date.
Each property shortlist will follow the above procedure for each applicant with a
matching bedroom need. The process will then be repeated for each applicant who
will be under-occupying with the closest bedroom requirement.
Applicants who have the assessed need for a larger property will always be
considered before those that have been financially approved for a larger property.
Although under-occupying applicants will be short listed under no circumstances is
there any obligation on a partner to offer a property to an applicant who will underoccupy as this is not effective use of housing stock. An applicant who would be
under occupying a property would only be offered the property if they can
demonstrate it is economically viable.
An applicant deemed to be under-occupying will be required to sign a disclaimer
acknowledging that housing benefit (or equivalent state benefit) may not cover the
full housing cost of their property. All applicants will need to demonstrate their
ability to sustain a tenancy.
In determining the minimum bedroom need the following criteria will be taken into
account:
Table 2
Single people
couples

Families

and One bedroom accommodation need unless any of the
following apply:
• The need for an additional bedroom for a carer as
provided by the Welfare Reform Act 2012 and
regulations made thereunder.
• Proof of pregnancy is provided by MatB1
• One bedroom for the applicant including his or her
partner.
• One bedroom for each member of the household
over the age of 16. A couple will be allocated one
bedroom.
• One bedroom for up to 2 children of the same sex
up to the age of 16.
• One bedroom for up to 2 children of different sexes
up to the age of 10

Open Market Property and ‘Immediately Available Home’ adverts will only be used
once the property has been through one full advertising cycle. Where the same type
of property in the same area has been advertised within the last month and not be let
then these properties may be advertised instantly in the Immediately Available Homes
Policy 2018
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section of the website.. These properties will then be allocated outside of the Select
Move shortlisting criteria, allowing for any eligible applicant to be successful regardless
of their position on the shortlist.

Appendix B
Data Protection
The Select Move Scheme and its partners will make every effort to keep information
provided by applicants safe and confidential. They will comply with all policies on data
protection. The Data Protection Act 1998 provides an applicant with the right to request
a copy of their records held on the Select Move allocations system. An applicant
wishing to see and receive a copy of their records should make a written request to
the partner responsible for registering their application.
All information received relating to an application will be treated as confidential. The
Data Protection Act 1998 prevents the disclosure of any such information to any other
person without the applicants consent.
Information may be shared about the individual and their history irrespective of
whether their consent has been obtained in exceptional circumstances, which will
include:•
•
•
•

in accordance with the provisions of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998
(section 115)
For the purposes of the prevention or detection of a crime
Where there is a serious threat to the applicant or a third party including staff
or contractors of a partner or any other organisation.
Where information is relevant to the management or support duties of the
proposed landlord or support organisation to ensure the health and safety
of the applicant, a member of his or her household, or a member of staff

Any application that has a cancelled, closed or suspended status for 6 years will be
archived off the system, likewise any attachment to a live application will also be
archived after 6 years..
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Appendix C
Allocations – Maintaining Standards of Probity
Section 122 of the Housing and Regeneration Act 2008 restricts the making of a gift,
and the payment of a dividend and bonus, by a non-profit registered provider toa.

A member or former member of the registered provider

b.

A member of the family of a member or former member

c.

A company which has as a director a person within paragraph (a) or (b).

To ensure compliance with the Act and in accordance with best practice in the
granting of tenancies all applicants are asked to disclose any relationship that exists
between them and members or employees of the partners to the Select Move
scheme.
Each partner housing association shall have in place a policy to ensure that the
allocation of properties to board members and employees (or their immediate
families) is dealt with in a fair and transparent manner and in accordance with the
Select Move policy.
Each local authority partner shall assess in the normal way any application for
housing from local authority member or employees (or their immediate families) but
registration, eligibility, the assessment of housing need and any offer of
accommodation shall be approved by a senior manager within the local authority.
Family member
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A family member is not defined in the Act and the Select Move partnership considers
that someone’s husband, wife, partner, parents, grandparents, children,
grandchildren, brothers; sisters would be included and that similar relations by
marriage or other partnership would also count as a family member. This should not
be confused with the definition of close family members as detailed in the local
connection provisions for qualification to join the register.

Appendix D
Domestic Abuse
The applicant will be awarded Band A priority due to domestic abuse where it can be
assessed that they are in imminent danger if they remain at their address. The
assessment will be undertaken through the Multi Agency Risk Assessment
Conference (MARAC) process or relevant Select Move partner in conjunction with
appropriate support agencies.
Band A will not be awarded where:
•
•

The perpetrator is included on the application form
The applicant is requesting a move to an area which is near to where the
alleged perpetrator is living or where the alleged perpetrator has close family
networks.

Band A priority awarded will be time limited and reviewed by the partner organisation
that awarded the priority on a regular basis. Priority will be removed where:
•
•
•

The need for an immediate or urgent move is no longer there;
Suitable vacancies arise and the applicant does not bid;
A suitable offer has been made and refused.

Where the applicant is a tenant of a partner organisation and the partner organisation
has suitable properties in the areas requested by the applicant then Band A priority
will not be awarded. In these cases the partner organisation will arrange a ‘direct
match’ of the applicant to the property.
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.
Appendix E
Right to Move – Statutory guidance on social housing allocations for local housing
authorities in England
An existing social housing tenant (living outside the Select Move area) will not be
disqualified on the grounds of no local connection if they: have reasonable
preference under s166(3)(e) because of a need to move to the districts of Chorley,
Preston or South Ribble to avoid hardship, and need to move because the tenant
works in the districts of Chorley, Preston or South Ribble or need to move to take up
an offer of work in the districts of Chorley, Preston or South Ribble.
If the criteria above are met then the applicant will be awarded local band B to the
relevant district for:
“An applicant who needs to move to a particular locality and otherwise would suffer
significant hardship to themselves or a member of their household and where a
financial assessment into that hardship has been undertaken”.
Whether or not the applicant meets the above criteria isn’t solely determined by the
need to move for work, but that it would cause them hardship if they were able to do
so.
Definition of Work
•

Work should be a permanent contract or one with a minimum term of 12
months.
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•

Work should be of 16 or more hours a week (unless it can be demonstrated
that the earnings are substantial).

•

Work should not be voluntary.

•

Work can include apprenticeships.

•

The relevant district should be the main place of work.

•

In the case of self-employed tenants, work should be regular as opposed to
intermittent

Distance, time and travel costs
When determining hardship, the time taken to travel to work and the cost of the
travel should be taken into account. The Select Move partnership considers the
following criteria could suggest hardship:
Travel time to get to work is in excess of an hour each way (personal or public
depending on circumstances). Travel costs are more than £15 per day or 25% of net
income from the employment. There is no transport available at all.
Other factors
These factors are all considered on a case by case basis as to whether hardship
would be faced by the applicant if they could not move:
•

Would failure to move mean the applicant would lose an opportunity to gain a
better job/promotion, an apprenticeship, increase hours/pay or move from
unemployment to employment.

•

If the nature of work likely to be available closer to the applicant’s home.

•

Personal factors including care responsibilities and medical conditions
affected by the tenant not being able to move closer to work.

•

Any other situation where hardship would be demonstrable if the tenant could
not move.

Discretion
Every application will be dealt with on a case by case basis allowing all
circumstances and variables to be considered.
Proof of Work
A combination of the following can used as to prove that work or a job offer is
genuine:
•

Contract of employment (particularly if stating main place of work).
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•

Wage slips showing hours worked (particularly if zero hours contract) but they
are unlikely to evidence the location of work.

•

A letter offering employment (it is likely that the employer will be contacted to
confirm acceptance).

•

A letter from an employer to prove the work and location.

Right to Move Quota
1% of a Partner Landlords lets will be prioritised for Right to Move applicants based
on the total of the previous year’s lettings by the landlord in each district. The
number of Right to Move lets will be rounded up to the nearest whole figure, and
prioritised for Band B with the advert stating that ‘applicants from outside the Select
Move area who need to move for work and have been awarded Band B for Hardship
will be prioritised’. The quota level will be reviewed annually based on demand.

Appendix F
SELECT MOVE
OPEN PROPERTY REGISTER POLICY

1.

Select Move is the choice based lettings system for Preston, South Ribble and
Chorley. Members of the Select Move Partnership let 75% of their properties for rent
through the Select Move scheme.
Aims of Policy

2.

The aims of this policy are to:

a)

ensure that partners can let properties for which there is no demand from ‘non
qualifying’ Select Move applicants;

b)

provide non qualifying applicants with clarity as to how properties are allocated under
the Open Property Register (OPR).

3.

Applicants on the OPR will be free to bid on all properties advertised on Select Move
and which are designated by partners as open to OPR applicants but will only be
considered if the property attracts no bids from suitable qualifying applicants and is
deemed to be suitable for OPR applicants by the advertising partner.

4.

The advertising partner will be responsible for agreeing with the relevant local
authority those properties that shall be advertised to OPR bids and those which shall
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not, e.g. properties subject to a s106 agreement specifying a local connection.
Unless otherwise agreed with the local authority, the partner shall be free to allocate
the property using whatever criteria they deem appropriate subject to:
a)

fulfilling their own charitable objectives;

b)

complying with relevant legislation;

c)

including details of the property in an annual report to the Select Move Partnership
and the relevant local authority detailing all properties let to OPR applicants.

5.

The Partnership will also monitor the letting via the OPR through the production of
quarterly monitoring reports.
Equality

6.

The partners are committed to equality of opportunity and anti-discrimination and to
promoting social inclusion and will endeavour to ensure that everyone has an equal
opportunity to access the OPR.

7.

Persons who apply to the Select Move register and who do not meet the qualifying
criteria for Select Move under sections 2’ 3 and 4 of the Select Move policy shall be
registered on the Open Property Register (OPR) for “low demand” properties except
that an applicant will not be considered if the applicant or anyone included on their
application has :

a)

engaged in anti-social behaviour such that action has been or could have been taken
against them, e.g. injunction, ASBO, demotion order, possession order;

b)

been convicted of a serious offence that has not been spent and is likely to pose a
threat or risk to any partner of the scheme, tenants, local community or staff;

c)

housing related debt of £1,000.01 or more such as rent arrears or sundry debts,
including debts to a private landlord. However once the debt has been reduced to
£1,000.00 the applicant can re-apply;

d)

housing related debt of £1,000.00 or less and have not made and/or maintained a
repayment plan for a minimum of six months;

e)

failed the habitual residence test and has insufficient funds otherwise to maintain a
tenancy;

f)

care and support needs that, having been assessed by a partner organisation,
cannot be met through the provision of sheltered or general needs accommodation;

g)

previously been evicted by a Select Move partner and are still considered a risk to
the landlord.

7.

References for an OPR applicant will normally only be taken up at the point of an
offer of accommodation. Acceptance onto the OPR does not mean, and shall not be
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taken to imply, that an applicant on the OPR shall be entitled to receive an offer of
accommodation.
False Or Withheld Information

8.

It is a criminal offence for any applicant to knowingly or recklessly give false
information or to withhold information relevant to their application. An offence may be
committed if an applicant knowingly or recklessly gives false information or withholds
such information which has reasonably been requested on the housing application
form or otherwise by the partner organisation. An offence is also committed if the
applicant allows a third party to provide false information on his or her behalf, or at
his or her instigation. In these circumstances the partner organisation may seek to
repossess the property from the applicant.
Review of Policy

9.

This policy shall be reviewed at least annually.

Appendix G
Legal Framework
In addition to ensuring the allocation policy meets the duties imposed under the
Housing Act 1996, there are several statutes and codes of practice that the policy
has to remain compatible with. These include
The Human Rights Act 1998
Data Protection Act 1998
Freedom of Information Act 2000
The Equality Act 2010
Children Act 1989
Crime & Disorder Act 1998
Homelessness Act 2002
Equality and Human Rights Commission (Code of Practice on Racial Equality
in Housing – September 2006)
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Inside Housing - News - Applicants barred by local connection rules
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Applicants barred by local
connection rules
NEWS 11/03/16 8:00 AM BY SOPHIE BARNES

More than half of councils to respond to an
Inside Housing survey have imposed new local
connection rules to slash their waiting lists.
An exclusive Inside Housing survey
reveals 159 English councils have struck
237,793 people off their waiting lists and
barred a further 42,994 new applicants
since the Localism Act came into effect in
June 2012. Ninety councils, or 57% of
respondents, have introduced a requirement that applicants
have a connection to the local area.
Melanie Rees, head of policy at the Chartered Institute of
Housing, said the requirements “generally aren’t good practice”
as they can be “discriminatory depending on how long they’re
applied”. Twenty-six councils require a person to have lived in
the area for three years or more.
The research suggests a surge in the number of people
Page 1 of 2
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Inside Housing - News - Applicants barred by local connection rules

removed or barred from waiting lists. In a similar survey of 126
councils two years ago, 113,000 people had been removed or
barred.
There have been 775 occasions since 2012 where a decision
to remove an applicant from the waiting list or refuse access
has been reversed after it was contested.
Current statutory guidance says councils should require a
person to live in the borough for at least two years before they
are considered for social housing.
However, the government plans to increase this to four years
as part of a deal struck with the European Union prior to the
referendum in June.

A spokesperson for the Local Government Association said the
Housing and Planning Bill will cut investment in council
housing and pressure local authorities to “further reconsider”
their policies.
Glen Hearnden, portfolio holder for housing at Harrow Council,
which has introduced stricter criteria, said the demand for
housing “far exceeds supply”.
Other restrictions include means-testing income and barring
people with rent arrears. Some people will have voluntarily
come off the register, or moved out of the area. However, 39
councils, or 25%, have made no changes to their allocations
policy since the Localism Act passed into law.
A Local Government Ombudsman report published in January
said there had been a 13% increase in complaints about
housing allocations.
A Department for Communities and Local Government
spokesperson said Inside Housing’s research was
“unnecessary scaremongering”.
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Appendix JS28
National Housing Federation Home Truths report 2018/19

Solving the housing crisis
Housing associations are united by a single purpose – to ensure everyone
in the country can live in a quality home that they can afford.
We meet shifting housing needs by building more homes, by providing
extra support when it’s needed and by innovating to tackle the
challenges people face.
We generate income which doesn’t go to shareholders so we can reinvest
all our profits in homes and communities. That's what we have always
done; it's what we will always do.

England

£43,548

£68,700

£190,522

£300,560

Percent of Housing
Benefit claimants in
employment in 2018/19

13.7%

20.7%

Ratio of house prices to
incomes in 2017/18

7

10

Mean monthly private
sector rents in 2017/18

£603

£829

Home Truths

Income required for 80%
mortgage in 2017/18

The housing crisis in
the North West

Average (mean) house
prices in 2017/18

Created in November 2019
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If you share our sense of purpose, we want to work with you. If you want
to end the housing crisis, you need to work with us.

North West
England
North West

216,186
39,769

Percent of
Housing
Benefit
claimants in
employment
in 2018/19 3
£300,560
20.7%
£190,522
13.7%
£135,418
£121,544
£281,152
£236,223
£161,931
£214,784
£190,273
£182,631
£137,486
£155,690
£144,711
£223,701
£270,412
£191,538
£153,286
£184,228
£194,823
£148,045
£149,543
£181,488
£245,821
£154,893
£327,665
£147,818
£174,332
£104,173
£194,086
£224,088
£113,745
£173,935
£132,591

9.2%
15.4%
15.7%
14.5%
6.1%
13.7%
12.4%
9.8%
11.1%
12.8%
9.8%
14%
18.5%
15.8%
15.1%
15.4%
18.5%
18.4%
13.7%
16.2%
15.3%
13.7%
15.1%
11.4%
12.9%
8.9%
15.3%
15.7%
10%
11.9%
14.5%

Income
required for
80%
mortgage
in
2017/18 4
£68,700
£43,548
£30,953
£27,782
£64,263
£53,994
£37,013
£49,094
£43,491
£41,744
£31,425
£35,586
£33,077
£51,132
£61,808
£43,780
£35,037
£42,109
£44,531
£33,839
£34,181
£41,483
£56,188
£35,404
£74,895
£33,787
£39,847
£23,811
£44,363
£51,220
£25,999
£39,757
£30,306

Ratio of
house
prices to
incomes in
2017/18 5
10
7
6
6
9
9
6
7
7
7
5
7
5
10
10
7
6
7
8
6
6
7
8
7
10
6
7
4
7
7
5
7
5

Mean
annual
earnings in
2017/18 6

Mean
Second
monthly
homes in
private
2018 8
sector
rents in
2017/18 7
£29,338
£829
251,654
£26,577
£603
27,257
£22,344
£22,209
£29,921
£27,955
£26,042
£28,902
£26,551
£28,163
£27,602
£23,785
£29,661
£22,854
£27,295
£26,224
£24,560
£27,071
£24,653
£23,702
£24,554
£25,137
£29,786
£24,003
£34,263
£25,308
£26,655
£24,435
£28,085
£31,148
£24,679
£26,068
£25,958

£494
£520
£779
£646
£548
£626
£531
£507
£515
£472
£511
£560
£656
£667
£582
£624
£801
£551
£499
£720
£731
£541
£885
£503
£547
£453
£582
£587
£471
£561
£463

169
572
1,488
904
89
502
8,224
1,297
257
603
865
1,357
3,845
10,617
613
281
6,013
248
287
1,274
600
136
760
405
2,910
186
133
539
70
657
172

Total
Unemployment
housing
rate in
association 2018/19 10
affordable
homes in
2018/19 9
2,721,384
4.1%
516,470
3.9%
11,703
2,391
21,378
19,647
14,725
15,059
31,484
8,929
851
7,995
6,105
2,710
4,894
203,446
25,906
4,949
52,457
18,937
21,085
30,345
7,350
22,424
16,075
3,918
58,637
6,004
7,068
2,886
4,942
3,036
4,680

Page 2 of 3

5%
5.7%
3.1%
3.7%
4.3%
3.6%
2.4%
3.1%
4.5%
2.6%
4.1%
1.9%
1.8%
4.4%
4.4%
4.5%
4.7%
5.1%
5.4%
4.5%
3.3%
4.6%
3.8%
3.9%
4.4%
6.3%
2.8%
2.3%
4.5%
4.5%
3.9%
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1,203
1,459
1,685
1,630
430
723
4,751
820
837
789
847
471
987
10,840
1,362
972
1,132
1,154
852
1,163
1,108
981
774
1,342
7,519
976
499
547
674
1,050
862

Average
(mean)
house
prices in
2017/18 2
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Blackburn with Darwen UA
Blackpool UA
Cheshire East UA
Cheshire West and Chester UA
Halton UA
Warrington UA
Cumbria
Allerdale
Barrow-in-Furness
Carlisle
Copeland
Eden
South Lakeland
Greater Manchester (Met County)
Bolton
Bury
Manchester
Oldham
Rochdale
Salford
Stockport
Tameside
Trafford
Wigan
Lancashire
Burnley
Chorley
Fylde
Hyndburn
Lancaster
Pendle

Long term
empty
homes in
2018 1

North West

1,150
198
474
413
537
139
9,529
865
3,703
1,918
946
2,097

Average
(mean)
house
prices in
2017/18 2
£163,822
£246,231
£150,868
£180,346
£218,092
£178,521
£167,261
£142,764
£151,739
£190,883
£145,281
£188,059

Percent of
Housing
Benefit
claimants in
employment
in 2018/19 3
15.7%
12.1%
8.4%
16.2%
7.6%
15.6%
11.5%
7.2%
13%
9.9%
9.3%
13.5%

Income
required for
80%
mortgage in
2017/18 4

Ratio of
house
prices to
incomes in
2017/18 5

£37,445
£56,281
£34,484
£41,222
£49,850
£40,805
£38,231
£32,632
£34,683
£43,630
£33,207
£42,985

Mean
annual
earnings in
2017/18 6
7
8
6
7
8
7
6
6
6
8
5
7

Mean
monthly
private
sector rents
in 2017/18 7

£24,710
£31,928
£26,801
£26,442
£26,837
£24,565
£26,255
£25,501
£26,468
£25,230
£26,910
£26,868

£537
£683
£522
£581
£573
£576
£524
£572
£506
£554
£531
£533

Second
homes in
2018 8

399
225
155
80
94
200
1,782
39
169
373
597
604

Total
Unemployment
housing
rate in
association
2018/19 10
affordable
homes in
2018/19 9
11,859
4.5%
2,343
2.4%
4,706
4%
5,414
3.2%
1,660
4.4%
4,039
2.8%
138,000
3.4%
18,451
3.9%
59,473
3.9%
19,146
3%
17,636
3.2%
23,294
2.8%
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Preston
Ribble Valley
Rossendale
South Ribble
West Lancashire
Wyre
Merseyside (Met County)
Knowsley
Liverpool
Sefton
St Helens
Wirral

Long term
empty
homes in
2018 1

1. MHCLG - Table 615 Vacant Dwellings by LA district. Date range: Oct 2004-Oct 2018. Next update Apr 2020.
2. ONS - HPSSA Dataset 12a. Date range: 95/96-17/18. Next update: Sept 2019. PLEASE NOTE: DATES ARE FINANCIAL YEAR (2017=2017/18).
3. Calculated from DWP - Stat-Xplore. Date range: 08/09-18/19. Next update: Aug 2020. PLEASE NOTE: DATES ARE FINANCIAL YEAR (2018=2018/19).
4. National Housing Federation analysis. Date range 95/96-17/18. Next update: Sept 19. PLEASE NOTE: DATES ARE FINANCIAL YEAR (2017=2017/18).
5. National Housing Federation analysis. Date range 01/02-17/18. Next update: Oct 19. PLEASE NOTE: DATES ARE FINANCIAL YEAR (2017=2017/18).
6. ONS - ASHE Table 8. Date range: 01/02-17/18. Next update: Oct 2019. PLEASE NOTE: DATES ARE FINANCIAL YEAR (2017=2017/18).
7. Valuation Office Agency - Private Rental Market. Date range: 10/11-17/18. Next update: Nov 2019. PLEASE NOTE: DATES ARE FINANCIAL YEAR (2017=2017/18).
8. MHCLG - Council Taxbase: LA level data. Date range: September 2010 - September 2018. Next update Nov 2019.
9. Homes England - Statistical Data Return 2018. Date range: 11/12-17/18. Next update Oct 19. PLEASE NOTE: DATES ARE FINANCIAL YEAR (2017=2017/18).
10. ONS - NOMIS model-based estimates. Date range: 04/05-18/19. Next update: Jul 2020. PLEASE NOTE: DATES ARE FINANCIAL YEAR (2018=2018/19).
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The housing market is failing
The North West is taking a disproportionate hit from
public spending cuts. It is suffering the highest percentage
loss of public sector jobs of any area, and looks set to
lose government funding of £68m as a result of the New
Homes Bonus policy, the worst outcome for any region.
These are disadvantages the North West can ill afford.
They will have serious consequences for the regional
economy and housing market. Social housing is already
under enormous strain. Housing waiting lists grew by
almost 7% last year, the fastest increase in the country.
More than 250,000 households are now waiting for an
affordable home in the region.
And, despite the recession, buying a home remains
beyond the financial reach of too many families, with
continuing high prices, high deposit requirements and
restricted mortgage supply.
Housing associations are doing their best to make a
difference. In 2010/11 they provided 4,120 new affordable
homes, including 442 low cost home ownership
properties, and they now house one in every seven
North West households.
But the region needs more government support. We are
seeing the damaging effects of housing market failure.
There are still some areas of low demand housing,
acting as a brake on regional economic development.
To fix the broken market, ministers should implement
a range of measures that ensure housing continues to
be built at scale, remains affordable and is effectively
regulated across all sectors.
2
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We need more affordable homes
The housing and economic challenge
• Despite the recession, house prices in the North West
are still 16% higher than in 2005 and 126% higher than
ten years ago. A 25% deposit on the average home
costs £40,000, twice the average regional salary.1,2,3
• The average house price in the North West in 2010
was £159,805, more than eight times the average
regional income.1,2
• Only 9,250 new homes were built in the North West
in 2010/11, providing homes for just 43% of the
21,520 new households estimated to form in the
region each year.4
• Housing waiting lists in the North West have been
the fastest growing in England over the past five
years. One in 12 households is now on a waiting list.4
• Over 3,880 households were accepted as homeless
by local authorities in the region in 2010/11.4
• At 8.6%, the unemployment rate in the North West is
higher than the national average and the region’s jobs
are the hardest hit by cuts in the public sector.5
Housing associations are meeting these challenges
• In 2010/11, housing associations in the North West
built or refurbished 4,120 affordable homes, an
increase of 28% on the previous year, despite tough
economic conditions.6
• In the five years to 2008, housing associations invested
over £25m in employment and enterprise schemes in
the region, helping to create over 3,500 jobs.7
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ENGLAND
NORTH WEST
Blackburn with Darwen UA
Blackpool UA
Cheshire East UA
Cheshire West and Chester UA
Halton UA
Warrington UA
Chester
Congleton
Crewe and Nantwich
Ellesmere Port and Neston
Macclesfield
Vale Royal
Cumbria
Allerdale
Barrow-in-Furness
Carlisle
Copeland
Eden
South Lakeland
Greater Manchester
Bolton
Bury
Manchester
Oldham
Rochdale
Salford
Stockport
Tameside
Trafford
Wigan
Lancashire
Burnley
Chorley
Fylde
Hyndburn
Lancaster
Pendle
Preston
Ribble Valley
Rossendale
South Ribble
West Lancashire
Wyre
Merseyside
Knowsley
Liverpool
St. Helens
Sefton
Wirral

Average
(mean)
house
prices
2010¹

Average
lower value
house prices
2010¹

Average
(median)
incomes
20102

Gross annual
income
needed for
a mortgage
(75% at 3.5x)¹

Ratio of
house
prices to
incomes1,2

£240,033
£159,805
£114,755
£113,232
£231,940
£198,398
£139,596
£184,482
£217,448
£207,035
£180,181
£164,520
£294,418
£191,255
£171,004
£166,152
£114,025
£140,433
£133,590
£211,913
£240,467
£152,971
£131,462
£146,763
£146,543
£128,539
£124,096
£132,310
£190,757
£123,027
£248,180
£125,387
£152,578
£89,441
£169,091
£200,145
£98,459
£155,682
£111,342
£139,665
£217,443
£129,317
£162,479
£194,899
£160,803
£145,992
£114,851
£130,707
£132,055
£168,539
£162,625

£125,000
£91,000
£69,000
£80,000
£123,000
£120,000
£81,000
£106,950
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
£95,000
£92,000
£71,000
£87,491
£78,000
£135,000
£145,000
£88,775
£75,500
£92,500
£91,000
£80,000
£76,375
£80,000
£116,000
£83,000
£131,000
£80,000
£90,000
£50,000
£108,000
£125,000
£62,000
£102,038
£57,000
£85,000
£130,000
£80,000
£113,000
£120,000
£108,875
£88,000
£80,000
£77,000
£81,500
£110,000
£100,000

£21,398
£19,828
£18,039
£15,995
£20,992
£20,670
£18,600
£22,282
£21,029
£21,835
£19,474
£20,498
£22,303
£20,446
£19,058
£19,479
£19,843
£18,663
£25,761
£15,075
£18,840
£19,932
£18,465
£21,752
£18,195
£19,391
£20,524
£19,063
£21,663
£19,037
£23,093
£20,030
£19,526
£18,736
£20,405
£21,772
£19,510
£19,334
£18,585
£18,039
£22,417
£17,493
£20,342
£21,445
£17,758
£20,036
£19,895
£20,571
£19,661
£18,970
£21,060

£51,436
£34,244
£24,590
£24,264
£49,701
£42,514
£29,914
£39,532
£46,596
£44,365
£38,610
£35,254
£63,090
£40,983
£36,644
£35,604
£24,434
£30,093
£28,626
£45,410
£51,529
£32,779
£28,170
£31,449
£31,402
£27,544
£26,592
£28,352
£40,876
£26,363
£53,181
£26,869
£32,695
£19,166
£36,234
£42,888
£21,098
£33,360
£23,859
£29,928
£46,595
£27,711
£34,817
£41,764
£34,458
£31,284
£24,611
£28,009
£28,297
£36,115
£34,848

11.2
8.1
6.4
7.1
11.0
9.6
7.5
8.3
10.3
9.5
9.3
8.0
13.2
9.4
9.0
8.5
5.7
7.5
5.2
14.1
12.8
7.7
7.1
6.7
8.1
6.6
6.0
6.9
8.8
6.5
10.7
6.3
7.8
4.8
8.3
9.2
5.0
8.1
6.0
7.7
9.7
7.4
8.0
9.1
9.1
7.3
5.8
6.4
6.7
8.9
7.7

Average lower value house prices are based on lower quartile house prices, i.e. the value below which the 25% lowest lie
N/A Data not available

4

Page 4 of 8

Agenda Page 762

Agenda Item 4a

Total LA
rented
homes
20103

Total HA
rented
homes
20104

1,767,872 2,242,657
153,028 425,375
1
11,315
5,321
1,934
23
18,776
5,645
16,006
40
13,678
8,645
5,224
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
5,931
26,561
3
8,585
2,717
750
24
7,402
0
6,277
0
2,331
3,187
1,216
117,187 145,172
18,145
7,188
8,404
4,318
18,107
51,856
13,799
6,912
13,772
7,402
10,519
21,124
11,595
5,761
0
21,709
0
15,753
22,846
3,149
10,134
52,231
0
5,799
0
5,832
0
2,304
5
4,905
3,810
2,114
0
4,525
0
10,938
4
1,784
0
4,568
0
4,995
6,315
907
0
3,560
101
134,478
0
18,056
101
57,960
0
17,199
0
18,729
0
22,534

All new
HA homes
completed
with HCA
funding
2009/105

New
lettings
made
by LAs
2009/103

47,499
3,219
140
14
49
30
138
109
98
56
60
10
116
11
228
97
0
18
36
44
33
1,031
65
29
244
142
28
230
64
84
105
40
348
34
39
38
10
5
2
15
86
46
16
22
35
781
60
314
120
115
172

154,163
17,988
0
801
0
520
0
1,079
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
546
0
293
0
0
0
253
13,980
2,099
967
3,422
1,394
1,931
964
1,214
0
0
1,989
1,062
0
0
0
0
470
0
0
0
0
0
592
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

New
Households
lettings
on waiting
made
list 20103
by HAs
2009/104

184,137
34,504
995
155
1,421
989
1,119
476
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
2,353
798
28
727
471
207
122
11,927
662
312
3,713
523
611
2,029
489
2,061
1,227
300
4,325
561
293
167
287
407
365
900
119
408
443
82
293
10,744
1,479
4,864
1,427
1,260
1,714

Change in
affordable
housing stock
(HA and LA)
2005-103,4

Change in
affordable
lettings (HA and
LA) 2005-103,4

1,751,982 -35,593 -1% -33,892 -9.1%
253,521 -19,585 -3% -7,004 -11.8%
5,526
-199 -2% -540 -35.2%
6,769
63
1%
-143 -13.0%
6,896
106
1% 1,421
N/A
12,568
-271 -1% 1,509
N/A
2,751
-625 -4% -257 -18.7%
10,016
-132 -1%
52
3.5%
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
18,191
-978 -3% -435 -13.0%
1,775
-126 -1%
-68
-7.9%
1,506
-133 -4% -207 -39.2%
6,987
-422 -5%
5
0.7%
3,677
-492 -7% -100 -17.5%
930
79
4%
-11
-5.0%
3,316
116
3%
-54
-12.6%
106,652 -10,213 -4% -2,533 -8.9%
24,226
-622 -2%
-21
-0.8%
2,450
-126 -1%
-38
-2.9%
22,448
-2,509 -3% -134
-1.8%
6,414
-1,473 -7% -761 -28.4%
3,631
-1,901 -8% -391 -13.3%
14,492
-1,436 -4% -775 -20.6%
7,626
-389 -2%
209
14.0%
7,839
-455 -2%
346
20.2%
12,853
-207 -1% -539 -30.5%
4,673
-1,095 -4% -429 -15.8%
19,643
-1,079 -2% -1,788 -24.9%
491
-191 -3%
-61
-9.8%
765
141
2%
-395 -57.4%
2,971
38
2%
-24
-12.6%
2,842
4
0%
-280 -49.4%
1,872
-133 -2%
272
45.0%
1,673
-215 -5% -241 -39.8%
2,458
-298 -3% -764 -45.9%
739
78
5%
-18
-13.1%
1,844
-234 -5% -145 -26.2%
1,543
118
2%
93
26.6%
2,438
-548 -7% -249 -27.0%
7
161
5%
24
8.9%
64,509
-6,257 -4% -1,133 -9.5%
2,024
-1,220 -6%
155
11.7%
21,238
-4,020 -6% -325
-6.3%
5,378
-465 -3% -109
-7.1%
16,645
-423 -2% -609 -32.6%
19,224
-129 -1% -245 -12.5%

Figures shown in italics are estimates
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What the Government should do
To fix the broken North West housing market,
the Government should:
• Make a renewed commitment to building the homes
the region needs at scale
• Identify housing as a key driver of economic activity
in the North West
• Deliver a reformed planning system that supports
the building of affordable homes, ensuring that private
developers continue to build social housing on sites
of private development across the region through the
use of planning gain
• Ensure that councils in the North West undertake
robust housing needs assessments on which to base
future development plans
• Place a greater emphasis in the planning framework
on providing suitable housing options for older people
and specialist housing for others with support needs
• Identify suitable surplus public land and make it
available for the building of affordable homes
• Restore £300m annual funding to support and
restructure failing housing markets
• Encourage the banks to increase mortgage availability
• Regulate the private rented sector to tackle the
problem of rogue landlords
• Abandon plans for an overall benefits cap for
each family
• Drop proposals to cut housing benefit for social
housing tenants deemed to be under-occupying their
homes, and
• Maintain the right of social housing tenants to have
their housing benefit paid direct to their landlord.
6
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Sources
1. Land Registry data, 2000, 2005 and 2010
2. Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings (ASHE), 2010
3. Gross income required for 75% mortgage at 3.5x median
regional income
4. Communities and Local Government (CLG) statistics,
2005, 2010 and 2011
5. Office for National Statistics, North West regional profile
and labour force surveys, 2011
6. Homes and Communities Agency (HCA), 2011
7. Northern Lights, National Housing Federation, 2006

The facts in this booklet use the latest available
official government statistics at the time of going
to print. In some areas, the National Housing
Federation has carried out additional analysis to
draw out the social and economic implications of
the figures. The commentary is our own. Some of
this data is © Crown copyright.
For more information contact our research and
futures team on 020 7067 1188.
Footnotes to tables
1. Land Registry, 2010
2. Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings (ASHE), 2010
3. Communities and Local Government Housing Statistics Live Tables, 2010
4. Tenant Services Authority, Regulatory and Statistical Return, 2010
5. Homes and Communities Agency completions data, 2009/10
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Home truths 2011 shows that:
• Housing waiting lists in the North West are
growing faster than in any other region
• The North West is building less than
half the homes it needs each year
• The region is suffering disproportionate
damage from public spending cuts.

The National Housing Federation represents 1,200 independent,
not-for-profit housing associations in England and is the voice of
affordable housing. Our members provide two and a half million
affordable homes for more than five million people.
National Housing Federation
City Point, 701 Chester Road, Manchester M32 0RW
Tel: 0161 848 8132 Email: north@housing.org.uk
www.housing.org.uk www.inbiz.org
Download all the Home truths booklets from:
www.housing.org.uk/hometruths
Written by Simon Graham at Blue Sky.
Design by SPY Design and Publishing.
Produced by the National Housing Federation,
(October 2011).
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Appendix JS30
Chorley’s Affordable Housing Five Year Supply Analysis –
April 2020

Parcel H1b(ii), Group
1, Euxton Lane

Buckshaw Village

HS1.21

17/00767/REMMAJ

Astley and
Buckshaw

Buckshaw Village

HS1.21

160

9

116

9

9

0

0

0

9

0

14

146

14

14

0

0

0

0

14

Euxton

19/00137/REMMAJ

128

128

0

0

128

20

36

36

36

0

128

08/01100/REMMAJ
10/00334/FULMAJ
10/01052/REMMAJ
12/01001/REMMAJ

Euxton

Astley and
Buckshaw

83

31

0

52

31

0

0

31

0

0

31

Appellants AH Supply

0

60 dwellings were AH.
Permission Homes have
confirmed none of the
remining units are affordable.
if the remaining are AH.
Assumed 30% of residual

0

0

Persimmon Homes confirmed
there is no requirement for
AH on sites M1 and H1a.

12

12

Application description erection of 128no. Residential
dwellings (including 12
affordable dwellings)

9

9

Checking to find marketing
details 30% of 31 is 9 AH

Agenda Item 4a

Buckshaw Village

9 dwellings left to be
built at 1st April 2020,
all of which were
under construction. It
is estimated that these
dwellings will be
completed in the first
year of the five year
period.
14 dwellings left to be
built at 1st April 2020,
all of which were
under construction. It
is estimated that these
dwellings will be
completed in the first
year of the five year
period.
Development of the
site had not started at
1st April 2020. The
developer has advised
that the development
was due to commence
in April 2020 but this
has been delayed by
several months.
Development is
expected to take 3
and a half years.
One apartment block
of 31 dwellings left to
be built at 1st April
2020, development
had not commenced.
Site is currently being
marketed, it is
estimated that the
development could
commence in the
second year of the
five year period
subject to being sold

LPA AH Supply

Total Deliverable
Dwellings April 2020 March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2024-March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2023-March 2024

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2022-March 2023
0

Astley and
Buckshaw

Southern Commercial
Quarter Central Core

HS1.22

0

17/00441/REMMAJ
17/01123/REM

Euxton

Parcels H1d and
H1b(i), Group 1,
Euxton Lane

125

Comments

Agenda Page 767

Buckshaw Village

HS1.21

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2021-March 2022

Astley and
Buckshaw

Euxton

Parcels M1 & H1a,
Group 1, Euxton Lane

Application
Number

Appellants comments
Deliverable Dwellings
April 2020-March 2021

Ward

Dwellings Left to be Built

Parish

Dwellings Completed

Settlement

Dwellings U/C

Address

Dwellings Not Started

Local
Plan Ref

Dwellings Permitted

Chorley Five Year Supply April 2020 – March 2025: Allocated Sites with Planning Permission
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Appellants AH Supply

Comments

LPA AH Supply

Total Deliverable
Dwellings April 2020 March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2024-March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2023-March 2024

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2022-March 2023

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2021-March 2022

Application
Number

Appellants comments
Deliverable Dwellings
April 2020-March 2021

Ward

Dwellings Left to be Built

Parish

Dwellings Completed

Settlement

Dwellings U/C

Address

Dwellings Not Started

Local
Plan Ref

Dwellings Permitted

Chorley Five Year Supply April 2020 – March 2025: Allocated Sites with Planning Permission

5

5

0

0

0

0

and following any
amendments to the
planning permission. It
is therefore estimated
that the dwellings will
be completed in the
third year of the five
year period.

HS1.1

Chorley South
West

Chorley

Chorley

Talbot Mill, Froom
Street

HS1.7

Chorley East

Chorley

149

Chorley North
East
Chorley

9

20

59

29

29

0

0

0

0

29

149

0

0

149

0

0

0

0

0

0

17/00714/OUTMAJ
17/00716/OUTMAJ
288

288

0

0

288

0

0

0

0

0

0

Application proposed 35 units
at 17.4% (pro rata = 5.046)
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Chorley

88

07/01426/FULMAJ
11/00875/FULMAJ

Chorley

Botany Bay/Great
Knowley, Blackburn
Road
HS1.8

16/00805/FULMAJ

29 dwellings left to be
built at 1st April 2020,
20 of which were
under construction.
The developer has
advised that the
development is
scheduled to be
completed in August
2020 but this may now
be delayed by a few
months.
Land remediation and
contamination works
started in 2015
however construction
of the dwellings has
not yet commenced.
There is no evidence
that the site will come
forward in the five
year period.
The site has outline
planning permission
for 288 dwellings.
There is no evidence
that the site will come
forward in the five
year period.
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Land 120m South
West of 21 Lower
Burgh Way
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0

33

0

0

Total Deliverable
Dwellings April 2020 March 2025

0

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2024-March 2025

33

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2023-March 2024

10

33

17/00438/FULMAJ

Clayton-leWoods West and
Cuerden
Clayton-le- Woods

Claytonle-Woods

Land North of
Lancaster Lane and
bounded by Wigan
Road and Shady Lane

12/00941/OUTMAJ
13/00803/OUTMAJ
13/00822/REMMAJ
14/00541/REM
14/00867/REM
14/01003/REMMAJ
15/00664/REMMAJ
16/00469/REM
17/00190/REM
17/00403/REM

14

160

4

0

8

4

2

156

12

8

4

4

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

12

4

Clayton-leWoods West and
Cuerden

Clayton-le- Woods

14/00951/OUTMAJ
17/00369/REMMAJ

220

133

30

57

163

36

36

36

36

19

163

33 dwellings left to be
built at 1st April 2020,
none of which were
under construction.
The developer has
advised that the
remaining dwellings
should be completed
within the next 3
years.
12 dwellings left to be
built at 1st April 2020,
8 of which were under
construction. It is
estimated that all of
these dwellings will be
completed by the
second year of the
five year period.
4 dwellings left to be
built at 1st April 2020,
all of which were
under construction. It
is estimated that these
dwellings will be
completed in the first
year of the five year
period.

0

0

Agreed not financially viable
to provide AH on this
brownfield site.

0

0

No AH listed on Application
form

1

1

47 AH secured. Applied 30%
of 4 - could be a max of 4.

163 dwellings left to
be built at 1st April
2020, 30 of which
were under
construction. The
developer has
previously advised
that completion rates
will be 36 dwellings a
year. Actual
completions for the
period 2019/20 was
49 dwellings. It is
therefore estimated

17

17

AH contribution of £2,970,000
based on 20% of 2020. 10%
on site. 10% of 163 = 17 units
on site. Contribution of
£67.500 per dwelling
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Claytonle-Woods

Appellants AH Supply

Chorley

Land North of
Lancaster Lane and
bounded by Wigan
Road and Shady Lane

HS1.31

0

Chorley North
West

Chorley

HS1.31

33

LPA AH Supply

HS1.18

43

Comments
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Calder House and
Rydal House, Highfield
Road North

11/00871/FULMAJ
12/01015/FULMAJ
13/00993/FULMAJ
14/01225/MNMA
15/00028/FUL
16/00053/FUL

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2022-March 2023

Chorley North
East

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2021-March 2022

Chorley

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2020-March 2021

Chorley

Application
Number

Dwellings Left to be Built

Ward

Dwellings Completed

Parish

Dwellings U/C

Former Initial Textile
Services bounded by
Botany Brow and
Willow Road

Settlement

Dwellings Not Started

HS1.16

Address

Dwellings Permitted

Local
Plan Ref

Appellants comments
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Appellants AH Supply

Comments

LPA AH Supply

Total Deliverable
Dwellings April 2020 March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2024-March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2023-March 2024

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2022-March 2023

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2021-March 2022

Application
Number

Appellants comments
Deliverable Dwellings
April 2020-March 2021

Ward

Dwellings Left to be Built

Parish

Dwellings Completed

Settlement

Dwellings U/C

Address

Dwellings Not Started

Local
Plan Ref

Dwellings Permitted

Chorley Five Year Supply April 2020 – March 2025: Allocated Sites with Planning Permission

7

0

that all of the
dwellings will be
completed in the five
year period.

HS1.31

Clayton-leWoods West and
Cuerden

Clayton-le- Woods

Claytonle-Woods

19/00417/FULMAJ

115

115

0

0

115

0

22

0

0

0

22

Site works
commenced in
February 2020. The
development has
been delayed by
several months but
the developer has
advised that
construction of the
first phase of the
development (22
dwellings) is expected
to be completed within
12-18 months of work
resuming. The
developer does not
currently own the
remaining land
therefore they are
unable to advise when
the remaining parcels
will be completed. The
remaining dwellings
have therefore not
been included in the
five year supply.
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Land adjoining
Cuerden Residential
Park, Nell Lane

34 AH units secured and a
commuted sum of £38,726 at
best 30% of 22 - whilst 7
indicated I consider it is likely
to be zero based on Schedule
5 part 2-4 - which says "the
owner shall not occupy or
cause or allow to be occupied
the 50th Market unit…
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HS1.36

Coppull

Coppull

HS1.39

Euxton

16/00656/FULMAJ

Euxton North

16/00380/OUTMAJ
17/00356/REMMAJ

Euxton

75

140

28

6

11

20

36

114

39

26

24

26

15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

39

26

Land 10m South of
Dunrobin Drive

HS1.40

Euxton

Euxton

Euxton South

18/01211/FULMAJ

51

51

0

0

51

18

25

8

0

0

51

39 dwellings left to be
built at 1st April 2020,
11 of which were
under construction.
The developer has
advised that the
development was due
to be completed by
the end of 2020
however given the
current situation
completion will be
delayed.

8

8

Committee report indicate 11. The proposed affordable
housing delivery as part of
this application would be 8
social rented affordable
dwellings to be delivered by
Adactus. The affordable
provision equates to 10% of
the dwellings and is below the
Policy threshold within the
Local Plan. Assumed all 8
remain to be provided.

26 dwellings left to be
built at 1st April 2020,
20 of which were
under construction.
The developer has
previously advised
that all dwellings are
expected to be
completed by the end
of 2020.

10

10

35 units to be provided on
site - 25.3% agreed at outline
stage. 4.7% offsite+ £600,000
S106 requires no more than
85% of OM to be occupied
until 100% of the AH
provided. 85% of OM is 89.
*9 + 35 = 124. 114 currently
built so 10 could be AH.
Clause 7.6.

Development of the
site had not started at
1st April 2020. The
developer has advised
that the development
is due to commence in
May 2020 however
this may be delayed
due to the current
situation. The
development is
expected to be
completed within 2
years.

51

51

100% AH - Mulbury Homes
and One Vision Housing
Limited.

Comments
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Land surrounding 89
Euxton Lane

Coppull

Appellants AH Supply

Coppull Enterprise
Centre, Mill Lane

LPA AH Supply

Total Deliverable
Dwellings April 2020 March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2024-March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2023-March 2024

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2022-March 2023

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2021-March 2022

Application
Number

Appellants comments
Deliverable Dwellings
April 2020-March 2021

Ward

Dwellings Left to be Built

Parish

Dwellings Completed

Settlement

Dwellings U/C

Address

Dwellings Not Started

Local
Plan Ref

Dwellings Permitted

Chorley Five Year Supply April 2020 – March 2025: Allocated Sites with Planning Permission
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Euxton

Euxton

Whittle-le- Woods

Whittle- leWoods

HS1.43A

19/00361/FULMAJ

Pennine

17/00377/OUTMAJ

36

12

36

12

0

0

0

0

Total Deliverable
Dwellings April 2020 March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2024-March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2023-March 2024

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2022-March 2023

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2021-March 2022

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2020-March 2021

36

0

12

0

36

0

0

0

0

0

0

36

0

0

Land bounded by
Town Lane and Lucas
Lane

HS1.43B

Whittle-le- Woods

Land west of
Leatherlands Farm,
Moss Lane
HS1.43C

Whittle-le- Woods

Whittle- leWoods

Pennine

Whittle- leWoods

13/01055/OUTMAJ
19/00830/REMMAJ

53

53

0

0

53

0

0

30

23

0

53

14/00900/OUTMAJ
16/00247/FULMAJ

Pennine

34

0

13

21

13

13

0

0

0

0

13

Development of the
site had not started at
1st April 2020. The
developer has advised
that all these
dwellings are due for
completion in
2021/22.
The site has outline
planning permission
for 12 dwellings.
There is no evidence
that the site will come
forward in the five
year period.
Development of the
site had not started at
1st April 2020. The
developer has advised
that the purchase of
the site is due to
complete by the end
of June and the
development is
expected to take two
and a half years. It is
estimated that all
dwellings will be
completed in the five
year period.
13 dwellings left to be
built at 1st April 2020,
all of which were
under construction. It
is expected that these
dwellings will be
completed in the first
year of the five year
period.

36

36

0

0

14

14

14 secured at outline stage

8

8

10 units secured in S106.
S106 requires no more than
80% of the OM before 100
AH built. 80% of 24 is 19
units - so at least 2 must have
been AH.

100% AH
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Land adjacent to Lady
Cross Drive

Euxton North

Comments

Appellants AH Supply

HS1.42

Application
Number

Appellants comments

LPA AH Supply

Playing field to the rear
of Greenside

Ward

Dwellings Left to be Built

Parish

Dwellings Completed

Settlement

Dwellings U/C

Address

Dwellings Not Started

Local
Plan Ref

Dwellings Permitted

Chorley Five Year Supply April 2020 – March 2025: Allocated Sites with Planning Permission
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12/01134/OUTMAJ

85

85

2059

1161

0

129

0

85

769

1290

0

0

0

201

174

174

0

95

0

19

Total Deliverable
Dwellings April 2020 March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2024-March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2023-March 2024

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2022-March 2023

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2021-March 2022

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2020-March 2021

Clayton-leWoods and
Whittle-le- Woods

Dwellings Left to be Built

Whittle- leWoods

Dwellings Completed

Whittle-le- Woods

Application
Number

0

663

Comments

A reserved matters
planning application is
currently under
consideration.
However, there is
uncertainty about the
deliverability of this
site due to issues
relating to filling
works. It has therefore
not been included in
the five year supply.

0

0

178

171
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Totals

Ward

Appellants AH Supply

HS1.53

Parish

Appellants comments

LPA AH Supply

JF Electrical, Little
Quarry, Hill Top Lane

Settlement

Dwellings U/C

Address

Dwellings Not Started

Local
Plan Ref

Dwellings Permitted

Chorley Five Year Supply April 2020 – March 2025: Allocated Sites with Planning Permission
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Chorley Five Year Supply April 2020 – March 2025: Allocated Sites without Planning Permission

Eaves Green, off Lower Burgh Way
(remaining allocation)

Chorley

0

0

0

0

0

0

232

0

0

0

0

0

0

Chorley
East

HS1.5

Cowling Farm

Chorley

Chorley

HS1.17

Cabbage Hall Fields

Chorley

Chorley

HS1.19

Land adjacent to Northgate

Chorley

Chorley

HS1.29

Westwood Road

Clayton Brook/Green

Clayton-le- Woods

Land to the East of Wigan Road (remaining
allocation)

Clayton-le- Woods

Clayton-le- Woods

Chorley
North
East
Chorley
North
East
ClaytonleWoods
North
ClaytonleWoods
West and
Cuerden

0

The site is allocated for 419 dwellings. 99
dwellings have been built on part of the
site and another part of the site has full
planning permission for 88 dwellings. This
leaves 232 dwellings. A full planning
application is currently under
consideration for 201 dwellings on the
remaining part of the site. However, there
is uncertainty regarding the viability of this
site therefore it has not been included in
the five year supply.
A land exchange has taken place between
the Council and Homes England, with
Homes England now owning the
residential part of the allocation. A
masterplan has also been prepared for the
site. Homes England have confirmed that
the site will be delivered in the five year
period with development scheduled to
commence by the end of 2021/early 2022.
No evidence that the site will come
forward in the five year period.

0

0

47

0

0

0

0

12

49

49

48

11

0

0

0

0

0

0

21

0

0

0

0

0

0

No evidence that the site will come
forward in the five year period.

0

0

23

0

0

0

0

0

0

No evidence that the site will come
forward in the five year period.

0

0

The site is a mixed housing/employment
allocation. 37.14ha/699 dwellings are
allocated for housing. 818 dwellings have
planning permission on 36.14 ha of land.
The dwellings are being built at a higher
density than estimated on the parcels with
planning permission therefore the number
of dwellings on this site has exceeded the
allocated number of 699. This leaves 1 ha

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

158

0

0

Site disputed by
Gladman – see
evidence of Christian
Lee.
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HS1.31

158

No evidence that the site will come
forward in the five year period.

Comments
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HS1.1

Chorley/ Coppull

31

Appellants AH Supply

Adlington
and
Anderton
Chorley
South
West/
Coppull

LPA AH Supply

Adlington

Total Deliverable
Dwellings April 2020 March 2025

Adlington

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2024-March 2025

Ward

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2023-March 2024

Fairport, Market Place

Parish

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2022-March 2023

HS1.26

Settlement

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2021-March 2022

Address

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2020-March 2021

Appellants comments
Number of Dwellings
Allocated

Local Plan Ref
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LPA AH Supply

Appellants AH Supply

Total Deliverable
Dwellings April 2020 March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2024-March 2025

Ward

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2023-March 2024

Parish

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2022-March 2023

Settlement

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2021-March 2022

Address

Deliverable Dwellings
April 2020-March 2021

Appellants comments
Number of Dwellings
Allocated

Local Plan Ref

No evidence that the site will come
forward in the five year period.
No evidence that the site will come
forward in the five year period.
No evidence that the site will come
forward in the five year period.

0

0

0

0

0

0

No evidence that the site will come
forward in the five year period. A previous
planning application on the site expired in
2014.

0

0

47

0

Comments

for further housing however there is no
evidence that any of this land will come
forward in the five year period.

Regent Street

Coppull

Coppull

Coppull

22

0

0

0

0

0

0

HS1.38

Mountain Road

Coppull

Coppull

Coppull

22

0

0

0

0

0

0

HS1.46

Land at Drinkwater Farm, Windsor Drive

Brinscall

Withnell

10

0

0

0

0

0

0

HS1.52

Pole Green Nurseries

Charnock Richard

Charnock Richard

Wheelton
and
Withnell
Chisnall

29

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

12

49

49

48

Totals

559

158
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HS1.34
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Adlington

Adlington

Adlington

Adlington

Land 200m North
of Derian House,
Euxton Lane

3125

Chorley

St George's House,
St George's Street

3341

Chorley and South
Ribble District
Purchasing Team
Government
Offices, Peter
Street

19/00840/P3PAJ

15/00224/OUTMAJ

Chorley
South East
Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

56

19

56

0

0

29

0

19

0

56

0

Total Deliverable Dwellings
April 2020 - March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings April
2024-March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings April
2023-March 2024

Deliverable Dwellings April
2022-March 2023

Deliverable Dwellings April
2021-March 2022
0

0

0

56

0

0

0

0

0

56

Chorley
North West

17/00276/P3PAJ
17/00270/FUL
17/00467/FUL
18/00341/FUL
17/00929/P3PAJ

##

125

0

0

125

13

2

0

11

2

14

0

14

0

14

30

41

0

14

41

10

0

122

2

0

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

14

Chorley
North West
Chorley

Chorley

17/00490/FULMAJ

18

18

0

0

18

0

18

0

0

0

18

0

0

Development of the site had not started at
1st April 2020. It is estimated that the
development will be completed by the
required date which is 15th November
2022.
The site has outline planning permission for
125 dwellings. A reserved matters planning
application for 122 dwellings was approved
on 14th January 2020 subject to a revised
s106 agreement being signed. The
developer has advised that the site is
scheduled to commence in July 2020 and it
is a 3 year build programme.

0

0

Prior Approval so no
requirement for AH

37

37

37 shown on Affordable
Housing Layout of RM
19/00904

2 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020
which had not started. It is estimated that
these dwellings will be completed in the
second year of the five year period.

0

0

Prior approval for COU from
office to flats

All dwellings were under construction at 1st
April 2020. It is estimated that all of these
dwellings will be completed in the first year
of the five year period.

0

0

Prior approval to 14 flats

The site had been cleared at 1st April 2020
but construction of the dwellings had not
started. It is estimated that all of these
dwellings will be completed in the second
year of the five year period.

0

0

commuted sum equivalent to
6 units requested. Viability
report submitted to show only
POS contribution possible at
£29,052.
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5-9 Queens Road
3348

Adlington
and
Anderton

48

Chorley
North West

Chorley

3300

10/00812/FULMAJ

This permission relates to the change of
use of 48 leisure moorings to residential
moorings. 29 moorings had become
residential by 1st April 2020. There is
uncertainty over the deliverability of the
remaining moorings therefore they have not
been included in the five year supply.

Comments
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Fairclough House,
Church Street
3491

Deliverable Dwellings April
2020-March 2021

Adlington
and
Anderton

Apellants AH supply

2642

Application
Number

Appellants comments

LPA AH Supply

White Bear Marina,
Park Road

Ward

Dwellings Left to be Built

Parish

Dwellings Completed

Settlement

Dwellings U/C

Address

Dwellings Not Started

Site Ref

Dwellings Permitted

Chorley Five Year Supply April 2020 – March 2025: Windfall Sites
Sites of 10 or more dwellings with planning permission

Brook House Hotel,
662 Preston Road

10

0

10

0

10

Total Deliverable Dwellings
April 2020 - March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings April
2024-March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings April
2023-March 2024

Deliverable Dwellings April
2022-March 2023

Deliverable Dwellings April
2021-March 2022

Deliverable Dwellings April
2020-March 2021
10

0

0

0

0

10

Chorley
South East
Chorley

19/00145/FULMAJ

25

25

0

0

25

0

0

25

0

0

25

Chorley
South East
Chorley

Chorley

Clayton
Brook/Green

Clayton-leWoods

3486

19/00090/FULMAJ

Clayton-leWoods
North

19/00075/FULMAJ

48

14

48

14

0

0

0

0

48

0

14

0

48

0

0

14

0

0

0

0

48

14

Bank Hall, Bank
Hall Drive

2933

Other Rural

Bretherton

09/01021/FULMAJ

Lostock

12/00942/FUL
14/00315/FUL
15/00953/FULMAJ
15/01040/OUT
16/01032/REM
16/00292/FUL
18/00773/FUL

127A Station Road

2933

Other Rural

Croston

35

12

23

2

12

0

0

10

35

2

12

0

0

2

23

0

0

0

0

0

35

2

0

0

10 one bed apartments - No
AH in S106 and below Policy
threshold.

The development had not started at 1st
April 2020. It is estimated that all of these
dwellings will be completed by the third
year of the five year period.

0

0

25 flats no Social Housing
shown on form, no S106.

The development had not started at 1st
April 2020. The agent has advised that the
scheme will be amended and a new
planning application submitted and
estimates completion in 2021/22.

0

0

48 apartments - viability
evidence accepted and no
contributions were sought.
Source committee report

The development had not started at 1st
April 2020. It is estimated that all of these
dwellings will be completed by the third
year of the five year period.

0

0

Below policy threshold

35 dwellings left to be built at 1st April
2020, 12 of which were under construction
which relate to the conversion of the hall to
12 dwellings. It is estimated that these
dwellings will be completed in the first year
of the five year period.
The remaining 23 are new build dwellings in
the grounds of the hall. It is estimated that
these dwellings will be completed in the
third year of the five year period following
completion of the hall conversion.

0

0

Enabling development - No
AH contribution

2 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020
which had not started. It is estimated that
these dwellings will be completed in the
second year of the five year period.

0

0

below threshold

Agenda Item 4a

Lostock

All dwellings were under construction at 1st
April 2020. It is estimated that all of these
dwellings will be completed in the first year
of the five year period.

Comments

Agenda Page 777

3485

17/00962/FULMAJ

Apellants AH supply

Chorley

Appellants comments

LPA AH Supply

Chorley

Chorley

Haslem Printers
Ltd, Standish
Street

Application
Number

Chorley
South East

Alfreds Court,
Market Street
3475

Ward

Dwellings Left to be Built

Parish

Dwellings Completed

3354

Land adjacent to
13 and 15 Halliwell
Street

Settlement

Dwellings U/C

Address

Dwellings Not Started

Site Ref

Dwellings Permitted

Chorley Five Year Supply April 2020 – March 2025: Windfall Sites
Sites of 10 or more dwellings with planning permission
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Other Rural

Euxton

3419

Mawdesley

Chimney and
Building, Withnell
Fold Mill, Withnell
Fold

3074

2

10

2

0

0

0

0

Total Deliverable Dwellings
April 2020 - March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings April
2024-March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings April
2023-March 2024

Deliverable Dwellings April
2022-March 2023

Deliverable Dwellings April
2021-March 2022

Deliverable Dwellings April
2020-March 2021

2

17/01097/REMMAJ

56

36

17

3

53

30

23

0

0

0

Withnell

12/00084/FULMAJ

Brindle
and
Hoghton
Other Rural

Withnell

37

37

0

0

37

0

0

0

0

0

53

0

14/00098/FUL
16/00697/FULMAJ
19/00173/FUL
14

1

8

5

9

9

0

0

0

0

0

0

below threshold

53 dwellings left to be built at 1st April
2020, 17 of which were under construction.
Assuming a completion rate of 30 dwellings
a year the development would be
completed in the second year of the five
year period.

21

21

21 units in the S106 dated 20
November 2014

The development had not started at 1st
April 2020. The planning permission
included conversion of part of the mill to an
office which has been completed therefore
the permission remains extant. There is
uncertainty about whether the residential
part of the development will come forward
therefore it has not been included in the five
year supply.

0

0

9 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020,
8 of which were under construction. It is
estimated that all of these dwellings will be
completed in the first year of the five year
period.

0

0

2

Wheelton
and
Withnell

Other Rural

Withnell Hall,
Formerly Lake
View Nursing
Home, Chorley
Road

0

Eccleston
and
Mawdesley
Other Rural

2955

12

2 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020,
both of which were under construction. It is
estimated that these dwellings will be
completed in the first year of the five year
period.

Comments

9
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Goodyear Business
Park, Gorsey Lane

16/00633/OUTMAJ
17/00806/REMMAJ
17/01172/REM
17/01173/REM
17/01174/REM
17/01175/REM
18/00166/REM
18/00448/REM
18/00825/REM
18/00854/REM
18/01186/REM

Apellants AH supply

3219

Euxton
South

Application
Number

Appellants comments

LPA AH Supply

Gleadhill House
Stud, Gleadhill
House, Dawbers
Lane

Ward

Dwellings Left to be Built

Parish

Dwellings Completed

Settlement

Dwellings U/C

Address

Dwellings Not Started

Site Ref

Dwellings Permitted

Chorley Five Year Supply April 2020 – March 2025: Windfall Sites
Sites of 10 or more dwellings with planning permission

No AH requirement due to
VBC being claimed

Agenda Item 4a
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3114

3483

Totals
Grand
Total

Withnell

Whittle-le- Woods

Whittle-leWoods

Brindle
and
Hoghton

Pennine

15/00475/OUTMAJ

18/00367/OUTMAJ

25

25

0

0

25

10

10

0

0

9

572

441

63

68

503

0

0

107

0

0

0

134

0

159

0

0

0

0

10

0

0

0

410

The site falls mainly within the borough of
Blackburn with Darwen with a small part
located in Chorley borough. It has outline
planning permission for up to 500 dwellings,
25 of which were proposed in Chorley. A
reserved matters planning application is
currently under consideration which
includes 22 dwellings in Chorley. There is
no evidence that these dwellings will be
built in the five year period.

0

0

One dwelling is to be demolished therefore
the net number of dwellings is 9. There is
no evidence that the site will come forward
in the five year period.

0

0

58
283

58
243

Comments
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Lucas Green,
Lucas Lane

Other Rural

Apellants AH supply

Star Paper Mill,
Moulden Brow,
Feniscowles

Appellants comments

LPA AH Supply

Total Deliverable Dwellings
April 2020 - March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings April
2024-March 2025

Deliverable Dwellings April
2023-March 2024

Deliverable Dwellings April
2022-March 2023

Deliverable Dwellings April
2021-March 2022

Application
Number

Deliverable Dwellings April
2020-March 2021

Ward

Dwellings Left to be Built

Parish

Dwellings Completed

Settlement

Dwellings U/C

Address

Dwellings Not Started

Site Ref

Dwellings Permitted

Chorley Five Year Supply April 2020 – March 2025: Windfall Sites
Sites of 10 or more dwellings with planning permission
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Scope of the consultation
Topic of this
consultation:

This consultation seeks views on options for reforming the rules
governing the use of Right to Buy receipts from the sale of
council housing, and whether we should reform the commitment
that every additional home sold (as a result of the increase in
discounts in 2012) is replaced on a one-for-one basis nationally.

Scope of this
consultation:

This consultation seeks views on the options and invites
consultees to comment as well as respond to specific
questions.
These proposals relate to England only.

Geographical
scope:
Impact
Assessment:

The purpose of the consultation is to seek views on options to
reform the rules governing the use of Right to Buy receipts. Any
policy changes brought forward as a result of the consultation
would be subject to appropriate assessment.

Basic Information
To:
Body/bodies
responsible for
the consultation:
Duration:
Enquiries:
How to respond:

This consultation is open to everyone. It is primarily aimed at
stock-holding English local housing authorities.
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government
This consultation will last for 8 weeks and will close on 9
October 2018.
For any enquiries about the consultation please contact
RTBconsultation@communities.gsi.gov.uk.
Consultation responses should be submitted by online survey:
https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/RTBconsultation
We strongly encourage responses via the online survey,
particularly from organisations with access to online facilities
such as local authorities, representative bodies and businesses.
Should you be unable to respond online we ask that you
complete the pro forma at the end of this document. Additional
information or evidence can be provided in addition to your
completed pro forma.
In these instances you can email your pro forma to:
RTBconsultation@communities.gsi.gov.uk
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Or send to:
Right to Buy Consultation Response
Right to Buy and Local Authority Housing Division
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government
3rd floor,
Fry Building
2 Marsham Street
LONDON
SW1P 4DF
When you reply it would be very useful if you confirm whether
you are replying as an individual or submitting an official
response on behalf of an organisation and include:
your name,
your position (if applicable),
the name of organisation (if applicable),
an address (including post-code),
an email address, and
a contact telephone number

Page 5 of 23
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Introduction
1 The Social Housing Green Paper, “A new deal for social housing”, published today sets
out the Government’s vision for social housing following wide ranging and extensive
engagement with social housing residents and landlords. Social housing remains
central to our supply ambitions, providing a stable base that supports people when they
need it. But our social housing offer must also be one that supports social mobility. The
Green Paper includes a chapter on supply and supporting home ownership which sets
out options to support local authorities to build more homes. These include changing
the rules around how local authorities can use the money raised from Right to Buy
sales in order to make it easier for them to build more homes. This consultation paper
provides the opportunity to comment on these ideas, which are set out in more detail
below. It also sets out options for reforming the commitment that every additional home
sold (as a result of the increase in discounts introduced in 2012) is replaced on a onefor-one basis nationally.

Background
2 Under current Right to Buy legislation, council tenants – and housing association
tenants who transferred with their homes from council landlords – have the right to buy
their home at a discount, with the amount of discount dependent upon the length of
time as a social tenant. Right to Buy discounts are currently a maximum of £108,000 in
London and £80,900 outside of London.
3 In April 2012 the Right to Buy was reinvigorated by the Government and the maximum
Right to Buy discounts were increased. A commitment was also introduced for the first
time that for every additional sale (above the original baseline forecast under the SelfFinancing Settlement), a new affordable home would be provided nationally through
acquisition or new supply. Local authorities could also enter into an agreement with
the Government to retain these additional sales receipts to fund the provision of the
replacement stock.
4 Under the terms of the current agreements, made under Section 11(6) of the Local
Government Act 2003, local authorities are required to spend retained Right to Buy
receipts within three years, and for the receipts to fund no more than 30% of the cost of
a replacement unit. Where a local authority is unable to spend receipts within three
years they have to be returned to the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government, together with interest of 4% above base rate, to be spent on affordable
housing through Homes England or the Greater London Authority.
5 Statistics released in March 2018 showed for the first time that while the overall
number of homes available for social rent has increased, local authorities have not
been building enough Right to Buy replacements to match the pace of sales and the
commitment that every additional home sold would be replaced on a one-for-one basis
nationally is no longer being met. It is clear that local authorities need to increase their
rate of delivery of new homes if they are to match the growth in sales.
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6 The Government recognises that more needs to be done to help councils deliver
replacement homes and have already taken action. Local authorities in high
affordability pressure areas are able to bid for additional Housing Revenue Account
borrowing which can be used alongside their unspent Right to Buy receipts to build
new homes, and we have set a longer-term rent deal to provide investment stability.
7 The Government is aware from engagement with the sector that the current restrictions
around the use of Right to Buy one-for-one receipts are a barrier to delivery.To help
councils build more homes, the Government believes there is a case for greater
flexibility on the use of receipts from Right to Buy sales. In a written Ministerial
statement issued on 29 March 2018, the Government said it would consult further with
the sector on how local authorities can use their Right to Buy receipts, and how to
ensure that we continue to support local authorities to build more council homes.
8 The purpose of this consultation paper is to seek views on options for reforming the
rules governing the use of Right to Buy receipts from the sale of council housing, and
options for reforming the commitment that every additional home sold (as a result of
the increase in discounts in 2012), is replaced on a one-for-one basis nationally.
9 The paper poses a number of specific questions. When responding it would be useful if
you could identify which questions you are answering. The questions are set out in the
attached pro forma.

Options for reforming the rules around the
use of Right to Buy receipts
1. Timeframe for spending Right to Buy receipts
10 Local authorities are currently required to spend their one-for-one Right to Buy receipts
within three years. If the receipts are not spent within three years the authority has to
return them to the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government together
with interest of 4% above base rate. Returned receipts are used through Homes
England or the Greater London Authority for the provision of affordable housing. The
Government is aware that local authorities are frustrated when they have to return
receipts plus interest despite having developments in the pipeline that they could be
used on if they were able to keep them for longer.
11 The Government is not, however, minded to extend the three year deadline for all
receipts as the ambition is still for local authorities to deliver replacements quickly and
local authorities have now had six years since the rules were introduced in 2012 to
build up their experience and capacity to develop and deliver new housing.
12 The Government is considering allowing local authorities to hold receipts they currently
retain for five years instead of three, to give them longer to spend the receipts that they
already have. This would also be helpful for those local authorities that are successful
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in bidding for additional borrowing through the Housing Revenue Account additional
borrowing programme. It would also allow time for the other flexibilities proposed in this
paper to be introduced, which will help make it easier for both existing and future
receipts to be used.
13 If this flexibility was introduced, it would be made clear which receipts would fall under
the five-year rule and which would fall under the three-year rule based on the quarter
the receipts were received.
Question 1:
We would welcome your views on extending the time limit for spending Right to Buy
receipts from three years to five years for existing receipts but keeping the three-year
deadline for future receipts.

2. Cap on expenditure per replacement unit
14 Right to Buy receipts can currently fund no more than 30% of the cost of a replacement
home (whether through acquisition or new build) and local authorities have to find
additional funding for the remaining 70%.
15 The Government believes that this should be feasible for authorities in typically higherdemand areas where the rental stream is sufficient to finance the remaining (up to)
70% through borrowing. However, if an authority is in a high-demand area but up
against its borrowing cap and therefore unable to borrow, or in a low-demand area
where they are able to borrow but rents are too low to finance the required level of
borrowing, this can provide a significant stumbling block. It can also be problematic for
authorities wanting to build homes for social rather than affordable rent, as these
require a greater subsidy than 30%.
16 The Government is therefore considering allowing greater flexibility in the following
circumstances:
a) Increase the cap to 50% of build costs for homes for social rent in areas where
authorities meet the eligibility criteria of the Affordable Homes Programme and can
demonstrate a clear need for social rent over affordable rent; and
b) Allow local authorities to “top-up” insufficient Right to Buy receipts with funding
from the Affordable Homes Programme up to 30% of build cost for affordable rent,
or 50% of build costs for social rent where authorities can demonstrate a need for
social rent, with bids for top-up to be submitted to the Affordable Homes
Programme.
Question 2:
We would welcome your views on allowing flexibility around the 30% cap in the
circumstances set out above, and whether there are any additional circumstances where
flexibility should be considered.
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3. Use of receipts for acquisition
17 Local authorities can use Right to Buy receipts for the acquisition of existing properties
as well as for new build, and acquisitions currently account for around 40% of
replacements. Last-minute high-value acquisitions, where local authorities use receipts
rather than have to return them to the Department together with interest, have been
highlighted as one of the problems affecting replacement. This has an impact on the
level of new supply being achieved through Right to Buy receipts. However, in some
areas acquisition may be cheaper than new build and offer better value for money or
may better reflect local needs. Acquisition can also be effective in bringing empty
properties back into use. The Government does not therefore propose to implement a
blanket ban on acquisition but is considering restricting acquisitons in order to help
drive up new supply.
18 We have considered restricting the use of receipts for acquisition by:
a) introducing a price cap per dwelling based on average build costs at Homes
England and Greater London Authority operating area level;
Table 1 – Average total scheme costs (build cost) by operating area provided by
Homes England and the Greater London Authority. 1
Homes England/GLA
Operating Areas
Midlands
North East, Yorkshire
and the Humber
North West
South East
South West
Inner London
Outer London

Average Total Scheme
Costs (2018/19 prices)
132,000
113,000
122,000
167,000
152,000
268,000
265,000

For example, in the North East or Yorkshire and the Humber areas, it may sometimes
be cheaper to acquire a property for less than £113,000 rather than build a new unit. In
this case, the local authority would be allowed to acquire the property rather than build
a new unit.
However, in London, in most instances, it is likely to be cheaper to build a new property
than to acquire one. Purchases of properties over £265,000 in Outer London and
£268,000 in Inner London would not be allowed.

1

This is based on programme data from the Affordable Homes Programme between 2015-18. These have
been uprated to 2018/19 prices using the Consumer Price Index (CPI) forecasts produced by the Office of
Budget Responsibility from Spring Statement 2018
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or
b) allowing acquisition in certain areas only, for example, where average build costs
are more than acquisition costs.
Our preference is for option a) as option b) would effectively introduce a blanket ban in
some areas, which would prevent acquisition of empty properties in those areas.
Question 3:
We would welcome your views on restricting the use of Right to Buy receipts on the
acquisition of property and whether this should be implemented through a price cap per
unit based on average build costs.

4. Tenure of replacement home
19 Housing built or acquired by local authorities using Right to Buy receipts has to be
provided at affordable or social rent. There can be viability issues in providing homes
under these tenures for some developments and the Government is considering
allowing local authorities flexibility to use receipts for shared ownership housing as well
as for affordable and social rent. This could help with viability in some areas and is in
line with the definition of affordable housing used under the Affordable Homes
Programme.
20 Whilst this flexibility could lead to a reduction in the number of replacements being
offered at affordable or social rent in some areas, this would be a matter for local
authorities to determine in accordance with local needs. We are aware from our
engagement with local authorities that this flexibility is not, in any case, likely to be
taken up in all areas.
Question 4:
We would welcome your views on allowing local authorities to use Right to Buy receipts
for shared ownership units as well as units for affordable and social rent.

5. Changing the way the cost of land is treated
21 Local authorities have to account for their spending and income in a way that satisfies
government regulations. Local authorities include most day-to-day spending and
income within an account called the General Fund. The General Fund includes
spending and income from a range of services including refuse collection, leisure
facilities and community development work. Those authorities with a council-owned
housing stock have a duty to maintain an additional account called the Housing
Revenue Account. The Housing Revenue Account specifically accounts for spending
and income relating to the management and maintenance of the council-owned
housing stock.
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22 The majority of local housing authorities (166) have a Housing Revenue Account. In
other areas, all council homes have been transferred to Housing Associations. The
Housing Revenue Account is governed by strict rules, set out in primary and secondary
legislation which control rents and the type of tenancies that can be offered, and give
tenants the Right to Buy. The Housing Revenue Account is separated from the local
authority’s General Fund by a “ring fence” to prevent council tax payers subsidising
council housing, and vice versa.
23 Where local authorities want to use land in their General Fund to build housing on, they
are required to compensate the General Fund from their Housing Revenue Account for
the value of the land and the value of the land is not counted as a cost in calculating
the authority’s one-for-one expenditure. The Government is considering relaxing this
restriction to allow local authorities to gift land from the General Fund to their Housing
Revenue Account at zero cost, without increasing the Housing Revenue Account
Capital Finance Requirement or increasing borrowing limits by the amount necessary
to transfer land into the Housing Revenue Account. This will make it easier for local
authorities to use land from within their General Fund for housing delivery.
24 We are considering limiting this to land which has been held in the General Fund for a
number of years and are considering whether this should only apply to land which has
not previously been developed or whether to also include land with derelict buildings.
Question 5A:
We would welcome your views on allowing the transfer of land from a local authority’s
General Fund to their Housing Revenue Account at zero cost.
Question 5B:
We would also welcome your views on how many years land should have been held by
the local authority before it can be transferred at zero cost, and whether this should
apply to land with derelict buildings as well as vacant land.

6. Transferring receipts to a Housing Company or Arm’sLength Management Organisation (ALMO)
25 Local authorities are increasingly setting up housing companies as a means of
developing expertise and capacity in delivering new housing. Local authorities are not
currently allowed to transfer Right to Buy receipts to a housing company or to an
Arm’s-Length Management Organisation as the homes built through these
organisations do not come under the Housing Revenue Account and are, therefore, not
subject to the same protections which residents in council homes enjoy. This means
that rents are not set according to government policy and residents are not guaranteed
a right to buy their homes.
26 The Government believes that, in general, social and affordable housing should be built
and managed within a local authority’s Housing Revenue Account so that residents’
rights are protected and they have access to the Right to Buy. Maintaining this
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provision also guarantees the integrity of the ring-fence, protecting both council tenants
and Council Tax payers from their money being used for purposes that will not benefit
them. However, Government recognises that there are occasions where delivering
affordable housing through housing companies might be appropriate, such as where
the Housing Revenue Account cannot sustain new building, and is seeking views on
the use of Right to Buy receipts through these organisations.
27 The Government believes it is important that council social housing residents have the
opportunity to realise their aspirations and become homeowners. Where housing
companies are delivering and retaining affordable homes we expect them to offer an
opportunity for tenants to become homeowners where feasible.
Question 6:
We would welcome your views on whether there are any circumstances where housing
companies or Arm’s-Length Management Organisations should be allowed to use
Right to Buy receipts.

7. Temporary suspension of interest payments
28 If a local authority does not spend their Right to Buy receipts within three years the
receipts have to be returned to the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government, together with interest of 4% above base rate, to be spent on affordable
housing through Homes England or the Greater London Authority. The intention is to
encourage local authorities to return receipts sooner where they do not have immediate
delivery plans.
29 We know that local authorities would prefer to spend the receipts themselves rather
than return them to be spent by Homes England/Greater London Authority as returned
receipts are not targeted at the local authority area they were returned from. However,
there will be instances where a local authority is unable to spend their receipts within
the timeframe and the Government is considering providing a short window of time
during which local authorities could return receipts without interest.
30 If introduced, we consider that this flexibility would apply for one quarter only and that
local authorities would be given advance notice of the timing to allow decisions to be
taken on whether to return receipts. The period of time the flexibility would operate
would tie in with the current Right to Buy pooling requirement timetable.
Question 7:
We would welcome your views on allowing a short period of time (three months) during
which local authorities could return receipts without added interest.
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8. Other Comments
31 We would welcome your views on other flexibilities which could be introduced to make
it easier for local authorities to deliver new housing with their Right to Buy receipts.
Question 8:
Do you have any other comments to make on the use of Right to Buy receipts and
ways to make it easier for local authorities to deliver replacement housing?

Reforming the replacement commitment
32 With the reinvigoration of Right to Buy in 2012, the Government committed to ensuring
that, for every additional council home sold as a result of the increased discounts, a
replacement home would be provided nationally through acquisition or new build.
33 Under the target as it currently stands, sales by each local authority are measured
against a baseline of sales predicted pre-reinvigoration in 2012. For any sales above
that baseline, councils can choose to keep a proportion of the money to invest in new
housing for affordable and social rent, subject to the conditions set out earlier in the
paper. If a local authority cannot meet these conditions, they must return the money to
the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government to be spent through
Homes England or the Greater London Authority on affordable housing. The target
measures these additional sales against the number of housing starts made by local
authorities, Homes England or the Greater London Authority using the receipts from
the additional sales.
34 The national target has now been missed for the last two quarters. This trend is set to
continue. However, the measurement of the number of homes sold or acquired and the
replacements built which count towards the commitment does not currently include:
- Homes sold by councils within the baseline forecast for Right to Buy sales from
2012
- Homes sold under the preserved Right to Buy
- Council homes sold other than through the Right to Buy
- Homes built by local authorities with grant and other funding
- Affordable homes built by housing associations
35 The current target focuses on the effects of one policy and does not take into account
Government’s other efforts to increase the net supply of social and affordable housing.
The Government has a strong record of supporting the building of new social housing,
which includes the £9 billion Affordable Homes Programme. As such, since 2012, the
number of homes provided for social and affordable rent is 159,000, compared to local
authority Right to Buy sales of 66,000. Taking into account the total net change in
social and affordable rented housing stock, including the Preserved Right to Buy, other
sales and losses due to demolitions, there has been a net increase of 49,000 social
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and affordable rented homes since 2012. Therefore, the Government is consulting on
whether it would be preferable to measure the overall effects of Government policy on
social housing stock, instead of narrowly measuring it against the Right to Buy target.
36 One option would be for the Government to drop the current target and to focus on a
broader measurement that takes into account all the social and affordable housing that
has been sold or lost against the total number of additional social and affordable
housing so that it is clear whether there has been an increase rather than loss overall.
This would mean that all properties sold under the Right to Buy would be included
rather than just those above the baseline forecast in 2012, as well as new social
housing bought or built by local authorities and housing associations, regardless of how
this has been funded.
Question 9:
Should the Government focus be on a wider measurement of the net increase in the
supply of all social and affordable housing instead of the current measurement of
additional homes sold and replaced under the Right to Buy? If the target were to
change, we would welcome your views on what is the best alternative way to
measure the effects of Government policies on the stock of affordable housing.
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About this consultation
This consultation document and consultation process have been planned to adhere to the
Consultation Principles issued by the Cabinet Office.
Representative groups are asked to give a summary of the people and organisations they
represent, and where relevant who else they have consulted in reaching their conclusions
when they respond.
Information provided in response to this consultation, including personal data, may be
published or disclosed in accordance with the access to information regimes (these are
primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA), the Data Protection Act 2018
(DPA), and the Environmental Information Regulations 2004.
If you want the information that you provide to be treated as confidential, please be aware
that, as a public authority, the Department is bound by the Freedom of Information Act and
may therefore be obliged to disclose all or some of the information you provide. In view of
this it would be helpful if you could explain to us why you regard the information you have
provided as confidential. If we receive a request for disclosure of the information we will
take full account of your explanation, but we cannot give an assurance that confidentiality
can be maintained in all circumstances. An automatic confidentiality disclaimer generated
by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on the Department.
The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government will process your personal
data in accordance with the law and in the majority of circumstances this will mean that
your personal data will not be disclosed to third parties. A full privacy notice is included at
Annex A.
Individual responses will not be acknowledged unless specifically requested.
Your opinions are valuable to us. Thank you for taking the time to read this document and
respond.
Are you satisfied that this consultation has followed the Consultation Principles? If not or
you have any other observations about how we can improve the process please contact us
via the complaints procedure.
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Annex A: Personal data
The following is to explain your rights and give you the information you are entitled to
under the Data Protection Act 2018.
Note that this section only refers to your personal data (your name, address and anything
that could be used to identify you personally) not the content of your response to the
consultation.
1. The identity of the data controller and contact details of our Data Protection
Officer
The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) is the data
controller. The Data Protection Officer can be contacted at
dataprotection@communities.gsi.gov.uk
2. Why we are collecting your personal data
Your personal data is being collected as an essential part of the consultation process so
that we can contact you regarding your response and for statistical purposes. We may also
use it to contact you about related matters.
3. Our legal basis for processing your personal data
The Data Protection Act 2018 states that, as a Government department, MHCLG may
process personal data as necessary for the effective performance of a task carried out in
the public interest, e.g. a consultation.
3. With whom we will be sharing your personal data
Personal data will not be shared outside of MHCLG. Any data that is shared beyond
MHCLG will be anonymised.
4. For how long we will keep your personal data, or criteria used to determine the
retention period.
Your personal data will be held for two years from the closure of the consultation.
5. Your rights, e.g. access, rectification, erasure
The data we are collecting is your personal data, and you have considerable say over
what happens to it. You have the right:
a.
to see what data we have about you
b.
to ask us to stop using your data, but keep it on record
c.
to ask to have all or some of your data deleted or corrected
d.
to lodge a complaint with the independent Information Commissioner (ICO) if you
think we are not handling your data fairly or in accordance with the law. You can contact
the ICO at https://ico.org.uk/, or telephone 0303 123 1113.
6. The Data you provide directly will be stored by Surveymonkey on their servers in
the United States. We have taken all necessary precautions to ensure that your
rights in terms of data protection will not be compromised by this.
7. Your personal data will not be used for any automated decision making.
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8. Your personal data will be stored in a secure government IT system. Data
provided to Survey Monkey will be moved from there to our internal systems by
March 2019.
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Annex B: Consultation response proforma
If you are responding by email or in writing, please reply using this questionnaire proforma, which should be read alongside the consultation document. If you are completing
the form online you are able to expand the comments box should you need more space.
Your Details (Required fields are indicated with an asterix(*))
Family Name (Surname)*
First Name*
Title
Address
City/Town*
Postal Code*
Telephone Number
Email Address*
Are the views expressed on this consultation your own personal views or an official
response from an organisation you represent?* (please tick as appropriate)

☐Personal View
☐Organisational Response
Name of Organisation (if applicable)

If you are responding on behalf of an organisation, please tick the box which best describes
your organisation.

☐Local Authority (including National Parks, Broads Authority, the Greater London Authority
and London Boroughs)

☐Neighbourhood Planning Body/Parish or Town Council
☐Private Sector organisation (including housebuilders, housing associations, businesses,
consultants)

☐Trade Association /Interest Group/Voluntary or Charitable organisation
Other (Please specify)
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Options for reforming the rules around the
use of Right to Buy receipts
Timeframe for spending Right to Buy receipts
Question 1:
We would welcome your views on extending the time limit for spending Right to Buy
receipts from three years to five years for existing receipts but keeping the three year
deadline for future receipts.
Please enter your comments here

Cap on expenditure per replacement unit
Question 2:
We would welcome your views on allowing flexibility around the 30% cap in the
circumstances set out in the consultation paper, and whether there are any additional
circumstances where flexibility should be considered.
Please enter your comments here
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Use of receipts for acquisition
Question 3:
We would welcome your views on restricting the use of Right to Buy receipts on the
acquisition of property and whether this should be implemented through a price cap per
unit based on average build costs.
Please enter your comments here

Tenure of replacement home
Question 4:
We would welcome your views on allowing local authorities to use Right to Buy receipts for
shared ownership units as well as units for affordable and social rent.
Please enter your comments here
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Changing the way the cost of land is treated
Question 5A:
We would welcome your views on allowing the transfer of land from a local authority’s
General Fund to their Housing Revenue Account at zero cost.
Please enter your comments here

Question 5B:
We would also welcome your views on how many years land should have been held by
the local authority before it can be transferred at zero cost, and whether this should apply
to land with derelict buildings as well as vacant land.
Please enter your comments here

Transferring receipts to a Housing Company or Arm’s-Length Management
Organisation (ALMO)
Question 6:
We would welcome your views on whether there are any circumstances where housing
companies or Arm’s-Length Management Organisations should be allowed to use Right to
Buy receipts.
Please enter your comments here

Page 21 of 23

21

Agenda Page 802

Agenda Item 4a

Temporary suspension of interest payments
Question 7:
We would welcome your views on allowing a short period of time (three months) during
which local authorities could return receipts without added interest.
Please enter your comments here

Other comments
Question 8:
Do you have any other comments to make on the use of Right to Buy receipts and ways to
make it easier for local authorities to deliver replacement housing?
Please enter your comments here
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Reforming the replacement commitment
Question 9:
Should the Government focus be on a wider measurement of the net increase in the
supply of all social and affordable housing instead of the current measurement of
additional homes sold and replaced under the Right to Buy? If the target were to change,
we would welcome your views on what is the best alternative way to measure the effects
of Government policies on the stock of affordable housing.
Please enter your comments here
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Introduction
Section 1

1.1

My name is James Stacey and my credentials as an expert witness are summarised
as follows: I hold a Bachelor of Arts (Hons) degree in Economics and Geography from
the University of Portsmouth (1994) and a post-graduate diploma in Town Planning
from the University of the West of England (UWE) (1997). I am a member of the Royal
Town Planning Institute. I have over 25 years’ professional experience in the field of
town planning and housing. I have been a Director of Tetlow King Planning Ltd for the
past nine years.

1.2

The Proof of Evidence (PoE) examines the affordable housing need in the Chorley
Council area and considers the weight to be attributed to affordable housing in the
overall planning balance.

1.3

The appeal proposals seek permission for up to 180 dwellings, of which up to 30% (up
to 54 dwellings) are to be provided as affordable housing. This fully accords with the
requirements of Policy 7 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012).

1.4

In researching the evidence which underpins my evidence, I have placed reliance upon
a Freedom of Information (FOI) received on 12 May 2020.

1.5

There is a clear and pressing need for more affordable homes to be delivered in
Chorley Borough and within Euxton which the appeal proposals would make a very
substantial contribution towards addressing.

Introduction
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Affordable Housing as an Important Material
Consideration
Section 2

2.1

The importance of affordable housing as a material consideration has long been
established, originating from PPG3 (1992).

2.2

It continues to play an important role in the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) which along with the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) are material planning
considerations.

2.3

The NPPF is important in setting out the role of affordable housing in the planning and
decision making process. The key paragraphs of the NPPF include:
•

A strong emphasis on the delivery of sustainable development. Fundamental to the
social objective is to “support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by ensuring
that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet the needs of
present and future generations” (paragraph 8).

•

A focus on delivering a sufficient supply of homes, in which paragraph 59 confirms
the Government’s objective of “significantly boosting the supply of homes”.

•

The revised NPPF is clear that local authorities should deliver a mix of housing
sizes, types and tenures for different groups, which include “those who require
affordable housing, families with children, older people, students, people with
disabilities, service families, travellers, people who rent their homes and people
wishing to commission or build their own homes” (paragraph 61).

2.4

This section of my main evidence clearly highlights that within national policy, providing
affordable housing has long been established as, and remains, a key national priority
as part of the drive to address the national housing crisis.

Affordable Housing as an Important Material Consideration
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The National Housing Crisis
Section 3

3.1

There is incontrovertible evidence that there is a national housing crisis in the UK
affecting many millions of people, who are unable to access suitable accommodation
to meet their housing needs.

3.2

The housing crisis we face has been recognised both within the UK and internationally.
This includes from figures at the highest levels of the Bank of England and
internationally with the European Commission and the International Monetary Fund.

3.3

In my main PoE, I set out that there have been numerous speeches and
announcements from Members of the Government in the last 3 years.

3.4

The Housing White Paper, Fixing our Broken Housing Market, was published on 7
February 2017. The foreword by the Prime Minister, Theresa May, indicates that, “The
Government is determined to build a stronger, fairer Britain where people who work
hard are able to get on in life. That means breaking down barriers to progress by taking
the big, difficult decisions that are right for Britain in the long term”. The Prime Minister
went on to say that, “Our broken housing market is one of the biggest barriers to
progress facing the country today. (my emphasis).

3.5

Furthermore, the introduction to the White Paper is clear:
“The housing market in this country is broken, and the cause is very simple: for too
long, we haven’t built enough homes”.

3.6

Speaking at the Local Government Association Conference in July 2017, the former
Secretary of State for Housing Communities and Local Government, Mr Sajid Javid
stated that “there’s a serious shortage of decent, affordable housing in this country”.
He added “since the 1970s – under Wilson, Callaghan, Thatcher, Major, Blair, Brown,
Cameron and now May – we’ve supplied an average of 160,000 new homes each
year. That’s far below what’s needed, and that failure of supply to keep up with demand
has led to predictable results”.

3.7

Mr Javid summarised the issue, by outlining that “the simple fact is that to put this right
we need to build more homes that people want to live in, in places people want to live”.

The National Housing Crisis
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The former Prime Minister, Theresa May, acknowledged in her Speech to the National
Housing Federation Summit in September 2018 that the housing market is broken with
the importance of more indistinguishable, high quality affordable homes being a crucial
to resolving the housing crisis. The former Prime Minister set out that one of the
Government’s priorities is:
“doing all we can to get more of the right homes built in the right places, so we can
help more people onto the housing ladder – and ensure that those who cannot afford
to own their own home also have a decent place to live”.

3.9

More recently, a House of Commons Debate on a motion on the British House Building
Industry in August 2019 resolved (Column 465, 4.59pm), “That this House notes with
concern the ongoing shortage of housing and the housing crisis across England;
further notes with concern the number of families in temporary accommodation and
the number of people rough sleeping; [and] acknowledges that there are over one
million households on housing waiting lists…”

3.10

It concluded that it “calls on the Government to tackle the housing crisis as an urgent
priority” (my emphasis).

3.11

Further evidence of the importance and need for affordable housing was highlighted
by the current Housing Minister, Esther McVey who stated at the RESI Convention in
September 2019 that “Since the mid-1990s, house prices have risen to 8 times, 10
times, 12 times, in some of the most expensive parts of this country 44 times the actual
income of someone, that cannot be right.”

3.12

As I have sought to demonstrate there is an ever-increasing wealth of evidence
including from figures at the highest levels of Government that unaffordability and
inability to get on the housing ladder is a significant problem.

3.13

What is also clear is that the messages from previous Governments have failed to
ensure enough new homes, especially affordable homes, are being built.

3.14

The evidence is clear and, in my opinion, demonstrates the pressing requirement to
build more homes to meet the significant level of unmet need, particularly for homes
that are affordable.

3.15

Evidence suggests that failure to do so will present a risk to the future economic and
social stability of the United Kingdom.

The National Housing Crisis
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The Extent of the National Shortfall in Housing
Delivery
Section 4

4.1

The extent of the need for housing and the scale of the crisis as a result of the
persistent under-delivery of both market and affordable housing in the UK is explored
in my main PoE.

4.2

Over the course of the past 15 years a series of industry-leading professionals and
figures at the highest level of Government have identified that there is a need for
between 200,000 to 340,000 homes per annum to address the housing crisis that has
engulfed the country.

4.3

On a national level, in every scenario, against every annual need figure identified since
the publication of the Barker Review in 2004, the extent of the shortfall in housing
delivery in England is staggering and ranges from a shortfall of -1,100,091 to a shortfall
of -2,540,091 over the past 15 years depending on which annual target actual housing
completions are measured against.

4.4

When the Government’s most recently published target of 300,000 home per annum
taken from the MHCLG 2018 Single Departmental Plan is used for comparison, there
has been a shortfall of -1,800,091 homes since 2014.

4.5

The extent of the shortfall in housing delivery in England is staggering and merely
serves to further compound the acute affordability problems that the country is facing.
What is clear is that a significant boost in the delivery of housing, and in particular
affordable housing, in England is absolutely essential to arrest the housing crisis and
prevent further worsening of the situation.

The Extent of the National Shortfall in Housing Delivery
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The Development Plan and Related Policies
Section 5

5.1

In accordance with Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004,
the application should be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.

5.2

The Development Plan for Chorley currently comprises the Chorley Local Plan (2015),
and the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012).

5.3

Other material considerations include the NPPF (2019), the Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG), the Central Lancashire Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning
Document (2012) and the emerging Local Plan Update.

5.4

The Chorley Local Plan was adopted in 2015 and covers the period between 2012 and
2026. It replaces the Chorley Borough Local Plan Review (2003).

5.5

Paragraph 5.2 highlights that Local authorities are required to plan for a mix of housing,
informed by a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). It goes on to cross
reference the 2009 Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)
which estimated an annual shortfall of 723 affordable dwellings.

5.6

At paragraph 5.4 the Plan highlights that it does not include an affordable housing
policy as Policy 7 of the Core Strategy deals with this issue

5.7

The Central Lancashire Core Strategy was adopted in 2012 and covers the combined
areas of Preston, South Ribble and Chorley for the period between 2010 and 2026.

5.8

Paragraph 8.23 highlights that “the percentage of owner-occupied properties is higher
within Central Lancashire than the national average, increased also through the ‘Right
to Buy’ initiative where many Council homes were transferred to private ownership.”

5.9

Policy 7 is concerned with affordable and special needs housing and requires 30% in
the urban parts and 35% in rural areas. The site threshold is 15 dwellings or 0.5 ha in
the urban parts and 5 dwellings or 0.15 ha in the rural areas.

5.10

Appendix D to the Core Strategy sets the ‘Performance Monitoring Framework’ for the
Plan period. Monitoring indicator 5 is concerned with Policy 7 (affordable housing) and
sets a target of 50 affordable housing completions annually in Chorley over the Plan

The Development Plan and Related Policies
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period. It goes on to note the trigger for review will be the “shortfall of new affordable
housing completions of more than 20% on a rolling three-year average”. It is uncertain
why such a low figure of just 50 dwellings was chosen to review the delivery of
affordable housing, as this is not reflective of any of the annual needs identified in the
various housing assessments.
5.11

The emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan will cover the period 2021 to 2036 upon
its adoption. An Issues and Options consultation was undertaken between November
2019 and February 2020. The consultation document does not seek any views on the
wording of future policy or future level of needs.

5.12

Central Lancashire Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (2012)
was adopted in October 2012 and is intended to provide advice on how the Council’s
affordable housing policy is to be implemented.

5.13

Paragraph 14 details that the 2009 SHMA indicated that Chorley had an estimated
annual shortfall of 723 affordable homes, the highest in the HMA.

5.14

There are a number of Corporate Documents and strategies, which assist in the
understanding of the Council’s objectives for dealing with housing need, including the
Chorley Sustainable Community Strategy 2010-2020, the Chorley Corporate Strategy
2019/20-2021/22, and the Chorley Housing Strategy 2019-2024.

5.15

The evidence set out in this section clearly highlights that within adopted policy and a
wide range of other plans and strategies, providing affordable housing has long been
established as, and remains, a key priority for Chorley Council.

5.16

Given the recognised shortfall in affordable housing across Chorley, the appeal
proposals provide an affordable housing contribution which would contribute
significantly towards addressing this key corporate priority.

The Development Plan and Related Policies
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Affordable Housing Needs in Chorley Borough
Section 6

6.1

The Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), used to inform
the Core Strategy, was published in 2009. The SHMA covered the period between
2009 and 2014 with the Housing Market Area consisting of Preston, South Ribble and
Chorley Councils. It found an estimated annual shortfall of 723 affordable homes in
Chorley, compared to 397 in Preston and 660 in South Ribble. Chorley therefore has
the highest shortfall across the HMA.

6.2

The Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (September 2017)
covered the same HMA as the 2009 SHMA. It covers the period 2014 to 2034 and
identified a net need for 12,402 affordable homes across the HMA, equivalent to 620
per annum across the 20 years from the SHMA base date of 2014 up to 2034.

6.3

When this is broken down to local authority level, the SHMA (Table 59) finds a total
annual need for 645 net affordable homes in Chorley. Table 59 also identifies that the
annual supply from existing stock is 498 homes, meaning there is an annual net need
of 146 affordable homes.

6.4

The Central Lancashire Housing Study Final Report (2020) is dated March 2020 and
addresses (amongst other considerations) the revised definitions of affordable housing
set out in the NPPF (February 2019) and the affordable housing need of the three
Central Lancashire Councils.

6.5

Table 5.6 (estimated need for rented affordable housing per annum) finds that within
Chorley in the 18-year period between 2018 and 2036, there is a net need for 132
rented affordable homes per annum. The overall need figure for Central Lancashire is
590 dwellings per annum.

6.6

Table 5.7 provides a comparison of affordable housing needs assessments with the
2017 SHMA, which found an overall need of 620 affordable homes per annum.

6.7

Crucially, at paragraph 5.22 the study identifies that, “For the individual local
authorities, the analysis in this report shows a slightly higher level of need in Chorley,
but lower in the other two authorities. Regardless, both studies clearly demonstrate a
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substantial need for additional affordable housing and the Councils should seek to
maximise delivery where opportunities arise” (my emphasis).
6.8

In analysing affordable home ownership, the study found no net requirement for
provision based upon identified needs and current supply.

6.9

However, this appears to be significantly qualified in paragraph 5.45 which states that,
“Given the analysis above, it would be reasonable to conclude, on the basis of the
evidence, that in general terms there is no substantive need to provide housing under
the new definition of ‘affordable home ownership.’ Overall whilst there are clearly some
households in the gap between renting and buying, they in many cases will be able to
afford homes below lower quartile housing costs. This said, it is important to recognise
that some households will have insufficient savings to be able to afford to buy a home
on the open market (in terms of the ability to afford both a deposit and stamp duty) and
low cost home ownership homes - and shared ownership homes in particular - will
therefore continue to play a role in supporting some households in this respect1 (my
emphasis).

6.10

Furthermore, the 2020 study identifies that, “the evidence points to a clear and acute
need for rented affordable housing from lower income households, and it is important
that a supply of rented affordable housing – around 70% of which should reasonably
be social rent - is maintained to meet the needs of this group including those to which
the authorities have a statutory housing duty” (my emphasis).

1

Hence why the appeal proposal includes 30% Shared Ownership as part of the proposed Affordable Housing mix
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Affordable Housing Delivery Chorley Borough
Section 7

7.1

Figure 7.1 demonstrates the delivery of housing and affordable housing in Chorley
Brough over the 10-year period between 2009/102 and 2018/19. Since 20010/11 there
have been a total of 6,432 net overall housing completions and 1,447 net affordable
housing completions, equivalent to an average of just 145 net affordable dwellings per
annum. There has been an average rate of 22% affordable housing delivery over the
period.

7.2

Comparative analysis of net completions since 2009 (notwithstanding that Affordable
Housing data is not available prior to 2010) shows that a cumulative shortfall of -2,795
affordable homes had arisen by 2014/15. This is equivalent to an average annual
shortfall of 559 affordable homes for the period the data is available.

7.3

In the period between 2015/16 and 2018/19 a total of just 546 net affordable homes
were delivered, representing just a fifth of the shortfall identified in 2014/15 against the
SHMA that has been tested at Examination. The four-year total of 546 is less than the
average annual shortfall of 559.

7.4

Even when consideration is given to the needs identified in the 2017 SHMA (146 net
per annum in Chorley between 2014 and 2034) a shortfall has still arisen against this
substantially reduced requirement. The already accrued shortfall of 101 affordable
homes is equivalent to 69% of the annual need. If this shortfall was to be removed in
the next 5 years (the PPG approach to removing backlog) the annual need would
increase to 1663 affordable homes per annum.

7.5

In light of the identified level of need there is no doubt in my mind that the delivery of
up to 54 affordable dwellings on the proposed site will make an important contribution
to the affordable housing needs of Chorley Borough and should be afforded nothing
less than substantial weight in the determination of this appeal.

2
3

Start of the Core Strategy plan period
101/5 + 146 = 166

Affordable Housing Delivery Chorley Borough

10

Agenda Page 818

Agenda Item 4a

Affordability Indicators
Section 8

8.1

The PPG recognises the importance of giving due consideration to market signals as
part of understanding affordability, albeit in the context of Plan making. Nevertheless,
market signals are an important consideration in assessing the weight to be ascribed
to the benefit of providing affordable housing.
Affordability Indicators
•

Housing Register:
At 1 April 2020 there were a total of 655 households on the Housing Register with
an identified affordable housing need within the Borough.
Despite various alterations to the allocation policies in 2013 and 2018 it is important
to remember that these are real people, in real need, now.

•

Private Market Rents:
The average lower quartile monthly rent in Chorley Borough in 2018/19 was £4754
pcm. This represents a 6% increase from the figure reported in 2013/145 where
average lower quartile monthly rents stood at £450 pcm.
The 2018/19 figure for Chorley Borough exceeds the average for the North West
region which stood at £450 pcm over the same period.

•

House Prices:
The National Housing Federations Home Truths for the North West of England
2018/19 analysis reported that the average house price in Chorley Borough is now
£194,086.
By comparison, the average annual earnings in the Borough in 2017/18 were
£28,0856, a 38% increase from 2010/11 where the figure stood at £20,405. In terms

4
5
6

Valuation Office Private Rental Market Statistics
When current records began
Based on Valuation Office Agency data

Affordability Indicators
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of house prices themselves, the NHF reported that the average house price within
Chorley in 2017/18 was £194,086, a 15% (£169,091) increase since 2010/11.
Data taken from Zoopla7 indicates that the average price paid for a home in Euxton
over the past 12 months ranged from £147,515 for a terraced property, £167,350
for a semi-detached property and £295,982 for a detached property.
•

Affordability:
For those seeking a lower quartile priced property the ratio of lower quartile house
price to incomes in Chorley Borough stands at 6.88, a 10% increase since the start
of the plan period where it stood at 5.82. It is currently the highest on record.

8.2

Analysis of market signals is critical in understanding the affordability of housing. It is
my opinion that there is an acute housing crisis in Chorley Borough, with an average
house price to average income ratio of seven.

8.3

Market signals indicate a worsening trend in affordability in Chorley and within Euxton,
and by any measure of affordability, this is a Borough in the midst of an affordable
housing crisis, and one through which urgent action must be taken to deliver more
affordable homes.

7

https://www.zoopla.co.uk/market/euxton/?q=Euxton%2C%20Lancashire [Accessed 19 May 2020]

Affordability Indicators
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Response to LPA’s Statement of Case
Section 9

9.1

The LPA set out several matters in relation to the need for affordable housing in their
Statement of Case (SoC).

9.2

In respect of the affordable housing benefits, the listed sites will not fully provide for all
the people remaining in need of an affordable home in Euxton, and it is important to
consider them individually and cumulatively. Appendix JS30 sets out the likely
affordable housing delivery the next 5 years, based on the Council’s most recent Five
Year Housing Supply Statement (2020).

9.3

At paragraph 6.44 of their SoC the Borough Council boldly state, “There is no need for
this development to come forward for affordable housing to be provided…., as at
26/06/19 there were 868 people on the Housing Register of which only 34 selected
Euxton as their preferred location. Of these only 18 had a local connection to Euxton.”
However, the FOI response dated 12 May 2020 reveals that the number of households
on 1 April 2020, who selected Euxton as their preferred location, was in fact 180
households. This is a 429% increase above the figure relied upon by the Council.

9.4

The FOI further reveals that of the 180 households, 124 have an established local
connection to the wider Chorley Borough and out of the 124, 17 currently reside in
Euxton (and would qualify based on a local connection of residence). Although,
critically, the FOI response goes on to reveal that, “the 107 households who currently
do not live in Euxton may still have a local connection through family, employment or
previous residence but this information is not available and would be something what
would be checked by the social landlords at the point of offer”.

9.5

Evidently, the information in the SoC seems to somewhat underplay the significance
of the wider local connections and in my opinion thereby misinforms the Inquiry. Not
least this is because there are 180 who have expressed Euxton as their preferred
choice of location and there are 124 who have a local connection with Euxton. This is
in stark contrast to the figures of 34 and 18 presented in paragraph 6.44 by the Council.

9.6

Therefore, in contrast to the Council’s claim that the site is not needed, I consider that
there is a great and pressing need for more affordable homes in Euxton to meet the
needs identified in the FOI response.

Response to LPA’s Statement of Case
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At paragraph 6.43 of their SoC, the Council appear to denigrate the affordable
housing offer as being merely policy compliant, indicating that, “The appeal scheme
is delivering 54 affordable dwellings however, this is not in excess of what is required
by Core Strategy Policy 7 (page 78) which sets down the approach to the delivery of
affordable and special needs housing”.

9.8

I present evidence that Policy 7 of the Core Strategy is drafted as a benefit of the
proposal; it is not drafted in mitigation or to ward off a harm. The fact that the appeal
offer is policy compliant is not a reason to reduce the weight given to affordable
housing in the planning balance.

9.9

Lastly, the Council claim there is no need to deliver the site now. However, the future
delivery of Affordable Housing in Chorley is highly uncertain. Analysis contained in
Appendix JS30 reveals that the Council’s likely supply from allocated sites with
planning permission is 178 affordable homes, 47 from allocated sites without planning
permission and 58 from windfalls. This is a total of 283 affordable homes or 57 a year.

9.10

Appendix JS30 also identifies that the appellants’ likely supply is slightly less with 171
coming from allocated with planning permission, zero from allocated sites without
planning permission (site delivery is disputed by Gladman Developments) and 58 from
Windfalls. This equates to 236 affordable homes or 47 a year.

9.11

The Council appears to have committed to an average of around 57 net affordable
dwellings per annum on site over the next five years. This figure falls substantially short
of the Council’s annual affordable housing requirement of 146 net affordable dwellings
in the 2017 SHMA and the 132 identified in the recent 2020 Housing Study by Iceni.

9.12

Furthermore, compared to the average delivery of 145 net dwelling in the past 10
years, is reasonable to conclude the affordable housing supply in Chorley has
collapsed.

9.13

As such, I disagree with the Council’s statement. The appeal site is very much needed
now.

Response to LPA’s Statement of Case
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The Weight to be Attributed to the Proposed
Affordable Housing Provision
Section 10

10.1

The Government attaches weight to achieving a turnaround in affordability to help meet
affordable housing needs. The revised NPPF (2019) is clear that the Government
seeks to significantly boost the supply of housing.

10.2

There is an acute need for affordable homes in Chorley with the 2009 SHMA, which
was tested at Examination, identifying a shortfall of 723 net affordable homes per
annum between 2009 and 2014. Comparative analysis of gross completions since
2009 shows that a shortfall of -2,795 affordable homes had arisen by 2014/15 alone.

10.3

Even when consideration is given to the needs identified in the 2017 SHMA, (146 net
per annum in Chorley between 2014 and 2034) a shortfall of 101 affordable homes
has still arisen since the base period of the SHMA in 2014.

10.4

The Council’s record of past delivery should be viewed in the context of the fact that at
1 April 2020 there were a total of 655 households on the Housing Register with an
identified affordable housing need within the Borough. With over 25% (27.5%) of the
register expressing a preference for a home in Euxton. It is important to remember that
these are real people, in real need, now.

10.5

The acute level of affordable housing need will detrimentally affect the ability of people
to lead the best lives they can. The National Housing Strategy requires urgent action
to build new homes, acknowledging the significant social consequences of failure to
do so.

10.6

In addition to the shortfall in delivery against the objectively assessed need for
affordable housing identified in the SHMA, other indicators further point to an
affordability crisis in the Borough. Affordability in the Borough has been and continues
to be, in crisis. House prices and rent levels in both the average and lower quartile
segments of the market are increasing whilst at the same time the stock of affordable
homes is failing to keep pace with the level of demand. This only serves to push buying
or renting in Chorley out of the reach of more and more people.

The Weight to be Attributed to the Proposed Affordable Housing Provision
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Future delivery appears to have collapsed with just 63 homes per annum likely to come
forward for each of the next 5 years.

10.8

Analysis of market signals is critical in understanding the affordability of housing. It is
my opinion that there is an acute housing crisis in Chorley Borough, with an average
house price to average income ratio of seven.

10.9

Market signals indicate a worsening trend in affordability in Chorley and within Euxton,
and by any measure of affordability, this is a Borough in the midst of an affordable
housing crisis, and one through which urgent action must be taken to deliver more
affordable homes.

10.10 This demonstrates an acute need for affordable housing in Chorley Borough and one
which the Council and decision makers need to do as much as possible to seek to
address. Indeed, they are required to do so, and proactively, by the revised NPPF
(2019).
10.11 The importance of affordable housing as a material consideration has been reflected
in a number of Secretary of State (SoS) and appeal decisions. Of particular interest is
the amount of weight which has been afforded to affordable housing relative to other
material considerations. The decisions I have identified emphasise the great weight
which the Secretary of State has, on various occasions, attached to the provision of
affordable housing in the consideration of planning appeals.
10.12 From these decisions I conclude the following:
•

Affordable housing is an important material consideration;

•

The importance of unmet need for affordable housing being met immediately;

•

The Secretary of State has attached ‘significant weight’ and ‘substantial weight’ to
the provision of affordable housing as a substantial benefit; and

•

Even where there is a five year housing land supply material benefits of the scheme
can weigh in favour of development.

10.13 Given the Council’s past performance towards meeting its identified housing needs
across the Borough, I consider that nothing less than substantial weight should be
afforded to the delivery of affordable housing through the appeal scheme in the
planning balance.

The Weight to be Attributed to the Proposed Affordable Housing Provision
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Introduction
Section 1

1.1

My name is Andrew Moger and I am instructed by Gladman Developments Ltd to
examine the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding sector in Chorley Borough in
relation to the appeal proposals.

1.2

My credentials in relation to the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding sector are as
follows:
•

I hold a Bachelor of Arts (Hons) degree in Design, Development and Regeneration
from Nottingham Trent University (2005) and a Master’s degree in Spatial Planning
from Birmingham City University (2009). I am a Chartered Member of the Royal
Town Planning Institute.

•

I have 14 years professional experience in the field of town planning and housing.
I was employed across various local authorities in the Midlands and South West
regions between 2006 and 2012 and I have been in private practice since 2013.

•

I have previously provided evidence on the need for Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding serviced plots to meet identified demand at Section 78 inquiry and
at Local Plan Examination.

•

I acted as planning consultant for Carillion-Igloo Regeneration Partnership and
Coastline Housing Association to secure consent for 54 Custom Build homes, 70
affordable homes and 20 open market dwellings in Pool, Cornwall in 2015. This
scheme was the first pilot implemented by Homes England to kick-start the
Government’s commitment to maximising opportunities for Custom Build homes
and tap into the growing demand from the British public to create their own unique
and individual home.

•

I advised on the Frome Neighbourhood Plan in relation to the introduction of a SelfBuild and Custom Housebuilding policy to encourage community-led housing and
co-housing.

•

I am retained by the Right to Build Task Force to act for a range of clients as a
national Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding expert. The Task Force has been
established by the National Custom and Self-Build Association (NaCSBA) to help
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local authorities, community groups and other organisations across the UK deliver
Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding projects. The Task Force is Government
endorsed and funded, having been recognised in the Housing White Paper: Fixing
our Broken Housing Market.
•

I have advised a number of private clients on Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding
schemes through my role within the Right to Build Task Force in Bristol, Suffolk
and Cornwall as well as advising local authorities in Devon, Bedfordshire, Carlisle,
Eden, Humberside and Oxfordshire on their Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding
Registers and their Policy approach.

•

I am retained by Self-Build and Design Magazine to provide an ‘ask-an-expert’
service and deliver seminars on Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding at both their
annual East and West Self-Build and Design Shows.

1.3

The appeal scheme seeks permission for up to 180 dwellings, of which 10% - a total
of up to 18 plots – are to be provided as serviced plots for Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding.

1.4

In preparing this Proof of Evidence I have placed reliance upon information received
from a Freedom of Information (FOI) request that was submitted to Chorley Borough
Council on 6 April 2020 requesting a range of information relating to the Self-Build
Register. A further FOI request was submitted 4 May relating to the Community
Infrastructure Levy Self-Build Exemption.

1.5

The response to my first (6 April 2020) FOI request was received on 20 April 2020. In
the event that the response to my second (4 May 2020) FOI request is not received
prior to the date of exchange then supplemental Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding
evidence will be submitted to address this. All correspondence relating to the FOI
material is included as Appendix AM1.

1.6

The FOI response received 20 April 2020 indicates that information shall not be reused for commercial purposes without first obtaining a licence to do so. I have
considered this requirement and do not believe a licence is necessary for the purposes
of my re-use of the FOI data in this Proof of Evidence. The information requested
through my FOI is not readily available within the public domain and is in my opinion
necessary for the Inspector to make an informed judgement on the facts pertaining to
the appeal.

1.7

This Proof of Evidence comprises six sections:

Introduction
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Section 2 considers the evolution of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding in the
national policy context, drawing on a range of sources including national strategies,
national policy, the Housing White Paper and briefing papers;

•

Section 3 reviews the policy context in Chorley Borough in relation to Self-Build
and Custom Housebuilding;

•

Section 4 considers the demand for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding in the
Borough and the extent to which serviced plots are being delivered to meet this
demand;

•

Section 5 discusses the weight to be attributed to the provision of Self-Build and
Custom Housebuilding through the appeal proposals, in light of the evidence of
demand in the area; and

•

Section 6 draws together my summary and conclusions.

Introduction
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Evolution of Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding in the National Policy Context
Section 2

2.1

The provision of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding is increasingly forming a key
part of the planning system. The demand for this tenure of housing was first detailed
in the 2011 Housing Strategy for England and has since become enshrined in national
policy within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG).
Laying the Foundations: A Housing Strategy for England (2011)

2.2

At paragraph 67 of the Strategy it sets out that Custom Build housing brings many
benefits including “providing affordable bespoke-designed market housing, promoting
design quality, environmental sustainability, driving innovation in building techniques
and entrepreneurialism”.

2.3

It goes on at paragraph 68 to state that “there are over 100,000 people looking for
building plots across the country and we know from recent market research that one
in two people would consider building their own home if they could.”

2.4

The Strategy set out at paragraph 69 that the Government recognises that by
overcoming the main challenges which are holding back the potential of this sector
(which it identifies as including a lack of land), Custom Build housing can make a
stronger contribution to economic growth.

2.5

Furthermore, it found that “by making it easier for ordinary people to build their own
homes, there is the potential to deliver wider benefits of affordable, greener and
innovatively designed homes and to make a significant contribution to the number of
new homes built in this country”.

2.6

The Governments ambition is clearly detailed at paragraph 71 which states that “the
Government wants to make building your own home a mainstream housing option –
an affordable way of building a place people are proud to call home”.

2.7

It goes on to set out that the Governments “immediate aspiration is to unlock the growth
potential of the Custom Build homes market and double its size over the next decade,

Evolution of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding in the National Policy Context
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to create up to 100,000 additional Custom Build Homes over the next decade and
enable the industry to support up to 50,000 jobs directly and indirectly per year”.
National Planning Policy Framework (2012)
2.8

The now superseded National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (NPPF 2012) required
local authorities to ensure that their strategies for housing, employment and other uses
are integrated and that they took full account of relevant market and economic signals
(paragraph 158).

2.9

In doing so local authorities were instructed to undertake a Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA) to assess their future housing requirements and to work with
neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross administrative boundaries
(paragraph 159). The NPPF 2012 made clear this included the need to take account
of requirements for “people wishing to build their own homes”.

2.10

Having assessed these requirements, paragraph 50 told local authorities to then plan
for a mix of housing to deliver a wide choice of high-quality homes, widen opportunities
for home ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities. This
was required to take account of current and future demographic and market trends and
the needs of different groups in the community, including “people wishing to build their
own homes”.
The Community Infrastructure Levy (Amendment) Regulations (2014)

2.11

The amendments to the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) regulations on 24
February 2014 introduced the exemption for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding at
section 54A. The regulations state that:
“54A. – (1) Subject to paragraphs (10)1 and (11)2, a person (P) is eligible for an
exemption from liability to pay CIL in respect of a chargeable development, or part of
a chargeable development, if it comprises Self-Build housing or Self-Build communal
development.
(2) Self-Build housing is a dwelling built by P (including where built following a
commission by P) and occupied by P as P’s sole or main residence.”

2.12

The regulations go on at section 54D to set out a clawback mechanism in the event
that a disqualifying event occurs:

1

Which covers the authority being satisfied that the exemption does not constitute State Aid which would require approval by the
European Commission
2
Which covers that where paragraph 10 applies relief should be granted up to an amount which would not constitute State Aid.
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“54D. – (1) This regulation applies if an exemption for Self-Build housing is granted
and a disqualifying event occurs before the end of the clawback period.
(2)

For the purposes of this regulation, a disqualifying event is –
(a)

Any change in relation to the Self-Build housing or Self-Build communal
development which is the subject of the exemption such that it ceases to
be Self-Build housing or Self-Build communal development;

(b)

A failure to comply with regulation 54(C)3;

(c)

The letting out of a whole dwelling or building that is Self-Build housing or
Self-Build communal development;

2.13

(d)

The sale of the Self-Build housing; or

(e)

The sale of the Self-Build communal development.

The regulations define the clawback period in relation to Self-Build at regulation 3(1)(b)
as:
“Clawback period means –
(b)

In relation to the exemption for Self-Build housing, the period of three years
beginning with the date of the compliance certificate relating to the relevant
dwelling.

The Community Infrastructure Levy (Amendments) Regulations (2019)
2.14

The 2019 amendments to the CIL Regulations continue to support an exemption for
Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding.
Planning Practice Guidance

2.15

The PPG was first published in March 2014 online and is subject to ongoing updates.

2.16

The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding section (Appendix AM9) was first
introduced on 1 April 2016 and was last updated on 28 July 2017 to support the
implementation of the legislation. The PPG sets out further detail on Self-Build and
Custom Housebuilding Registers and requires that local planning authorities use
demand data from their registers when preparing their SHMA to understand and
consider future need for this type of housing in their area4.

3
4

Which relates to the compliance certificates
Paragraph 011 Reference ID: 57-011-20160401
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The PPG makes clear that local Registers of individuals and associations of individuals
who are seeking to acquire serviced plots of land in their area to build homes for those
individuals to occupy are a key material consideration. It also states that to obtain a
robust assessment of demand for this type of housing in their area, local planning
authorities should supplement the data from the Registers with secondary data
sources when undertaking their SHMAs to understand and consider future need for
this type of housing in their area5.

2.18

The PPG clarifies6 that local authorities must grant suitable development permissions
for enough suitable serviced plots of land to meet the demand for Self-Build and
Custom Housebuilding in their area.

2.19

The first Base Period begins on the day on which the Register is established and ends
on 30 October 2016 with subsequent Base Periods running from October to October
each year. At the end of each Base Period, relevant authorities have three years in
which to permission an equivalent number of plots of land, which are suitable for SelfBuild and Custom Housebuilding, as there are entries for that Base Period.

2.20

The PPG recommends7 that authorities should consider how best to support Self-Build
and Custom Housebuilding in their area through:
•

Developing policies in their Local Plan for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding;

•

Using their own land if available and suitable for Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding and marketing it to those on the Register;

•

Engaging with landowners who own sites that are suitable for housing and
encouraging them to consider Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding and facilitating
access to those on the Register where the landowner is interested; and

•

Working with Custom Build developers to maximise opportunities for Self-Build and
Custom Housebuilding.

2.21

The ways in which the duty on local authorities to have regard to Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding Registers may be demonstrated as detailed in the PPG are8:
(i) “Planning

Data sources referred as examples are: building plot search websites, ‘Need-a-Plot’ information available from the Self-Build
Portal; and enquiries for building plots from local estate agents.
6
Paragraph 023 Reference ID: 57-023-201760728
7
Paragraph 025 Reference ID: 57-025-201760728
8
Paragraph 014 Reference ID: 57-014-20170728
5
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The planning functions of an authority may include both plan making and decision
taking functions. The Registers that relate to their area may be a material
consideration in decision taking. Relevant authorities with plan making functions
should use their evidence on demand for this form of housing from the Registers
that relate to their area in developing their Local Plan and associated documents
(ii) Housing
Local housing authorities who are under the duty to have regard to Registers that
relate to their areas should consider the evidence of demand for Self-Build and
Custom Housebuilding from the Registers when carrying out their local housing
strategies and in developing plans for new housing on land owned by the local
housing authority.
(iii) Land disposal
Authorities who are under the duty to have regard to Registers that relate to their
areas should consider the evidence of demand for Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding in their area from the Register when developing plans to dispose of
land within their ownership.
(iv) Regeneration
When developing plans to regenerate their area, local authorities who are under
the duty to have regard to Registers that relate to their areas should consider the
demand for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding”.
2.22

The importance of compliance is clear in the PPG9 where it states that “authorities
must have regard to their Register when carrying out their planning, housing, land
disposal and regeneration functions. There is no exemption from this duty”.

2.23

The PPG also sets out10 that “in considering whether a home is a Self-Build or Custom
Build home, relevant authorities must be satisfied that the initial owner of the home will
have primary input into its final design and layout”.
House of Commons Debate (7 May 2014)

2.24

Richard Bacon MP opened his Adjournment Debate (Appendix AM2) by stating that
“it is a great pleasure to have an adjournment debate on the importance of self-build
and custom-build housing”.

Paragraph 029 Reference ID: 57-029-20170728
Paragraph 016 Reference ID 57-016-20170728

9
10
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He went on to explain that:
“I should also say at the outset that the term “self-build” is in some ways perhaps almost
uniquely unhelpful as it immediately creates the impression that everyone who wishes
to do this has to learn how to become a plumber or an electrician or a joiner, and that
simply is not the case. Probably the best definition I have come across was in a paper
by Alex Morton, then of Policy Exchange, called “A Right to Build: Local homes for
local people.” I should say that Alex Morton has done a great deal to promote the
interests of this sector and to draw the Government’s attention to its value. In answer
to the question about what we mean by self-build, he stated:
The notion of self-build…does not mean that the entire process is handled by a single
individual from start to end. It means that an individual or family has had serious input
in the design and construction of a house, a house they then live in for a prolonged
period of time.”

2.26

In discussing the market for self-build and custom build as a product, Mr Bacon
explained that:
“The self-build market is divided into a number of different components. Perhaps the
most established is what we might even call the “established market”, comprising
people in their 40s, 50s or early 60s who already own a property and have the cash
available to buy a plot, and whose typical budget is in the region of £250,000 to
£350,000.
Such people are primarily driven by the opportunity to have the home they really want
and to reduce running costs…
…They build houses that have lower running costs than the ones they were building
20 years ago, but it is possible to build a house that costs £200 a year to run, as I found
when I visited a Passivhaus in my constituency that was built by the excellent Saffron
Housing Trust. As I was told that, I thought that that is exactly the sum we pay out on
the winter fuel allowance each year, and it would be much better to have homes that
cost little to heat rather than paying so much money to people to insulate poorly
constructed and insulated homes of an old design.”

2.27

Further expanding upon this he went on to detail that:
“The sector I just described, the more established market, is only one part of the selfbuild market—or the interest for self-build, as I should call it.
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The potential boom that could arise in self-build will be driven by a different group of
people: a younger generation in their 20s, 30s and perhaps 40s, many of whom are
struggling to afford a new home and have much smaller budgets, perhaps of £100,000
or up to £200,000.
Such people will be driven by the opportunity to have a say in the home they really
want, but mainly by the affordability benefit” (emphasis added).
2.28

Mr Bacon went on to explain that the UK is far behind its European neighbours in this
sector, noting that “in Denmark 40% to 45% of houses are constructed in this way. In
France and Germany, countries that are in many ways comparable to the UK, although
France has a bit more land, the figure is more like 50% to 60%. The figure for Sweden
is 65% and even the figure for little Austria is 80% or higher.”

2.29

Highlighting some of the issues facing prospective self-builders in the UK, he set out
that “the issue is the structure of our entire market and how difficult that makes it for
anyone who would like to self-build to get things off the ground. People often do not
have a real or effective choice that they can turn into a reality; it is an aspiration rather
than a reality in many cases” (emphasis added).

2.30

Addressing the issue of choice in the marketplace, he stated:
“That brings me to the issue of choice in the marketplace. When we ask what people
spend most of their money on, we find that for nearly all of us it is where we live,
whether we are renting or buying, yet more genuine choice exists in the market for
beer, apples or perhaps even toothpaste than in the market for housing. It is an
extraordinary paradox that where people spend the most money, they also have the
least choice” (emphasis added).

2.31

Mr Bacon was clear:
“There is enormous pent-up demand in this country as well, but it just does not know
where to go or how to get a foothold” (emphasis added).
The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act (2015)

2.32

The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (as amended by the Housing and
Planning Act 2016) placed a legal duty on local authorities to keep a Register of
individuals and associations of individuals (i.e. groups) who want to acquire serviced
plots of land and to have regard to that Register when carrying out its planning,
housing, land disposal and regeneration functions. It is included as Appendix AM3 to
my evidence.
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Local authorities can separate their Register into two parts (Part 1 and Part 2) if they
introduce a local connection test, with those people who meet the criteria of such a test
being placed on Part 1 of the Register. Those who meet all of the statutory eligibility
criteria to join the Register except for the local connection test must be entered onto
Part 2 of the Register. This does not apply to members of the Armed Forces.

2.34

Conditions for a local connection are broadly defined in legislation and it is left to the
authority to decide the criteria to use “as the authority reasonably considers
demonstrates that the individual has sufficient connection with the authority’s area”
provided that such a test is justified, proportionate and introduced in response to a
recognised local issue.

2.35

Government guidance also says such tests should be reviewed periodically to ensure
they remain appropriate and are still achieving their desired effect.

2.36

The effect of this in practice is that the requirement to give suitable development
permission for enough serviced plots of land to meet the demand on the Register only
applies to the number of households entered on Part 1 of the Register.

2.37

Local authorities can also introduce a registration fee and impose a financial solvency
test, which can be used to assess whether an applicant can afford (i.e. has sufficient
resources) to purchase the plot of land they are seeking.

2.38

A legal definition of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding, for the purpose of applying
the Act, is contained in Section 1(A1) and (A2) of that Act as:
“(A1)

In this Act ‘Self-Build and Custom housebuilding’ means the building or
completions by(a) Individuals,
(b) Associations of individuals, or
(c) Persons working with or for individuals or associations of individuals,
Of houses to be occupied as homes by those individuals.

(A2)

But it does not include the building of a house on a plot acquired from a person
who builds the house wholly or mainly to plans or specifications decided or
offered by that person”
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The Housing and Planning Act (2016)
2.39

The 2016 Housing and Planning Act (Appendix AM4) at Section 10 places a duty
(which came into force on 31 October 2016) on local authorities to grant sufficient
development permissions to meet the demand for Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding in their area arising in each Base Period within the three years after the
end of the Base Period.

2.40

A serviced plot is one that has access to a public highway and has connections for
electricity, waste and water, or can be provided with those things in specified
circumstances or within a specific period.

2.41

There is no requirement to disaggregate the supply to meet demand in specific parts
of a local authority area. Government guidance instead requires that local authorities
should use the preferences expressed by those on their Register to guide decisions
when discharging their duties under the legislation.

2.42

There is no duty on authorities to directly provide the serviced plots themselves, but
Government guidance advises that they can work in partnership with another
landowner - a public body or a private landowner; deliver plots through their planning
policies; and, by encouraging and permitting planning applications, either as windfall
or as part of a larger site.
The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding (Time for Compliance and Fees)
Regulations (2016)

2.43

The Time for Compliance and Fees Regulations (Appendix AM5) set out at part two
that “the time allowed for an authority to which section 2A of the Act (duty to grant
planning permission etc) applies to comply with the duty under subsection (2) of that
section in relation to any Base Period is the period of 3 years beginning immediately
after the end of that Base Period (d).
The Housing White Paper: Fixing Our Broken Housing Market (February 2017)

2.44

The White Paper offers strong support for Custom Build housing, with the sector
identified as an important driver to help diversify and fix the broken housing market.

2.45

The White Paper clearly signals the intention to support Custom Build homes by
enabling greater access to land and finance in order to give more people more choice
over the design of their home.
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The White Paper specifically states that “the Government wants to support the growth
of Custom Build homes” at paragraph 3.14 and acknowledges that such homes are
generally built more quickly and to a higher quality than other homes, and that they
tend to use more productive, modern methods of construction. It says that whilst fewer
homes are Custom Build in England than many other countries, there is evidence of
more demand for them, including from older people.
House of Commons Briefing Paper: Self-Build and Custom Build Housing
(March 2017)

2.47

Chapter three of the briefing paper sets out that there may be significant unmet
demand for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding in the UK. It reports that a YouGov
survey commissioned by the Building Societies Association (BSA) and published in
October 2011 found that 53% of people in the UK would consider building their own
home given the opportunity.

2.48

At chapter four the briefing paper references the University of York’s 2013 report on
the Self-Build market11 which identified a series of challenges to Self-Build projects
which included “land supply and procurement” and “the planning process and
variations in planning authority approaches”.

2.49

It goes on to refer to AMA Market Research set out in its ‘Self-Build Housing Market
Report – UK 2014-2018 Analysis’ which summarised constraints to growth of the
sector in stating that “a number of issues, including…difficulties in obtaining suitable
land and planning permission, continue to constrain growth within the Self-Build
market.”

2.50

It found that “as a result, Self-Build completions have declined in recent years from a
peak of around 14,000 units in 2007 to around 10,600 in 2013, and the UK continues
to have one of the lowest rates of Self-Building in Europe.”

2.51

Reference is also drawn to AMA’s Self-Build Housing Market Report – UK 2016-2020
Analysis which found that “the last couple of years have seen a great deal of activity
in the Self-Build sector through Government incentives and greater media exposure”,
yet reports that “despite these positive influences, Self-Build completions are still below
Government targets and a number of challenges still constrain growth in the sector”
including “ongoing difficulties surrounding the availability of land for Self-Build projects”
(emphasis added).

11

Wallace A, Ford J and Quilgars D, Build it yourself? Understanding the changing landscape of the UK Self-Build market, Centre
for Housing Policy, University of York (2013)
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National Planning Policy Framework (2019)
2.52

The NPPF 2019 at section five covers delivering a sufficient supply of homes and at
paragraph 59 makes clear that local authorities need to make sufficient provision of
land with permission without delay to meet the needs of different groups.

2.53

Paragraph 60 says that in determining the minimum number of homes needed,
strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need assessment. It goes on
at Paragraph 61 to say that within this context, the size, type and tenure of housing
needed for different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in
policy, including “people wishing to commission or build their own homes” with footnote
26 of the NPPF 2019 detailing that:
“Under Section 1 of the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015, local
authorities are required to keep a Register of those seeking to acquire serviced plots
in the area for their own Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding. They are also subject
to duties under sections 2 and 2A of the Act to have regard to this and to give enough
suitable development permissions to meet the identified demand. Self and Custom
Build properties could provide market or affordable housing”

2.54

Annex 2 of the NPPF 2019 defines Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding as:
“Housing built by an individual, a group of individuals, or persons working with or for
them, to be occupied by that individual. Such housing can be either market or
affordable housing. A legal definition, for the purpose of applying the Self-Build and
Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (as amended), is contained in section 1(A1) and (A2)
of that Act.”
House of Commons Debate (16 October 2018)

2.55

On 16 October 2018 during a debate on Housing and Home Ownership (included as
Appendix AM6 to my evidence), Scott Mann MP for North Cornwall asked the then
Housing Minister, Kit Malthouse, whether he “agrees with the sentiment that there is
no better help that we can give to an individual than to allocate them a plot and allow
them to build their own home?”.

2.56

Mr Malthouse’s response was emphatic in stating that:
“I wholeheartedly agree on Self-Build, which I am very keen to encourage, something
like three out of four houses in Austria are Self-Built or Custom Built. It holds enormous
capacity for the future. I recommend that my hon. Friend go and visit a site called
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Graven Hill just outside of Bicester, which is the largest Self-Build site in Europe, and
which will deliver around 1,400 Self-Build homes.
It is quite something to see – an amazing array of different houses. There is a house
that look like a stealth bomber sitting next to a swiss chalet, a Cotswold cottage and a
flat-pack house from Poland. As I said on the fringes of Conference, I think the site will
be a conservation area in the future because of the effervescence of design that is
taking place there.
We are very keen to encourage Self-Build” (emphasis added).
House of Commons Debate on Housing (28 March 2019)
2.57

In the debate surrounding the subject of housing (Appendix AM7), Richard Bacon MP,
the Right to Build Taskforce Ambassador, set out that:
“It is absolutely clear that we have a very big housing problem, and have had a very
big problem, for some years. I have been attending seminars, roundtables and
conferences on housing for at least seven years. I first went to the QEII Centre to hear
Adri Duivesteijn, the godfather of the self-build and custom house building movement
in the Netherlands—a former Dutch Member of Parliament who then became the
mayor of Almere, a community in the Netherlands that I think I am right in saying the
Minister has visited. Since then, I have been to many events of various kinds, and
everyone has their own diagnosis of the problems and their own solutions, but
generally they all mention land, planning or finance. They often mention the role of the
volume house builders, the way in which local council planning authorities are
stretched and the difficulty in getting access to land.
Many of these points have a great deal of truth about them, but the issue can be
encapsulated much more simply in the following sentence: the supply of housing does
not rise to meet the demand for housing…
…The strange thing is that if one asks consumers what they think and what they want,
as has been done several times by independent, authoritative opinion pollster
organisations that have been commissioned for the purpose, they will come up with
the following result. Somewhere between two thirds and three quarters of people do
not want to buy the products of volume house builders. The figure of 75% comes from
a YouGov survey conducted by the National Custom and Self Build Association, which
is a trade body for, as the name suggests, self-building and custom house building…”
(emphasis added).
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Mr Bacon went on to explain that:
“When I came off the Public Accounts Committee in 2017, it was to spend time on the
Right to Build Task Force, an initiative set up by the National Custom and Self Build
Association to help local councils, developers, community groups and landowners who
want to bring forward self-build and custom house building projects on serviced plots
of land—that is to say, where all the difficult bits such as fresh water, sewage,
electricity, broad- band and so on are already dealt with—in order to increase supply
and give people more choice. That is what I have spent most of the last two years in
this place doing.
The Right to Build Task Force has been going for two years…
…Over 50 organisations have been helped, of which 60% are local councils, with the
rest being community groups, landowners and developers. There is a whole range of
examples of its work. Aylesbury Woodlands in Buckinghamshire will have a project
where 15% of all the new homes are custom and self-build. Cornwall has an ambition
to bring forward up to 1,000 serviced plots across the county. I am looking around for
my hon. Friend the Member for North Cornwall (Scott Mann), who arranged the
meeting we had with the Prime Minister on this very subject and who is a passionate
believer in more serviced plots. North Northamptonshire has a plan whereby as many
as 10% of homes could be custom and self-built across several different local
authorities. There are rural areas such as Eden in Cumbria, which is looking at a range
of opportunities for affordable homes for local people. King’s Lynn and North Norfolk,
in my own county of Norfolk, has agreed an action plan to drive up delivery across the
area with landowners and smaller builders. A lot is going on already, but the thing is
that there could be very much more going on.
This is the fundamental point. It is a quote from Andrew Baddeley-Chappell, a former
director of Nationwide building society, who is now the chief executive of NaCSBA,
while still chairing the Bank of England residential property forum. He has said:
“Custom and Self-build can deliver more and better homes that more people aspire to
live in and that communities are happier to see built.”
…If we want more homes, we have to build them in a way that people want. At the
moment, the problem is that most local people feel they have no say or voice in what
gets built, where it gets built, what it looks like, how it performs—its thermal
performance and therefore what it costs to run—and, absolutely crucially, who gets the
chance to live there. If we change all that, we change the conversation. As the right
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hon. Member for Leeds Central (Hilary Benn), the former shadow Secretary of State
said, we need to turn NIMBYs into YIMBYs. Prince Charles put it even better when His
Royal Highness referred to BIMBYs—beauty in my backyard. We need to create an
environment in which people actually welcome housing. We have reached the tipping
point now in that more people want it than do not, because people have begun to
realise how serious the crisis is…
…We also need clarity about what counts. Some local authorities are gaming the
system, and in some cases local authorities are not clear what counts towards their
legal obligations to provide permissioned plots of land. Some councils are allowing the
conversion of holiday lets into private dwellings under the happy delusion that that
counts towards meeting their legal obligations under the right to build legislation, and
some of them may be in for a rude awakening at some point…
…My third request is about the Planning Inspectorate. It is absolutely imperative that
Government planning inspectors properly apply the current provisions of the legislation
when they determine planning appeals and when they examine local plans. There is
clear evidence that that is not happening as it should—mostly because planning
inspectors are unfamiliar with the law in this area, which is still quite new. The obvious
answer is to have training for inspectors. The Secretary of State has agreed with me
at the Dispatch Box that we should do that, although it has not happened yet. I urge
the Minister to pursue that and engage with the taskforce in identifying exactly what
training is required.
We need something to help raise consumer awareness. Most people would like to
commission a project of their own at some point in their lives; 1 million people would
like to do that in the next 12 months, yet only 12,000 to 15,000 do. The reason is that
it is very difficult to get a serviced plot of land. If getting one were as easy as it is to go
into a Ford dealership and buy a Ford Fiesta, far more people would do it” (emphasis
added).
2.59

In reply, the then Minister for Housing, Kit Malthouse MP, stated that “on the Planning
Inspectorate, my hon. Friend is right. We are trying to talk to staff about how they can
be more consistent in their decision making and apply it more regularly across the
country” and that “I would be more than happy to join my hon. Friend in raising
consumer awareness..”
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2.60

In the debate on the British housebuilding industry (Appendix AM8) Richard Bacon
MP stated that:
“I am accused of wanting everyone to learn how to be a builder and build their own
house. It has nothing to do with doing it yourself. It is very important to stress that. It is
about self-commissioning and giving the customer more power. I will be briefing the
Minister next week on the terms of the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015,
which commenced three years ago in April 2016, and the way it was augmented
successfully by the Housing and Planning Act 2016, so that now the more people who
are on the local register the greater the legal obligation on a council to provide suitable
planning permissions.
The point about having individuals and associations of individuals under the terms of
the legislation is that it could apply to anybody. It could be used by school governors
wishing to use the provision of a serviced plot of land as a recruitment and retention
tool; by local social services directors trying to recruit social work managers in parts of
the country where it is difficult to find the right calibre of social worker; by NHS trusts
trying to accommodate staff, whether young junior doctors, paramedics or ambulance
staff; by local Army commanders trying to retain that very expensively trained staff
sergeant with 20 years’ experience; by the Royal British Legion and other veterans
groups trying to accommodate veterans; by probationers and ex-offenders trying to
make sure that ex-offenders coming out of prison have accommodation that is not the
drug dealer’s sofa; and by the homeless themselves—I have seen just outside Berlin,
in Potsdam, homeless single mums building their own accommodation for an
affordable rent.
That brings me to my next point: it has nothing to do with tenure. One can use selfbuild and custom house building both for private ownership and for all kinds of
affordable accommodation models, including mutual housing co-operatives and
various other types of social landlords.
I am keen to keep my remarks brief, but I want to say a few things to the Minister about
what the Right to Build Task Force, which I have been involved with for some years, is
now looking for. We had £350,000 of funding from the Nationwide Building Society,
and with that we can evidence an additional 6,000 to 9,000 houses added to the
pipeline in the last three years. If we can do that with £350,000, think what we could
do with some serious money. I would like the Department to take on the funding for
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that, but also as part of a help-to-build team installed within Homes England with the
task of facilitating the delivery of serviced plots, buying land, and working with local
authorities and other public sector partners on public sector land for a range of client
groups, especially the young and those who have been most marginalised. That team
should also reach out to anybody who wants to get a serviced plot so that we reach a
point where someone can go to the plot shop in the local town hall in their home town
and find a plot of land as easily as people can in the Netherlands, where I have seen
it done.
We have to put help to build on a level playing field with Help to Buy. The Government
are currently planning to spend £22 billion on Help to Buy, subsidising demand, when
we should really be subsidising supply. If one wants more of something, then subsidise
it and it will happen. I know from many people I have spoken to, including Treasury
Ministers, that there is a desire to do something about the growing cost of Help to Buy.
The obvious thing to do is to wean people off Help to Buy—a subsidy for demand—
and wean them on to a subsidy for supply, thus increasing supply.
We have to remove the regulations that currently allow local authorities to charge
people to be on the register each year. Most do not, but Camden and Islington councils
charge £350, and people do not get any guarantee of a plot for that…
…The charge is supposed to recover the cost of keeping a register, but that is really
very small—it can be done in an exercise book kept in a drawer or on a spreadsheet.
We need to introduce a series of specific planning reforms, particularly allowing for
exception sites where councils are not fulfilling their legal obligations. We need to make
it clear that the national planning policy framework has a presumption in favour of
sustainable development in circumstances where councils fail to meet their duties
under the legislation, irrespective of whether there is a five-year land supply, in terms
of providing service plots. We need to introduce changes to the planning system that
provide greater predictability to reduce the planning risk—for example, through the
compulsory use of form-based codes or through local development orders. We need
to take forward the proposals in the White Paper to facilitate land pooling, which has
worked very successfully in Germany and elsewhere on the continent.
We do have a broken system, and doing more of the same will not produce a different
result. We have to think differently and do differently. I encourage the Minister to take
that responsibility seriously” (emphasis added).
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In response, the then Housing Minister, Esther McVey MP, stated that:
“More importantly, as my hon. Friend the Member for South Norfolk (Mr Bacon) said,
we want there to be the right to build: we want to be able to make sure there are not
just a few companies, building thousands of homes, because there could be thousands
of individuals making their own homes. That is what we are about: choice and
opportunity as we go forward.”
The Letwin Review: Independent Review of Build Out (October 2018)

2.62

At section three The Letwin Review set out a series of recommendations for increasing
diversity through a new planning framework for larger sites.

2.63

Paragraph 3.8 recommends that:
“All large housing sites above 1,500 units must strive to achieve sufficient diversity to
support the timely build out of the site and high-quality development. Housing diversity
includes housing of differing type, size and style, design and tenure mix. It also
includes housing sold or let to specific groups such as older person’s housing and
student accommodation, and plots sold for custom or self-build…
…As a minimum, each phase should draw housing from each of the following
categories…housing for specified groups and custom build: these housing types can
contribute significantly to housing diversity. Each phase should deliver housing of this
type to serve local needs.”

2.64

Section four addresses increasing diversity through a new development structure for
large sites in the future, with paragraph 4.1 detailing that the rules recommended in
section three “are intended to apply to the granting of new outline permissions for all
sites of over 1,500 units in areas of high housing demand, regardless of where in the
country they lie and regardless of whether they have or have not yet been allocated”

2.65

The Review also recommended at paragraph 4.6 that local authorities be given explicit
statutory powers to draw upon models of development which are familiar in much of
continental Europe.

2.66

It indicates at paragraph 4.7 that where such bodies exist in the UK (i.e. Mayoral
Development Corporations, New Town Development Corporations and Urban
Development Corporations) they are able to develop land to benefit from a wide
diversity of housing to match the particular circumstances of local markets.
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Paragraph 4.8 explains that such bodies are able to “invest in appropriate infrastructure
(including major infrastructure) and thereby to provide well-prepared terrain (or even
serviced plots) which major builders, small and medium-sized builders, private rental
institutional investors, housing associations…custom-builders, and self-builders can
all use to enter the housing market on the site”.

2.68

In light of which paragraph 4.11 recommends that in areas of high housing demand,
new forms of development vehicles are created to develop sites through masterplans
and design codes to increase diversity and attractiveness and hence its build out rate.
Speech by Former Minister of State for Housing at the RESI Convention
(12 September 2019)

2.69

The former Housing Minister, Esther McVey MP, set out that the Government’s
“collective commitment to deliver the homes this country needs has been constant and
unwavering”.

2.70

Ms McVey first discussed the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding sector when she
stated:
“Right to Build, so many places around the world have far more people building their
own homes, so we’re going to be there, whether its support for Right to Buy or Right
to Build.
And also supporting communities, for Communities to Build.
Because there are so many houses to build – we need to open up all of those
opportunities” (emphasis added).

2.71

She went on to add further support to the sector in stating that:
“I just think of the opportunities, enormous opportunities, exciting prospects and I’m
talking in design and type.
I’m talking in diversity of homes.
I’m talking in technology of the home.
I’m talking environmentally of the home - carbon zero homes.
I’m taking creativity, in the style of the home, the type of living, reflecting the needs of
people, whichever part of the housing ladder, young single people, divorcees, elderly,
disabled people, families – all kinds of partnerships.
Each one of these needs a different type of home.
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Are we really reflecting those different types of homes and needs?
I speak to young people across the country and they say these homes don’t really
reflect what we’d like to see. Some want a family home, some want a bigger home,
some want what they see as more like a future community - living in an exceptional
space, maybe with a shared gym, maybe with a shared space downstairs, and within
it an apartment as their own home, these would be much cheaper in price, a smaller
apartment that they could own.
Surely between us, looking across what’s happening in the world, we can get the
homes that different generations want.
And what about the jobs and the careers to build all these homes, we need to think
about that. We need to be opening up this house building to SME’s, bringing them
onboard, bringing it to communities, bringing it to the self-build and bringing in modern
methods of construction” (emphasis added).
National Design Guide: Planning practice guidance for beautiful, enduring and
successful spaces (September 2019)
2.72

The introduction to the National Design Guide explains that it “illustrates how welldesigned places that are beautiful, enduring and successful can be achieved in
practice” and “forms part of the Governments collection of planning practice guidance
and should be read alongside the separate planning practice guidance”.

2.73

Paragraph 18 recognises that younger people’s expectations are changing and that
this is leading to new lifestyles and models of home ownership, including “more
communal forms of living, such as cohousing”. It identifies that new models of
development are also emerging and that “these include new off-site production
methods, the use of digital technologies for production and customisation, and an
increase in self and custom-build.”

2.74

In outlining the components for good design, paragraph 30 discusses the importance
of materials and construction techniques and explains that “modern methods of
construction are becoming more common, whether in the form of mass production of
modular construction, or off-site bespoke construction for self or custom-build”.

2.75

Section two of the Guide sets out the ten characteristics that make up the Governments
priorities for well-designed places. Within this, paragraph 118 states that:
“Well-designed larger scale developments include a range of tenures. They also
promote a variety of development models, such as community-led development, self

Evolution of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding in the National Policy Context

22

Agenda Page 851

Agenda Item 4a

and custom-build and build to rent. This supports a diversity of delivery, by small as
well as large developers. It also helps to create rich, diverse settlements” (emphasis
added).
Conservative Party Election Manifesto (December 2019)
2.76

The Conservative Party Manifesto reaffirmed the Government’s commitment to selfbuild and custom housebuilding where it sets out at page 31 under the headline of
‘places we want to live in’ and sub-heading of ‘community housing and self-build’ that
they will “support community housing by helping people who want to build their own
homes find plots of land and access the Help to Buy scheme”.
Conclusions on the Evolution of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding in the
National Policy Context

2.77

Central Government has been consistent in seeking to boost the supply of Self-Build
and Custom Housebuilding for almost a decade, starting with the 2011 Housing
Strategy for England and it is clear that there is national demand for this type of
housing.

2.78

The requirement to deliver Self-Build and Custom Build homes is now enshrined in
national policy through both the NPPF 2019 and the PPG.

2.79

Local authorities are required to address this through granting sufficient development
consents to meet the demand for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding arising within
their administrative area.
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The Development Plan and Related Policies
Section 3

Introduction
3.1

In accordance with Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004,
applications should be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.

3.2

The Development Plan for Chorley currently comprises the Chorley Local Plan (2015),
and the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012).

3.3

Other material considerations include the NPPF (2019), the PPG and the emerging
Central Lancashire Local Plan Update.
The Development Plan
Chorley Local Plan (2015)

3.4

The Local Plan was adopted in 2015 to cover the period between 2012 and 2026 and
replaced the Chorley Borough Local Plan Review (2003).

3.5

Section five of the Local Plan, ‘Homes for All’ seeks to address Strategic Objective
SO5: to make available and maintain within Central Lancashire a ready supply of
residential development land over the plan period, to help deliver sufficient new
housing of appropriate types to meet future requirements.

3.6

Paragraph 5.1 explains that Chorley is a popular place to live and that new housing is
required to help address current and future housing needs as well as supporting the
local economy, delivering infrastructure and ensuring the sustainability of the Borough.

3.7

Paragraph 5.2 cross references the 2009 Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA) and paragraph 5.3 draws reference to the 2011 Chorley Rural
Housing Needs Study, both of which pre-date the Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding Act (as amended).

3.8

At paragraph 5.6 it refers to an expectation that developers will demonstrate an
appropriate mix of dwellings to create mixed and balanced communities and that this
will be determined on a site by site basis taking account of identified local needs.
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There are no policies within the adopted Local Plan that specifically relate to the
provision or delivery of self-build and Custom Housebuilding.
Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012)

3.10

The Central Lancashire Core Strategy was adopted in 2012 and covers the combined
areas of Preston, South Ribble and Chorley for the period between 2010 and 2026. It
pre-dates the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act (as amended).

3.11

There are no policies within the adopted Central Lancashire Core Strategy that
specifically relate to the provision or delivery of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding.
Other Material Considerations
Emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan Update Issues and Options (2019)

3.12

The Issues and Options consultation paper of November 2019 discusses delivering
homes at page 18. Although it discusses meeting the needs of particular groups there
is no specific reference to Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding anywhere in the
consultation paper.
National Planning Policy Framework (2019)

3.13

Paragraph 59 of the NPPF is clear that in order to support the Governments objective
of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is important that a sufficient amount
and variety of land can come forward where it is needed, and that the needs of groups
with specific housing requirements are addressed.

3.14

It goes on at paragraph 60 to make clear that in order to determine the minimum
number of homes needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing
need assessment with paragraph 61 explaining that:
“Within this context, the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups
in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies (including, but
not limited to…people wishing to commission or build their own homes).”

3.15

Paragraph 64 sets out that:
“Where major development involving the provision of housing is proposed, planning
policies and decisions should expect at least 10% of the homes to be available for
affordable home ownership12, unless this would exceed the level of affordable housing
required in the area, or significantly prejudice the ability to meet the identified

12

As part of the overall affordable housing contribution from the site
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affordable housing needs of specific groups. Exemptions to this 10% requirement
should also be made where the site or proposed development:
(a)

Provides solely for Build to Rent homes;

(b)

Provides specialist accommodation for a group of people with specific needs
(such as purpose-built accommodation for the elderly or students);

(c)

Is proposed to be developed by people who wish to build or commission their
own homes; or

(d)

Is exclusively for affordable housing, an entry-level exception site or a rural
exception site”.

3.16

At paragraph 122 of the NPPF it states that “planning policies and decisions should
support development that makes efficient use of land, taking into account…the
identified need for different types of housing and other forms of development, and the
availability of land suitable for accommodating it”.
Planning Practice Guidance (Ongoing Updates)

3.17

The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Section of the PPG (Appendix AM9) was
first published on 1 April 2016 and last updated on 28 July 2017.

3.18

The PPG sets out13 that “in considering whether a home is a Self-Build or Custom Build
home, relevant authorities must be satisfied that the initial owner of the home will have
primary input into its final design and layout” (emphasis added).

3.19

It provides guidance14 on the relationship between the Self-Build Register and the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment and states that “local planning authorities
should use the demand data from their registers in their area, supported as necessary
by additional data from secondary sources (as outlined in the housing and economic
development needs guidance), when preparing their Strategic Housing Market
Assessment to understand and consider future need for this type of housing in their
area.”

3.20

In considering how authorities should publicise their Self-Build Register, it explains that
as a minimum, authorities are recommended to hold a webpage on their website
dedicated to Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding. But also states that “relevant

13
14

Paragraph 016 Reference ID 57-016-20170728
Paragraph 011 Reference ID 57-011-20160401
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authorities are also recommended to consider additional innovative methods of
publicising their register to increase awareness of it”.
3.21

Furthermore, it details that15 “authorities are encouraged to publish, in their Authority
Monitoring Report, headline data on the demand for self-build and custom
housebuilding revealed by their register and other sources. This can support
development opportunities for self-build and custom housebuilding by increasing
awareness among landowners, builders and developers of the level and nature of
demand for self-build and custom housebuilding in the local area” (emphasis added).

3.22

It defines16 a serviced plot of land as:
“A plot of land that either has access to a public highway and has connections for
electricity, water and waste water, or, in the opinion of a relevant authority, can be
provided with access to those things within the duration of a development permission
granted in relation to that land.
Access to a public highway can include sections of private or unadopted road, it does
not mean that the plot has to be immediately adjacent to the public highway just that
there is the guaranteed right of access to the public highway
Connections for electricity, water and waste water means that the services must either
be provided to the boundary of the plot so that connections can be made as appropriate
during construction or adequate alternative arrangements must be possible such as
the use of a cesspit rather than mains drainage.
For example, a plot of land alongside an existing public highway that is an infill between
existing dwellings would count as being serviced. There is no expectation that services
must be physically connected to the plot at the time of granting planning permission.”
Conclusions on the Development Plan and Related Policies

3.23

Neither the adopted Central Lancashire Core Strategy nor the Chorley Borough Local
Plan contain any policies specifically related to the provision or delivery of Self-Build
and Custom Housebuilding.

3.24

Emerging Policy in the form of the Central Lancashire Local Plan Update is at issues
and options stage and is currently silent on Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding.

15
16

Paragraph 012 Reference ID 57-012-201707208
Paragraph 026 Reference ID 57-026-201760728
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On a national basis there is a clear desire by central Government to significantly boost
the supply of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding through both the NPPF (2019) and
the PPG, and more recently the National Design Guide and Conservative Party
Manifesto for the December 2019 Election.
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Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding
Demand and Delivery in Chorley Borough
Section 4

Housing Market Assessments
4.1

The two most recent assessments of housing needs within Chorley are the Central
Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2017) and the Central Lancashire
Housing Study (2020).
Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2017)

4.2

The September 2017 Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) provides no
consideration of self-build or custom housebuilding despite being prepared a number
of years after the 2015 Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act (as amended) and
after the publication of the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding section of the PPG.
Central Lancashire Housing Study (2020)

4.3

The Housing Study covers self-build and custom housebuilding at section nine under
the heading of ‘emerging market segments’. It acknowledges at paragraph 9.24 that
“the Government has long had a clear agenda for supporting and promoting the selfbuild and custom building sector”.

4.4

It goes on to set out at paragraph 9.24 that in ‘Laying the Foundations: A Housing
Strategy for England’ the then Coalition Government laid out plans to enable more
people to build or commission their own home.

4.5

The Strategy explains that the Governments Housing White Paper in January 2017
reasserted this commitment in stating that “the Government wants to support the
growth of custom build homes” recognising that such homes are generally built more
quickly, to a higher quality and tend to use more productive and modern methods of
construction.

4.6

Furthermore paragraph 9.27 outlines that “according to successive Ipsos MORI polls
at the time of the time of the Paper’s publication, more than a million people across the
UK expected to buy a building plot, secure planning permissions or start/complete
construction work on their new home”.
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4.7

It acknowledges at paragraph 9.28 that the Government found that barriers to selfbuild and custom housebuilding included, crucially, land supply.

4.8

At paragraph 9.30 the number of registrants on the Council’s self-build register are set
out as replicated in figure 4.1 below.
Figure 4.1: Chorley Self Build Register
Base Period

Total

1 (1 April 2016 to 30 October 2016)

2

2 (31 October 2016 to 30 October 2017)

6

3 (31 October 2017 to 30 October 2018)

4

4 (31 October 2018 to 30 October 2019)

217

Total

14

Source: Central Lancashire Housing Study (2020)

4.9

The Housing Study points out at paragraph 9.33 that “it is important to highlight that
an Ipsos Mori poll undertaken for NaCSBA in 2016 found that only one in eight people
interested in self-build were aware of the introduction of Right to Build Registers in
England” and so acknowledges that “as a result, the numbers of expressions of interest
on a local authority’s self-build register may underestimate demand”.

4.10

It then goes on at paragraph 9.34 to explain that as recommended by the PPG a
number of secondary data sources have been examined by the Housing Study to
supplement the data, including Buildstore (who own and manage the largest database
of demand and supply for self and custom build properties in the UK) and data from
the National Custom and Self-Build Association (NaCSBA).

4.11

This data shows at paragraph 9.36 that the Buildstore Custom Build Register has 185
people looking to build their own home in Chorley and a further 699 subscribers to their
Plotsearch service seeking a serviced plot of land to build on in Chorley.

4.12

Furthermore, paragraph 9.37 is clear in concluding that “this suggests that there is a
sizeable

level

of

demand

for

serviced

plots

for

self-build

and

custom

housebuilding…which hasn’t yet been reflected in the Council’s own self-build
register”.
4.13

The Housing Study references the primary research undertaken by NaCSBA and Ipsos
Mori at a national level which found that 1 in 50 of the adult population across the
country want to purchase a Custom or Self-Build home within the next 12 months.

17

Figure for Base Period 4 up to 31 May 2019
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It goes on to apply this ratio to the adult population in Chorley and reports that this
results in a potential need for 1,929 serviced plots in Chorley.

4.15

Taking into account the secondary sources examined at paragraph 9.40 of the Housing
Study it finds that “this points towards a greater level of demand than the Council’s
current self-build registers”.

4.16

The conclusions and recommendations in section 10 recommend at paragraph 10.34
that “in recognition of the level of demand in the study area, a specific planning policy
should be developed to help promote and encourage delivery of self-build and custom
housebuilding”, and that the Council should take a “flexible approach to supporting the
self-build and custom housebuilding sector on both small sites, and larger strategic
sites”.

4.17

Whilst the Housing Study does not specifically quantify the precise level of future
demand in Chorley, what is abundantly clear is that it concludes that the level of
demand is considerably greater than the numbers on the Council’s Self-Build Register
suggest and the Council should help to promote and encourage delivery of Self-Build
and Custom Housebuilding.
Demand for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding in Chorley Borough

4.18

The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 requires local authorities to keep
a Register of households who wish to Self-Build or Custom Build in their administrative
area.

4.19

From 31 October 2016 amendments to the Act18 placed further duties on local
authorities requiring them to grant sufficient development permissions for serviced
plots of land to meet the demand arising from their Self-Build Register.

4.20

At March 2020 there were a total of nine individuals on the Council’s Self-Build
Register.

4.21

Although the Council’s Self-Build Register is an important tool to help gauge local
demand and inform how many permissioned serviced plots need to be made available
on a rolling basis each year by the Council, it cannot predict longer term demand for
plots.

4.22

In my opinion current practice has shown that local Self-Build Registers only provide a
short-term supply-led picture because they rely upon people knowing about the Self-

18

Through the Housing and Planning Act (2016)
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Build Register and then Registering their interest. I consider that the numbers on the
Self-Build Register can therefore be a significant under-representation of latent
demand. Indeed, the Council’s own evidence base comes to the same conclusion in
the Housing Study (2020).
4.23

The PPG19 states that local planning authorities should use the demand data from the
Self-Build Register, supported by additional data from secondary sources, including
the SHMA, to understand and consider future need for this type of housing in their
administrative area. In doing so it directs users to the ‘Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment’ section of the PPG which then redirects the user to
the ‘Housing Needs of Different Groups’ section of the PPG.

4.24

Under the heading of ‘How can Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding needs be
assessed’, the ‘Housing Needs of Different Groups’ section of the PPG is clear20 that:
“To obtain a robust assessment of demand for this type of housing in their area, local
planning authorities should assess and review the data held on registers. This
assessment can be supplemented with the use of existing secondary data sources
such as building plot search websites, ‘Need-a-Plot’ information available from the Self
Build Portal and enquiries for building plots from local estate agents”

4.25

The industry leading building plot search website is Plot-Search21, operated by
Buildstore. Information received from Buildstore (Appendix AM10) shows that22 within
a 10 mile-radius23 of the appeal site there are 481 registrants on their Custom Build
Register who are wishing to create their own home and 1,874 Plot-Search subscribers,
who have indicated that they wish to live in that location by either building a home or
commissioning one.

4.26

Whilst I acknowledge that there is likely to be some people who are registered on more
than one of the available plot search facilities and some of whom may also be on the
Council’s own Self-Build Register, the figures on the Buildstore Plot-Search platform
illustrate that there is a substantial level of demand within the Borough.

4.27

In addition, other data sources indicate that the actual demand for Self-Build and
Custom Housebuilding development plots is higher than indicated by the Council’s
Self-Build Register including Ipsos Mori statistics and ONS population estimates. Once

19

Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding section, Paragraph 011 Reference ID 57-011-20160401
Housing Needs of Different Groups section, Paragraph 003 Reference ID 67-003-20190722
21
https://www.Buildstore.co.uk/findingland/
22
At 23 April 2020
23
The smallest site search radius that the Buildstore data allows for
20
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again these are data sources that the Council’s own evidence base also draws upon
through the Housing Study (2020).
4.28

The Ipsos Mori statistics commissioned by NaCSBA have consistently shown 24 that 1
in 50 of the adult population want to purchase a Self-Build or Custom Build home over
the next 12 months.

4.29

When taking into account Chorley Boroughs adult population25 (95,25426 based on
ONS data) it is estimated that as many as 1,905 people may be interested in building
their own home across Chorley Borough in the foreseeable future.

4.30

True demand for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding across Chorley Borough can
therefore be expected to be substantially higher than the numbers on the Council’s
own Self-Build Register suggest, as the Council’s own evidence base concurs.

4.31

It is relevant to note that a national survey in 201627 revealed that 8 out of 10 people
are unaware that Councils keep a Register of people interested in buying a
development plot in the local area for a Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding project.

4.32

In light of which I consider that latent demand is actually substantially higher than
currently recorded on the Council’s own Self-Build Register.
Past Delivery of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding in Chorley Borough

4.33

The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act (as amended) and the PPG require the
Council to grant sufficient suitable development permissions for plots to meet the
demand for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding in their administrative area, noting
that the level of demand is established by reference to the number of entries added to
an authority’s Self-Build Register during a Base Period.

4.34

Local Authorities were required to hold a Self-Build Register from 1 April 2016. The
first Base Period begins on the day on which the Self-Build Register is established and
ends on 30 October, with subsequent Base Periods running from 31 October one year
to 30 October the next year. At the end of each Base Period, relevant authorities have
three years in which to permission an equivalent number of plots of land, which are
suitable for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding and meet the definitions set out in
the Act, as there are entries for that Base Period.

24

2013, 2014, 2015 and 2016 surveys of 2,000 people aged 15+ with survey data weighted to the known population profile
Those aged 16 and over
26
Based on ONS population estimates by local authority based by single year of age [extracted from NOMIS 4 May 2020]
27
Ipsos Mori polls commissioned by NaCSBA between 2014 to 2016
25
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4.35

In Chorley the Self-Build Register was first established on 1 April 2016 with the first
Base Period therefore ending on 30 October 2016. During this period, one individual
joined the Self-Build Register. The second Base Period began on 31 October 2016
and ran until 30 October 2017, during which time a further six individuals joined.

4.36

The third Base Period ran from 31 October 2017 to 30 October 2018 during which time
four individuals joined the Self-Build Register and the fourth Base Period ran from 31
October 2018 to 30 October 2019 during which time three individuals joined the SelfBuild Register.

4.37

The fifth Base Period runs from 31 October 2019 to 30 October 2020 and as of 20 April
2020 there were a total of one individual on the Self-Build Register.

4.38

Figure 4.2 sets out the relevant Base Periods and the long stop dates by which
sufficient development permissions for suitable serviced plots to meet this demand
must have been met by the Council.
Figure 4.2: Chorley Borough Self-Build Register Base Periods 1 to 5
Base
Period

Start and Finish Dates

No. of
Individuals on
the Register

Date by which
permissions
must be granted

1

1 January 2015 to 30 October 2016

1

30 October 2019

2

31 October 2016 to 30 October 2017

6

30 October 2020

3

31 October 2017 to 30 October 2018

4

30 October 2021

4

31 October 2018 to 30 October 2019

3

30 October 2022

5

31 October 2019 to 30 October 2020

1

30 October 2023

TOTAL

15

Source: FOI Response (20 April 2020)
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The FOI response details that the Council have granted consent for two sites
specifically for self-build plots as set out at figure 4.3.
Figure 4.3: Suitable Development Consents
Application No.

Address

No. of
Plots

Date of
Permission

Base Period
Permission
Counts Towards

16/00633/OUTMAJ

Gleadhill House Stud,
Gleadhill House,
Dawbers Lane, Euxton

12

31 March
2017

1

15/00162/OUTMAJ

Euxton Mill, Dawbers
Lane, Euxton

8

22
November
2018

1

Total

20

Source: FOI Response (20 April 2020)

4.40

The FOI response advises that to date 10 of the 12 plots at Gleadhill House have
obtained reserved matters consent and two of the eight plots at Euxton Mill have
obtained reserved matters consent. It states that of the 12 plots at Gleadhill House 10
have claimed the CIL self-build exemption and the remaining two have paid CIL in full,
indicating that they are not self-build homes.

4.41

The Council has advised that it monitors both housing completions and CIL Self-Build
Exemptions records to obtain data on self-build permissions. Figure 4.4 details CIL
self-build exemptions that the Council has issued and the Base Periods to which they
apply.
Figure 4.4: CIL Self-Build Exemptions
Monitoring
Period

No. of CIL Base Period CIL Comments
Exemptions Exemption Counts
Towards

1 April 2016 to 19
30 October 2016

N/A

Does not comply with the
Time for Compliance and
Fees Regulations

31 October 2017 to 36
30 October 2017

1

-

31 October 2017 to 33
30 October 2018

1

-

31 October 2018 to 28
30 October 2019

1

-

Source: FOI Response (20 April 2020)

4.42

The 19 CIL Self-Build Exemptions between 1 April 2016 and 30 October 2016 do not
count towards meeting demand from Base Period 1 as the Time for Compliance and
Fees Regulations are clear that only permissions granted within the three years

Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Demand and Delivery in Chorley Borough

35

Agenda Page 864

Agenda Item 4a

immediately after the end of a Base Period may be counted towards addressing
demand within a given Base Period.
4.43

The FOI request of 4 May 2020 requested details of the number of CIL Self-Build
Exemptions that the Council is counting towards meeting demand that have achieved
certification of CIL Form 7 Part 2. For the purposes of clarity, this is the stage of the
CIL Self-Build exemption claim where the claimant must provide evidence that they
are eligible. Failure to do so means that they become eligible for the full CIL charge
and indicates that the development is not in fact a Self-Build scheme. In the event that
the Council’s response to this FOI is not received prior to exchange of evidence then
supplemental Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding evidence will be submitted to
address this.

4.44

The FOI data received 20 April 2020 explains that the only promotion of the Council’s
Self-Build Register has been through its website which are the minimum requirements
set out in the PPG. As such it is unsurprising that there are relatively low numbers on
the register. This correlates with the Ipsos Mori poll undertaken for NaCSBA in 2016
which found that only one in eight people interested in self-build were aware of the
introduction of Self-Build Registers in England.

4.45

Despite the relatively low numbers on the Council’s Self-Build Register, the Council’s
own evidence base through its Housing Study (2020) is clear that “there is a sizeable
level of demand for serviced plots…which hasn’t yet been reflected in the Council’s
own Self-Build Register”. It goes on to find that demand could be as high as 1,929
serviced plots when national data is used as a proxy.
Future Delivery of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Plots in Chorley

4.46

The adopted Development Plan for Chorley Borough does not include any policies
specifically relating to the provision or delivery of Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding.

4.47

My analysis (Appendix AM11) of the Council’s Five Year Housing Land Supply
Statement (May 2020) found evidence of a total of 49 Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding plots that the Council anticipates delivery of within the next five years.

4.48

It is important to view this firstly in the context that there is no adopted nor emerging
policy mechanism for securing increased delivery of Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding plots, and secondly in the context of the Council’s own evidence base
identifying that demand could be as high as 1,929 serviced plots within the Borough.
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It is also important to consider that a total of 27 of these 49 self-build and custom
housebuilding plots in the Council’s supply are not secured by legal agreement or
condition but are sites where the applicant has indicated through the CIL form that they
intend to exercise the Self-Build Exemption.

4.50

Until such time that these have achieved certification of CIL Form 7 Part 2 i.e. provided
evidence that they have been undertaken as self-build and/or custom housebuilding
then it is questionable whether these will be actually delivered as self-build and/or
custom-build homes. One such example within the Borough is Gleadhill House Stud
proposals28 which achieved consent for 12 self-build homes yet only saw 10 developed
as self-build homes and achieving the CIL Self-Build Exemption with the remaining two
paying CIL in full.
Conclusions on Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Demand in Chorley
Borough

4.51

The adopted Development Plan does not include any policies specifically relating to
the provision or delivery of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding. Central Government
have been clear in their objective to boost significantly Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding delivery since at least 2011.

4.52

Despite there being a relatively low number of registrants on the Council’s own SelfBuild Register, research has shown that 8 out of 10 people are not even aware that
local authorities hold a Self-Build Register. In addition to which, secondary data
sources illustrate that the level of demand within the vicinity of the appeal site
substantially exceeds the level of demand on the Council’s Self-Build Register.

4.53

The Council’s own evidence base in the Central Lancashire Housing Study (2020)
found that “there is a sizeable level of demand for serviced plots…which hasn’t yet
been reflected in the Council’s own Self-Build Register” and identified that demand
could be as high as 1,929 serviced plots when national data is used as a proxy.

4.54

My analysis of the Council’s Five Year Housing Land Supply Statement (May 2020)
found evidence of a total of 49 self-build and custom housebuilding plots that the
Council anticipates delivery of within the next five years. Given the level of demand the
Housing Study (2020) identifies and the lack of an adopted or an emerging policy
position to increase delivery, it is unclear how the Council intends to address demand
without sites such as the appeal scheme.

28

Application No: 16/00633/OUTMAJ
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What is abundantly clear is that the Council need to take urgent action now to address
identified demand. The lack of any clear policy position does not negate the need to
address identified demand.
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Weight to be Attributed to the Provision of
Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding
Section 5

Introduction
5.1

The Government attaches weight to achieving the objective of significantly boosting
the supply of homes. The NPPF 2019 is clear at paragraph 59 that in order to support
the Governments objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is important
that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward and that the needs of
groups with specific housing requirements are addressed.

5.2

Paragraph 60 sets out that in order to determine the minimum number of homes
needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need assessment. It
goes on at paragraph 61 to detail that the type of housing needed for different groups
in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policy, including for
people who wish to commission or build their own homes.

5.3

The most recent assessment of housing needs for Chorley, the Housing Study (2020),
utilises secondary data sources as recommended by the PPG to undertake a more
robust assessment of demand. Having taken these into account the Council’s own
Housing Study found that “this points towards a greater level of demand than the
Council’s current self-build registers”.

5.4

In the absence of any adopted specific policy target, specific monitoring indicator or
mechanisms to address any shortfall in delivery of Self-Build and Custom Build homes,
it is unclear how the Council intend to address this level of demand within Chorley
without sites such as the appeal site.
The Weight to be Afforded to the Proposed Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding Plots

5.5

The importance of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding as a material consideration
has been reflected in a number of recent Secretary of State and appeal decisions. Of
particular interest is the amount of weight which has been afforded to the provision of
Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding plots relative to other material considerations.

Weight to be Attributed to the Provision of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding
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Brief summaries are outlined below, and the full decisions are included as Core
Documents.
Secretary of State Decision: Land off Driffield Road, Allaston Road and Court
Road, Lydney, Forest of Dean (7 November 2017) – CD10.04

5.7

The Secretary of State and Inspector set out at paragraph 6.65 of the Inspectors report
that:
“The underlying justification for the appeal proposal is that it would represent an
entirely different proposition to that provided at land East of Lydney. Development
would be in the hands of local builders rather than national or regional firms; Self-Build
provision would be made”

5.8

The Inspector continued at paragraph 6.72 to detail that
“In terms of Self-Build, it may be true that funds through lending institutions might be
more difficult and more expensive to acquire for a tailored as opposed to a
conventional mortgage. However, as a factor of Self-Build, it has to be set against the
savings which a Self-Builder would expect to achieve in overall construction costs.
Self-Build represents a small component of overall housebuilding activity and whilst
financial barriers exist it still remains within the capabilities of some who would prefer
to pursue their own project. There is nothing to suggest, despite the absence of
Government backed funding, that Self-Build on the appeal site would be unachievable”
(emphasis added).

5.9

At paragraph 169 of the Inspectors conclusions, in setting out the benefits of the
proposals he stated that:
“The proposals would not undermine the provisions of CS Policy CSP.12 and would
add to the mix and choice of housing within the town, including the provision of a
sizeable number of Self-Build plots in an area where there is a demand for such
housing. This would be consistent with the Government’s efforts to stimulate this sector
of the house building industry” (emphasis added).
Appeal Decision: Land east of Park Lane, Coalpit Heath, South Gloucestershire
(6 September 2018) – CD10.05

5.10

The Inspector found at paragraph 61 of his report that:
“There are three different components of the housing that would be delivered: market
housing, affordable housing (AH) and Custom-Build housing (CBH). They are all
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important and substantial weight should be attached to each component” (emphasis
added).
5.11

Furthermore, the Inspector was clear in his decision that:
“The fact that the much needed AH and CBH are elements that are no more than
required by policy is irrelevant – they would still comprise significant social benefits
that merit substantial weight” (emphasis added).
Appeal Decision: The Meadows, Bromsberrow Heath, Ledbury, Forest of Dean
(17 April 2019) – CD10.06

5.12

At paragraph 27 of the Inspectors report, they set out that:
“Another relevant factor is that the proposed homes would be custom or self-built, as
secured by the submitted UU, approved by the Council. The Government is actively
seeking to increase the supply of such housing as evidenced by recent legislation,
paragraph 61 of the Framework and the Planning Practice Guidance. Together they
require local planning authorities (LPAs) to establish a register of individuals and
associations of individuals who wish to acquire serviced plots of land to bring forward
self-build and custom housebuilding projects.”

5.13

At paragraph 31 they noted that “of the 42 plots which the Council says it has granted
permission for, it is relevant that 41 of them appear to have been granted via the appeal
process. Therefore, and given the lack of any clear policy within the development plan
regarding such housing or evidence of local initiatives to promote it, I do not share the
Council’s apparent confidence that the requirement would be met. In any case, what
is clear and relevant is that up to 5 custom or self-build houses would contribute
towards meeting the requirement for such housing in the area.”

5.14

In drawing their conclusions, the Inspector detailed that the Framework is an important
material consideration in all planning decisions and offers support “to meeting the
housing needs of different groups, including people wishing to build their own homes.
Those factors weigh in favour of the proposal.”
Appeal Decision: Land off Hepworth Road, Woodville (25 June 2019) – CD10.07

5.15

The Inspector set out at paragraph 22 of his report that “the Council confirms that as
at April 2019, there are 54 individuals on the Council’s Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding Register and that as of April 2019, it has permitted 4 plots in the period
since 31 October 2016. Since 31 October 2016 the Council has permitted an additional
133 single plot dwellings which have been distributed across the District. However, the
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Council has not provided any information to suggest that there are provisions in place
to ensure that any of the 133 single dwelling permissions would be developed in a
manner that accords with the legal definition of self-build and custom housebuilding in
the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (as amended).”
5.16

In weighing matters in the planning balance, at paragraph 47 he concluded that “I
attach substantial weight in terms of the economic benefits that would arise from the
provision of 30 dwellings in Woodville. The new residents that would live in these
homes are likely to use and support local services, local facilities and local businesses.
Therefore, the proposal is likely to make a positive contribution to the local economy.
The development of each property should create opportunities for local builders,
tradesmen and builder’s merchants. This has the potential to create local employment
and training opportunities“ (emphasis added).

5.17

Furthermore, paragraph 48 found that
“In terms of the social benefits, the proposal would be able to meet most of the current
demand for self and custom-build plots in the District. The appeal proposal does not
represent unnecessary development because it would greatly assist NWLDC to meet
its statutory obligations with respect to providing serviced plots for self-build and
custom-build housing. This would ensure that the proposed development plays a major
role in meeting an evidenced housing need in North West Leicestershire. Moreover,
the mix of housing types that come forward on the site would respond to the needs of
local residents in accordance with Policy H6 of the LP and paragraph 59 of the NPPF.
The overall layout of the site has been designed to ensure that a high standard of
amenity can be provided for existing and future residents in line with Policy D2 and
paragraph 127f of the NPPF. This comprises a substantial social benefit” (emphasis
added).
Appeal Decision: Green End/Heath Road, Gamlingay, South Cambridgeshire
District (23 September 2019) – CD10.08

5.18

The Inspector held at paragraph 10 of his report that:
“The appellant has put forward evidence relating to a shortfall in the delivery of SelfBuild housing, which is uncontested by the LPA. This shortfall is significant. The Parish
Council confirm there is demand within the village for this type of development. I
therefore give significant weight to this factor” (emphasis added).
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At paragraph 13 the Inspector went on to note that:
“The appellant has submitted a unilateral undertaking, which would limit the appeal
development to Self-Build housing. On this basis and for the reasons outlined above,
in this instance there are considerations that weigh heavily in favour of the
development that would justify departing from the Development Plan” (emphasis
added).
Secretary of State Decision: Land off Darnhall School Lane, Winsford, Cheshire
(4 November 2019) – CD10.09

5.20

Whilst I acknowledge that despite the Inspectors recommendation to approve the
appeal, the Secretary of State dismissed it, it is of relevance to consider the weight
attributed to self-build by both the Inspector and the Secretary of State.

5.21

At paragraph 412 of the Inspectors report, they stated that:
“The self-build plots would help meet the governments objective expressed in the
Housing White Paper and now included in the revised Framework, to support the
growth of self and custom build homes. Whilst maintaining a register of those seeking
to acquire serviced plots under Section 1 of the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding
Act 2015, to date there are no specific development permissions in CW&C to meet the
identified demand. As identified through the Council’s self-build register that amounts
to 309 households. In Xx the Council confirmed that it did not know how many selfbuild plots it had granted planning permissions for during the plan period. The extent
to which the Council has supplemented this data with secondary information, as
recommended by the Framework, was also not clear but despite Build Store’s
database identifying 443 registrants within ten miles of the appeal site, the Council
maintained that there is no demand at all in Winsford for such housing on a large
scale.”

5.22

He went on at paragraph 413 to explain that:
“I do not share the Council’s pessimism about the need for self and custom build
housing at Winsford. Its stance is largely based on conjecture rather than hard
evidence and I also note that despite government advice, emerging Policy DM20 of
the CW&CLP P2 sets no targets for self and custom-build housing nor allocates any
specific sites. The twenty-six plots on adjacent Peacock Avenue, which were
developed in such a way some years ago, suggests that such a development can be
achieved at Winsford in the right circumstances.”
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At paragraph 414 the Inspector found that:
“The self-build element would carry some social benefits in helping to respond to the
needs of a particular group, identified by the SHMA and the Government, who wish to
build their own homes…I consider that the self-build element of the scheme should
attract substantial weight” (emphasis added).

5.24

The Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector at paragraph 28 of their decision
letter where they stated that:
“The social benefits of the provision of the self-build element of the scheme should
attract substantial weight” (emphasis added).
Appeal Decision: Land West of Parsonage Road, Takeley (31 January 2020) –
CD10.10

5.25

The Inspector found at paragraph 46 of her report that:
“Identified demand for self-build plots has been demonstrated. The provision of 12
plots, being some 10% of the overall number, would help to meet that demand and the
requirements of the Self-build Act and accord with paragraph 64 of the Framework. A
mechanism to ensure that such development would meet the definition of self-build
and custom-build housing is necessary and the provisions do that” (emphasis added).

5.26

In undertaking the planning balance, the Inspector explained at paragraph 55 that:
“In light of the acute need for housing, including affordable housing demonstrated, and
the unmet demand for self-build plots, these are benefits of the proposal, which
together, weigh very heavily in its favour. This would be the case even if the appeal
development did not come forward in the five-year period and taking into account the
recent uplift in housing delivery” (emphasis added).
Appeal Decision: Land North of Nine Mile Ride, Finchampstead, Berkshire (9
April 2020) – CD10.11

5.27

I acknowledge that the Inspector dismissed the appeal, however it is of relevance to
consider the weight attributed to self-build by the Inspector.

5.28

At paragraph 117 the Inspector acknowledged that:
“There is clearly a substantial demand for this type of development. The Council’s own
Register shows that about 35% of those in Base Period 1 and 2 had a preference for
a serviced plot in Finchampstead. The appeal proposal would help meet this demand
through the 6 serviced plots that it proposes to include.”
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In undertaking the planning balance exercise and drawing together her conclusions, at
paragraph 129 the Inspector found that:
“The inclusion of 6 Self-Build and Custom-Build serviced plots would be a benefit that
would clearly meet a local demand. In the circumstances I give substantial weight to
these benefits” (emphasis added).
Conclusions on the Weight to be Attributed to the Provision of Self-Build and
Custom Housebuilding

5.30

The Council’s most recent assessment of housing need, the Housing Study (2020)
found that when consideration is given to secondary data sources in line with the
provisions of the PPG, then “this points towards a greater level of demand than the
Council’s current self-build registers”.

5.31

The evidence shows that there is a substantial demand for Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding plots within Chorley.

5.32

Secondary data sources also indicate that within a 10 mile-radius29 of the appeal site
there are 481 registrants on Buildstore’s Custom Build Register who are wishing to
create their own homes within the area and 1,874 Plot-Search subscribers, who are
seeking a serviced plot to build or commission their own home. This represents a
substantial level of demand.

5.33

In light of this, and the lack of an adopted or clear emerging policy position relating to
the delivery of self-build and custom build homes within Chorley, I consider that nothing
less than substantial weight should be afforded to the provision of up to 18 Self-Build
and Custom Build homes in the determination of this appeal.

29

The smallest site search radius that the Buildstore data allows for
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Summary and Conclusions
Section 6

6.1

Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding was first introduced into national policy through
the now superseded NPPF 2012. In its current format, the NPPF 2019, makes clear at
paragraph 59 that Councils need to make sufficient provision of land with permission
without delay to meet the needs of different groups.

6.2

It also requires at paragraph 60 that strategic policies should be informed by a local
housing need assessment and (at paragraph 61) within this context the size, type and
tenure of housing needed for different groups should be assessed and reflected in
policy, including people wishing to commission or build their own homes.

6.3

Within Chorley neither the adopted Central Lancashire Core Strategy nor the Chorley
Borough Local Plan contain any policies specifically related to the provision or delivery
of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding. Whilst emerging Policy in the form of the
Central Lancashire Local Plan Update is at issues and options stage it is currently
silent on Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding despite having been prepared in a post
Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (as amended) era.

6.4

Central Government has been clear in their objective to boost significantly Self-Build
and Custom Housebuilding delivery since at least 2011. Furthermore, the delivery of
Self-Build and Custom Build homes are now a clear national policy objective in both
the PPG and the NPPF.

6.5

The Council’s SHMA (2017) bears no reference to Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding. The most recent assessment of demand within Chorley is the Council’s
Housing Study (2020) which identifies levels of demand in the Borough for serviced
plots substantially in excess of that on the Council’s own Self-Build register, drawing
upon secondary data sources to make a more robust assessment of demand in line
with the provisions of the PPG. Key findings of the Housing Study include:
a. That the Government has long had a clear agenda for supporting and promoting
the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding sector;
b. That Ipsos Mori data shows that only one in eight of the populace are even aware
that local authority Self-Build Registers exist;
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c. An endorsement of the PPG recommendation to use secondary data sources with
reference drawn to Buildstore as a secondary data source which identified 185
individuals on their Custom Build Register and 699 Plotsearch subscribers looking
for a plot to build or commission their own home in the Borough;
d. That there is a sizeable level of demand for serviced plots which has not yet been
reflected in the Council’s own Self-Build Register;
e. That NaCSBA research shows that one in 50 of the adult population are looking to
build their own home and when this ratio is applied to Chorley then ONS data
indicates that there is a potential need for 1,929 serviced plots; and
f.

Recognition that the level of demand indicates that a policy should be developed
to promote and encourage delivery of self-build and custom housebuilding,

6.6

It concludes that when consideration is given to secondary data sources in line with
the provisions of the PPG, then “this points towards a greater level of demand than the
Council’s current self-build registers”.

6.7

Whilst the Self-Build Register is an important tool to help gauge local demand and
inform how many permissioned serviced plots need to be made available on a rolling
basis each year by the Council, it cannot predict longer term demand for plots.

6.8

Such registers only provide a short-term supply-led picture because they rely upon
people knowing about the Self-Build Register and then registering their interest. They
can therefore be a significant under-representation of latent demand. With this in mind
it is important to note that research by NaCSBA30 has shown that 8 out of 10 people
are unaware that Councils keep a Register of people interested in buying a
development plot in the local area for a Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding project.

6.9

The PPG advises that local planning authorities should use the demand data from the
Self-Build Register, supported by additional data from secondary sources, including
the SHMA, to understand and consider future need for this type of housing in their
administrative area.

6.10

Secondary data sources that I have taken from the industry leading building plot search
website Plot-Search31 operated by Buildstore, show that within a 10 mile-radius32 of
the appeal site there are 481 registrants on their Custom Build Register who are

30

Ipsos Mori polls commissioned by NaCSBA between 2014 to 2016
https://www.Buildstore.co.uk/findingland/
32
The smallest site search radius that the Buildstore data allows for
31
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wishing to create their own homes and 1,874 Plot-Search subscribers, who are seeking
a plot to either build a home or commissioning one.
6.11

Other secondary data sources, including Ipsos Mori polls33 and ONS data, indicate that
the actual demand for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding development plots in
Chorley Borough is substantially higher than indicated by the Council’s Register. Ipsos
Mori statistics have consistently shown that 1 in 50 of the adult population want to
purchase a Self-Build or Custom Build home. When taking into account Chorley
Borough’s adult population (about 95,25434 based on ONS data), it is estimated that
as many as 1,905 people may be interested in building their own home across Chorley
Borough.

6.12

True demand for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding across Chorley Borough can
therefore be expected to be substantially higher than the numbers on the Council’s
own Self-Build Register suggest, as the Council’s own evidence base in its Housing
Study (2020) concurs.

6.13

The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act (as amended) together with the PPG
require local authority’s to give suitable development permissions to provide enough
suitable serviced plots of land to meet the demand for Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding in their administrative area.

6.14

My analysis of the Council’s Five Year Housing Land Supply Statement (May 2020)
found evidence of a total of 49 self-build and custom housebuilding plots that the
Council anticipates delivery of within the next five years. It is important to view this
firstly in the context that there is no adopted nor any emerging policy mechanism for
securing increased, or indeed any, delivery of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding
plots, and secondly in the context of the Council’s own evidence base identifying that
demand could be as high as 1,929 serviced plots within the Borough.

6.15

Against the scale of demand (which has been substantiated by the Council’s own
evidence base) and the lack of a suitable strategy from the Council to address this
demand, there is no doubt in my mind that the provision of up to 18 Self-Build and
Custom Housebuilding serviced plots through the appeal proposals will make a
substantial contribution towards helping to address this identified need.

6.16

The NPPF 2019 is clear that the Government’s objective is to significantly boost the
supply of homes, and that in doing so the needs of groups with specific housing

33
34

2013, 2014, 2015 and 2016 surveys of 2,000 people aged 15+ with survey data weighted to the known population profile.
ONS population estimates by local authority based by single year of age [extracted from NOMIS 4 May 2020]
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requirements, including those who wish to build or commission their own home, must
be addressed.
6.17

In my opinion nothing less than substantial weight should be afforded to the provision
of up to 18 Self-Build and Custom Build homes in the determination of this appeal.
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Gina Day
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

foi <foi@chorley.gov.uk>
05 May 2020 12:00
Andy Moger
FOi/20/194 Acknowledgment - Self Build and Custom Housebuilding Data

Dear Andy
REQUEST FOR INFORMATION UNDER THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 2000
OUR REFERENCE: FOI/20/194
Thank you for your request under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. Please quote the above reference number
in all future correspondence.
I can confirm that we have received your request for information, and that it is being dealt with under the terms of
the Freedom of Information Act 2000 or if appropriate the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, which
requires us to respond to your enquiry within 20 working days of its receipt. You should therefore expect to receive
a response by 3 June 2020, whilst we will use endeavours to provide a response within the statutory timeframe
please note that there may be some delays due to the coronavirus (Covid‐19) pandemic.
Please note that the information provided by Chorley Borough Council is intended for your personal use. If it is your
intention to re‐use the information for commercial gain, you will need to apply to the Council for a licence to re‐use
it, under the Re‐Use of Public Sector Information Regulations 2005.
Information on the regulations can be obtained from the Office of Public Sector Information and accessed directly
on their website:
http://www.opsi.gov.uk
Yours sincerely

FOI Department
Chorley Council

From: Andy Moger <Andy.Moger@tetlow‐king.co.uk>
Sent: 04 May 2020 10:57
To: foi <foi@chorley.gov.uk>
Cc: James Stacey <James.Stacey@tetlow‐king.co.uk>; Annie Gingell <Annie.Gingell@tetlow‐king.co.uk>
Subject: Freedom of Information Request ‐ Self Build and Custom Housebuilding Data
Dear Sir/Madam,
Can you please provide the following information in line with the provisions of the Freedom of Information
Act:
1. It is understood that further to my FOI request of 6th April 2020 and your response of 20th April 2020
the number CIL Self-Build Exemptions granted within the District broken down by Base Period are
as follows:


1 April to 30 October 2016 – 19 exemptions
1
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31 October to 30 October 2017 – 36 exemptions
31 October 2017 to 30 October 2018 – 33 exemptions
31 October 2018 to 30 October 2019 – 28 exemptions

Can you please advise in relation to the figures set out above how many of these have been subject
to a CIL Form 7 Part 2? Can this information also please be broken down by Base Period?
I look forward to hearing from you. If you require any further clarification then please do not hesitate to get
in touch.
Kind regards
Andy
Andy Moger BA (Hons) MA MRTPI
Associate Director
TETLOW KING PLANNING
.

Please read our statement on COVID-19 here
T: 0117 9561916 M: 07884 667892 W: tetlow-king.co.uk
This electronic transmission is intended only for the attention of the addressee. It may contain privileged and confidential information. If you have received this
electronic transmission in error please notify us immediately by telephone, delete the transmission and destroy any hard copies. Tetlow King Planning Ltd has
used all reasonable efforts to ensure that this message and any attachments are free from viruses.

This e‐mail and any attached files are confidential and may also be legally privileged. They are intended solely for
the intended addressee. If they have come to you in error you must not use, copy or communicate them to anyone.
Please advise the sender and permanently delete the e‐mail and attachments. Please note that while Chorley
Council has policies in place requiring its staff to use e‐mail in an appropriate manner, any views expressed in this
message are those of the individual sender may not necessarily reflect the views of Chorley Council. Chorley Council
may monitor e‐mails sent or received.
This e‐mail and any attached files are confidential and may also be legally privileged. They are intended solely for
the intended addressee. If they have come to you in error you must not use, copy or communicate them to anyone.
Please advise the sender and permanently delete the e‐mail and attachments. Please note that while Chorley
Council has policies in place requiring its staff to use e‐mail in an appropriate manner, any views expressed in this
message are those of the individual sender may not necessarily reflect the views of Chorley Council. Chorley Council
may monitor e‐mails sent or received.
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foi
Andy Moger
FOI/20/157 Response
20 April 2020 12:41:22

Dear Andy
I am writing in response to your request for information under the terms of the Freedom of Information Act 2000
Please find below, the details of your request and our response in blue.
REQUEST:Can you please provide the following in line with the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act:
1. The number of individuals on the Council’s Self Build and Custom Housebuilding register in each of the following base periods:
a. Base Period 1   - up to 30.10.16 – 1 entry
b. Base Period 2   - up to 30.10.17 – 6 entries
c. Base Period 3   - up to 30.10.18 – 4 entries
d. Base Period 4    - up to 30.10.19 – 3 entries
e. Base Period 5   - up to 30.10.20 – 1 entry to date

Please note that the latest Register March 2020 shows 9 individuals, a decline as the Council has been notified that people have found self-build plots. The
latest register can be viewed here:
https://chorley.gov.uk/Documents/Chorley%20Custom%20and%20Self%20Build%20Register%20March%202020%20no%20meta.pdf

2. The number of associations of individuals on the Council’s Self Build and Custom Housebuilding register in each of the following base periods:
a. Base Period 1 - 0
b. Base Period 2 - 0
c. Base Period 3 - 0
d. Base Period 4 - 0
e. Base Period 5 - 0
3. The date on which the Council commenced its Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding register. April 2016
4. What are the Council’s entry requirements for joining its Self-Build Register.
See link to application form https://chorley.gov.uk/Documents/Planning/Planning%20Policy/Chorley%20Self%20Build%20and%20Custom%20Build%20Register%20Form%2029.07.2019.pdf

5. The number of (and application references for) Self Build and/or Custom Housebuilding permissions the Council granted in each of the following base periods:
See below
a. Base Period 1
b. Base Period 2
c. Base Period 3
d. Base Period 4
e. Base Period 5
There are currently 2 sites with planning permission for self-build plots. These are:

·         Demolition of existing buildings and erection of up to 12 detached self-build houses with double garages and associated infrastructure (Ref
No 16/00633/OUTMAJ)
at Gleadhill House Stud, Gleadhill House, Dawbers Lane, Euxton, Chorley and the Reserved matters
·         Euxton Mill – Dawbers Lane – Euxton – 8 plots - 16/00633/OUTMAJ
The following applications relate to site at Gleadhill House Stud, Gleadhill House, Dawbers Lane, Euxton (16/00633/OUTMAJ 17/00806/REMMAJ
17/01172/REM 17/01173/REM 17/01174/REM 17/01175/REM 18/00166/REM 18/00448/REM 18/00825/REM 18/00854/REM 18/01186/REM).
The following applications relate to site at Euxton Mill, Dawbers Lane, Euxton (15/00162/OUTMAJ 18/01150/REM 18/01193/REM)
Regarding the site at Gleadhill House Stud, ten of the 12 plots have been granted self-build exemption (the other 2 plots have paid CIL in full). Seven plots are
under construction (5 of these are self-build), 4 plots are complete and one plot is awaiting commencement but has requested and been granted self-build
exemption at present.
Regarding the site at Euxton Mill, there are 8 plots in total, 4 of which currently have been given self-build exemption. This figure includes a plot which is 2
original plots combined. The remaining plots have not been started.
There are also self-build exemptions from CIL within the borough as follows:
·         1 April to 30 October 2016 – 19 exemptions
·         31 October to 30 October 2017 – 36 exemptions
·         31 October 2017 to 30 October 2018 – 33 exemptions
31 October 2018 to 30 October 2019 – 28 exemptions
6. How does the Council monitor Self Build and Custom Housebuilding permissions and completions – housing monitoring and CIL (self build exemption) records.
7. How does the Council alert individuals and associations of individuals on its Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Register to any self-build and custom
housebuilding permissions it grants. By email
8. How has the Council publicised the existence of its Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Register. On its website – see Web links to Q1 and Q4 above
9. If the Council has publicised the existence of its Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding register, when did this take place. As above
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I hope the information provided here answers your enquiry. If however, you are unhappy with the outcome, or the way in which Chorley Council has handled your
request, you may wish to make an appeal. This can be done in writing to the Director of Governance, Chorley Council, Town Hall, Market Street, Chorley, PR7 1DP, or by
e-mail to: foi@chorley.gov.uk clearly stating your reasons for dissatisfaction. Please quote the above reference number in all correspondence.
If your appeal is not upheld or you remain dissatisfied with our decision, you can complain to the Information Commissioner by completing their complaints form which
can be found at:
https://ico.org.uk/make-a-complaint/your-personal-information-concerns/personal-information-concerns/personal-information-concerns-report/
The completed form may be submitted by e-mail to casework@ico.org.uk or by post to Customer Contact, Information Commissioner’s Officer, Wycliffe House, Water
Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9 5AF.
Please note that the information provided by Chorley Borough Council is intended for your personal use. If it is your intention to re-use the information for commercial
gain, you will need to apply to the Council for a licence to re-use it, under the Re-Use of Public Sector Information Regulations 2005.
Yours sincerely
FOI
Chorley Council
( 01257 515151 | 8 chorley.gov.uk
Come and enjoy a great day out for all generation of the family at Chorley Flower Show on 27 and 28 July – for more info and advance tickets click here.
You can make service requests online at chorley.gov.uk, and it’s even faster if you use 'My Account'

This e-mail and any attached files are confidential and may also be legally privileged. They are intended solely for the intended addressee. If they have come to
you in error you must not use, copy or communicate them to anyone. Please advise the sender and permanently delete the e-mail and attachments. Please note
that while Chorley Council has policies in place requiring its staff to use e-mail in an appropriate manner, any views expressed in this message are those of the
individual sender may not necessarily reflect the views of Chorley Council. Chorley Council may monitor e-mails sent or received.
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Gina Day
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

foi <foi@chorley.gov.uk>
09 April 2020 11:18
Andy Moger
FOI/20/157 - Self Build and Custom Housebuilding Data

Dear Andy
REQUEST FOR INFORMATION UNDER THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 2000
OUR REFERENCE: FOI/20/157
Thank you for your request under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. Please quote the above reference number
in all future correspondence.
I can confirm that we have received your request for information, and that it is being dealt with under the terms of
the Freedom of Information Act 2000 or if appropriate the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, which
requires us to respond to your enquiry within 20 working days of its receipt. You should therefore expect to receive
a response by 04 May 2020, whilst we will use endeavours to provide a response within the statutory timeframe
please note that there may be some delays due to the coronavirus (Covid‐19) pandemic.
Please note that the information provided by Chorley Borough Council is intended for your personal use. If it is your
intention to re‐use the information for commercial gain, you will need to apply to the Council for a licence to re‐use
it, under the Re‐Use of Public Sector Information Regulations 2005.
Information on the regulations can be obtained from the Office of Public Sector Information and accessed directly
on their website:
http://www.opsi.gov.uk
Yours sincerely

FOI Department
Chorley Council

From: Andy Moger <Andy.Moger@tetlow‐king.co.uk>
Sent: 06 April 2020 13:35
To: foi <foi@chorley.gov.uk>
Cc: James Stacey <James.Stacey@tetlow‐king.co.uk>; Annie Gingell <Annie.Gingell@tetlow‐king.co.uk>
Subject: Freedom of Information Request ‐ Self Build and Custom Housebuilding Data
Dear Sir/Madam,
Can you please provide the following in line with the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act:
1. The number of individuals on the Council’s Self Build and Custom Housebuilding register in each of the
following base periods:
a. Base Period 1
b. Base Period 2
c. Base Period 3
1
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d. Base Period 4
e. Base Period 5
2. The number of associations of individuals on the Council’s Self Build and Custom Housebuilding register in
each of the following base periods:
a. Base Period 1
b. Base Period 2
c. Base Period 3
d. Base Period 4
e. Base Period 5
3. The date on which the Council commenced its Self‐Build and Custom Housebuilding register.
4. What are the Council’s entry requirements for joining its Self‐Build Register.
5. The number of (and application references for) Self Build and/or Custom Housebuilding permissions the
Council granted in each of the following base periods:
a. Base Period 1
b. Base Period 2
c. Base Period 3
d. Base Period 4
e. Base Period 5
6. How does the Council monitor Self Build and Custom Housebuilding permissions and completions.
7. How does the Council alert individuals and associations of individuals on its Self‐Build and Custom
Housebuilding Register to any self‐build and custom housebuilding permissions it grants.
8. How has the Council publicised the existence of its Self‐Build and Custom Housebuilding Register.
9. If the Council has publicised the existence of its Self‐Build and Custom Housebuilding register, when did this
take place.
I look forward to hearing from you
Kind regards
Andy
Andy Moger BA (Hons) MA MRTPI
Associate Director
TETLOW KING PLANNING
.

Please read our statement on COVID-19 here
Unit 2, Eclipse Office Park, High Street, Staple Hill, Bristol, BS16 5EL
T: 0117 9561916 M: 07884 667892 W: tetlow-king.co.uk

_

_

_

.

This electronic transmission is intended only for the attention of the addressee. It may contain privileged and confidential information. If you have received this
electronic transmission in error please notify us immediately by telephone, delete the transmission and destroy any hard copies. Tetlow King Planning Ltd has
used all reasonable efforts to ensure that this message and any attachments are free from viruses.

This e‐mail and any attached files are confidential and may also be legally privileged. They are intended solely for
the intended addressee. If they have come to you in error you must not use, copy or communicate them to anyone.
Please advise the sender and permanently delete the e‐mail and attachments. Please note that while Chorley
Council has policies in place requiring its staff to use e‐mail in an appropriate manner, any views expressed in this
2
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message are those of the individual sender may not necessarily reflect the views of Chorley Council. Chorley Council
may monitor e‐mails sent or received.
This e‐mail and any attached files are confidential and may also be legally privileged. They are intended solely for
the intended addressee. If they have come to you in error you must not use, copy or communicate them to anyone.
Please advise the sender and permanently delete the e‐mail and attachments. Please note that while Chorley
Council has policies in place requiring its staff to use e‐mail in an appropriate manner, any views expressed in this
message are those of the individual sender may not necessarily reflect the views of Chorley Council. Chorley Council
may monitor e‐mails sent or received.

3
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Self-Build and Custom-Build
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07 May 2014
Volume 580
Motion made, and Question proposed, That this House do now adjourn.—(Gavin Barwell.)
 6.22 pm

Mr Richard Bacon (South Norfolk) (Con)
It is a great pleasure to have an Adjournment debate on the importance of self-build and
custom-build housing, and particularly to do so in national self-build week, so may I start by
thanking you, Mr Speaker, for allowing this debate in national self-build week?
Grand Designs Live has been taking place at the ExCeL centre in the last few days and has
had over 100,000 visitors, and I know that a number of Department for Communities and
Local Government Ministers have attended the event, which was greatly appreciated. It was
an excellent thing to support. I also want at the outset to give credit to Mr Ted Stevens for all
his work in this area. He runs the National Self Build Association, NaSBA, and he has done
much, against the odds, to promote this sector and help people understand that building
their own property, or getting a piece of land and getting somebody to build a property for
them, is possible.
My interest is as the recent founder and chairman of the new all-party group on self-build,
custom-build and independent housebuilding. I should also say at the outset that the term
“self-build” is in some ways perhaps almost uniquely unhelpful as it immediately creates the
impression that everyone who wishes to do this has to learn how to become a plumber or an
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electrician or a joiner, and that simply is not the case. Probably the best denition I have
come across was in a paper by Alex Morton, then of Policy Exchange, called “A Right to Build:
Local homes for local people.” I should say that Alex Morton has done a great deal to
promote the interests of this sector and to draw the Government’s attention to its value. In
answer to the question about what we mean by self-build, he stated:
“The notion of self-build…does not mean that the entire process is handled by a single
individual from start to end. It means that an individual or family has had serious input in the
design and construction of a house, a house they then live in for a prolonged period of time.”
At the moment, part of self-build’s image in this country is as running on a spectrum from the
“muesli fringe” to the eccentric wealthy wives of hedge fund managers. Those elements do
exist, and I say nothing against either of them. We might say that what the muesli fringe are
trying to do with community-led, bottom-up solutions is reach for ways of dealing with
housing problems in an environment in which they feel powerless. What I would like to do,
and what I would like to see the Government do, is make it even easier for their voices to be
heard. The idea of a muesli fringe at one end and hedge fund managers’ wives at the other is
a caricature. Self-builders make up an important but small part of the housing market, with
about one in 10 houses being built in that way.
The self-build market is divided into a number of different components. Perhaps the most
established is what we might even call the “established market”, comprising people in their
40s, 50s or early 60s who already own a property and have the cash available to buy a plot,
and whose typical budget is in the region of £250,000 to £350,000. Such people are
primarily driven by the opportunity to have the home they really want and to reduce running
costs. A moot point, which we might deal with later, is why the big national house builders,
the top 10 of which are responsible for 50,000 houses a year, do not already build houses
that have extremely low running costs. They build houses that have lower running costs than
the ones they were building 20 years ago, but it is possible to build a house that costs £200 a
year to run, as I found when I visited a Passivhaus in my constituency that was built by the
excellent Saffron Housing Trust. As I was told that, I thought that that is exactly the sum we
pay out on the winter fuel allowance each year, and it would be much better to have homes
that cost little to heat rather than paying so much money to people to insulate poorly
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constructed and insulated homes of an old design. Of course this goes further than that
because, as anyone who has watched “Grand Designs” will know, it is possible to build a
house that actually makes people money—it makes an income because it is so fuel-efcient.
The sector I just described, the more established market, is only one part of the self-build
market—or the interest for self-build, as I should call it. The potential boom that could arise
in self-build will be driven by a different group of people: a younger generation in their 20s,
30s and perhaps 40s, many of whom are struggling to afford a new home and have much
smaller budgets, perhaps of £100,000 or up to £200,000. Such people will be driven by the
opportunity to have a say in the home they really want, but mainly by the affordability
benet.
One of the most important aspects of this debate is the idea that self-building is an eccentric
or odd activity, because in fact the UK is the outlier. Nearly all the other countries in the
developed world do this much better than we do. In Denmark 40% to 45% of houses are
constructed in this way. In France and Germany, countries that are in many ways
comparable to the UK, although France has a bit more land, the gure is more like 50% to
60%. The gure for Sweden is 65% and even the gure for little Austria is 80% or higher. The
issue is the structure of our entire market and how difcult that makes it for anyone who
would like to self-build to get things off the ground. People often do not have a real or
effective choice that they can turn into a reality; it is an aspiration rather than a reality in
many cases.
That brings me to the issue of choice in the marketplace. When we ask what people spend
most of their money on, we nd that for nearly all of us it is where we live, whether we are
renting or buying, yet more genuine choice exists in the market for beer, apples or perhaps
even toothpaste than in the market for housing. It is an extraordinary paradox that where
people spend the most money, they also have the least choice. That happens because of a
collision of at least three important facts. The rst fact is land—they have stopped making
it. There is no land any more—there is a permanent scarcity of land, which leads to fact No.
2: the planning system. There is a plethora of rules and regulations that have been
developed over many decades to deal with that scarcity. Thankfully, the Government have
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slimmed down the planning regulations from an indigestible 1,300 or 1,400 pages to
something that the lay person can begin to read and get their head round. That was very
much overdue, and I give enormous credit to the Government for doing so.
The system still has to cope, whether there is a 52-page policy framework or whether there
are hundreds and hundreds of pages. It has to deal with the intrinsic issue of the tension
between competing land uses. Fact No. 3 is the nature of the stock market and our very open
capital markets. I mentioned earlier that the top 10 house builders do about 50,000 houses
a year; the top 25, including the next 15, do another 25,000. The top 25 are responsible for
about 74,000 or 75,000 houses a year. Because they are large and publicly quoted, they
have relatively easy access to the capital that they need. They buy up the land that they need
to build, and sit on it, land banking it in some cases for years.
“Land banking” is something of a misnomer, because it implies that people buy the land, but
they do not always do so. What they often do is buy the option to buy it. They pay a
landowner a sum for the right to buy the land for a specied period in future, and by doing so
they can obtain the advantages of owning the land—crucially, preventing anyone else from
owning it or even trying to buy it—without the inconvenience and cost of capital outlay. That
approach, from their point of view, is much more exible.
The current system does not give large house builders an incentive to become long-term
place makers and place shapers. I do not blame large, national house builders for acting as
they do: they are merely acting rationally within the constraints of the system. In fact, one
could say that large-scale house builders are not so much incentivised as required by the
current system to take as short-term a view as possible. They have to get in, build the houses
and sell them. They have to pay as small a contribution as they can get away with towards
the infrastructure; then they have to get out.
What is the result? Kevin McCloud, the presenter of “Grand Designs” who spoke at a packed
all-party meeting—I am pleased that DCLG Ministers attended—said:
“The consumer has been on the receiving end of a pretty poor deal. We build some of the
poorest performing, most expensive and smallest homes in Europe. That’s not something to
celebrate.”
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It could be quite different. According to Ipsos MORI, 53% of the adult population would like
to build a house at some stage in their life, and 30% would like to do so in the next 15 years.
Some 14% are researching how and what to do, and whether they can nance it. More than 1
million people want to buy a site and start building in the next 12 months.
Much of that is aspirational thinking demand rather than actualised demand, if I can put it
that way without getting too Hegelian. The fact is that it is very, very difcult. If someone
tries, the rst thing they encounter is some ofcial at the council saying, “Have you done the
archaeological survey?” They will say, “I’m sorry, I didn’t know that I needed to do an
archaeological survey.” At every stage, the process is made as difcult as possible. The two
key issues are the availability of land for purchase by individuals and nance. I pay tribute to
Lloyds bank, which helped to sponsor the report published by the university of York a year
ago. That report was entitled “Build-it-yourself? Understanding the changing landscape of
the UK self-build market”. Stephen Noakes, who is a senior ofcial at Lloyds bank and head
of mortgages, came to our last meeting with DCLG Ministers.
The university of York report points out—and Mr Noakes from Lloyds bank dwelt on this—the
need to create structures that de-risk the process and make it easier for nanciers to come in
and take a serious interest and a serious stake in this space.
The university of York report states:
“Both individual and group self-build are characterised throughout by uncertainty. In part
this is due to the components of self-build being organised as a series of silos and
disjunctures. Each step (land acquisition, design, planning, nance etc.) is often taken
without any certainty that subsequent steps will be realised. Uncertainty brings delay and
sometimes additional costs. Few steps have been taken towards forging more integrated
approaches, but these could bring signicant benets in terms of greater certainty, less risk,
control of costs and speed of completion.”
A variety of different mechanisms might be used for that. Off-site construction, which is now
a completely different world from what it was when we spoke pejoratively of prefabs 50 years
ago, is one such example. The Passivhaus that I mentioned earlier, which I visited in my
constituency, had triple-glazed windows that were constructed off-site and installed as
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completed units. Why is it that all house builders in this country do not as a matter of
standard policy install triple-glazed windows, because it would be much better and much
more energy efcient in the long term?
The Government’s response so far has been quite encouraging. The announcement in the
Budget, which did not get a huge amount of coverage, but which I was enormously excited
by, was for £150 million to help councils to develop serviced plots. A serviced plot is what it
sounds like. It is a plot where, instead of being a scruffy piece of land where people cannot
see which bit they own and which bit they do not, the difcult bits have already been done.
The roads and sewers have been constructed and the foul and fresh water have been
connected for the housing, as have the electricity and the gas. There is a lot of experience of
that on the continent. In the Netherlands, where this has been done in Almere, which is just
opposite Amsterdam on the other side of the IJsselmeer, if 100 serviced plots are put on the
market at the same time, people queue through the night, like they do outside Harrods
before the January sale, for the chance to buy one.
There is enormous pent-up demand in this country as well, but it just does not know where to
go or how to get a foothold. That is why the Government’s initiative to promote the
development of more serviced plots, essentially to take steps towards a much more
integrated approach, is so important. It is—I say advisedly—only £150 million. I would have
preferred it if it had been even more, but it is not nothing. It will do a considerable amount
for the self-build sector. It will make a big difference in the next couple of years. I fully expect
it to be a success, particularly as the money is recyclable. The money has to be put in for the
plot. Simple mathematics tell us that £150 million for 10,000 plots is £15,000 a plot, but the
money is returned, and it can be used again. That is the great attraction of this approach. I
hope that once it has proved successful, as I am sure that it will, the Government will take
this considerably further.
What I had not appreciated when I started getting interested in this was the breadth of
possibilities of self-build and custom-build. My rst interest in the sector was spawned by
representing a very rural constituency where many young couples simply cannot imagine
how they will get on the housing ladder, let alone in the village where they grew up, have a
stake in their own community, own their own house and start a family there in the way that
they saw their parents do.
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The multiple of average income that is required to buy an average house is now nine times,
when years ago it was three or four times. The position has got a lot worse even in the past
10 years or so. One has only to look at the decline in the proportion of people who own a
house to see how desperate many young people must feel and how difcult they must regard
the future in terms of achieving what their parents achieved, which they might have thought
that they, too, would be able to achieve.
I have begun to realise that the potential is much wider. I pay particular tribute to Stella
Clarke, who runs the Community Self Build Agency in the Bristol area and who came to one of
our all-party group meetings with Kevin McCloud, for nding young men from ethnic
minorities, who might have been rioting ve or 10 years ago, and getting them to the point
where they are building a stake in their own community. This is not necessarily about
everyone learning how to become a plumber or an electrician, but it is also true that this
space does present enormous opportunities for the skills agenda.
Saffron housing association, in addition to doing great work locally, has launched an
apprenticeship scheme for micro-businesses that nd it too difcult to take on the
administration of having an apprentice. It has taken 20 students from Diss high school and
said to the micro-businesses, “We will handle all the paperwork for you to have an
apprentice. You just take the apprentice.” The scheme has been so successful that the
Minister for Skills and Enterprise who is responsible for apprenticeships has been to see it.
The scheme will be repeated again this year.
I do not think for one moment that we will all learn how to become plumbers, electricians
and joiners, but we should not underestimate the scheme’s potential to help people who
have felt marginalised, disaffected and cut out to have a stake in society. They can physically
help in the process of building their own stake in society.
Berlin has gone further and proved that this movement can be done at scale, which is why I
plan to take a group of parliamentarians and others to Berlin at the end of next month. It is
not simply a case of 50 units here, or 100 units there. Some 190,000 dwellings have been
constructed in Berlin by self-build and custom-build groups. What is fascinating in Berlin is
that the municipality—the local council or the Berlin senate—actively seeks to help. For
example, a group of parents will come together and say to the local council that they want
to build a block of apartments with a garden in the middle and a school. The social glue that
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holds them together is the fact that their children all have some special need. The parents
have a common interest in developing something that meets their children’s needs. The local
council will say, “How can we help you?” If it can be done there, it can be done here. In
Berlin, a group of 25 women between the ages of 60 and 70 decided that they wanted to
build an apartment block together. They are friends, and if one of them goes into hospital to
have a hip replacement, she has 24 friends whom she knows will be there to look after her
dog.
The building group model has tremendous possibilities, and the fact that this does not simply
mean private individuals for private ownership is under-appreciated. I am a huge supporter
of private individuals owning private property and having their own stake in society, but this
model has been used successfully in the Netherlands, Berlin and elsewhere for community
groups, rent and shared ownership. The possibilities are very broad indeed.
The possibilities for institutional investment are much broader than might rst have been
realised. If an institutional investor wants to gain exposure to the residential housing market,
their option is to buy shares in one of the large national house builders. However, as Saffron
housing has proved recently, it is possible even for a small to medium-sized housing
association to launch a bond. Saffron recently launched a £125 million bond, which will be
drawn down in stages over the next 30 years or so to nance its development programme. If
there is an appetite among institutional investors for investing in that sort of vehicle, it is
quite possible that if we gave those investors, who anyway have a need to invest for the long
term, the opportunity to invest directly in unlocking land and infrastructure, there would be a
considerable response, particularly if it were done in a way that coupled their investment
horizon needs in a way that enabled place making to occur rather than simply the
construction of housing units.
Share

Paul Uppal (Wolverhampton South West) (Con)
My hon. Friend is making a compelling speech. I worked in commercial property real estate
for 20 years before I came to this place, and the holy grail, particularly on residential
property, is to get institutional investment owing inwards to residential developments. May
I just say that that is a non-political point? It is the crucial issue if we are to get housing
balanced within the UK.
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Mr Bacon
I am delighted by my hon. Friend’s supportive intervention. I believe that that is achievable,
as there is institutional appetite and institutional demand out there. The thing that I nd
extraordinary about the current residential housing market, which to me proves that there is
a systemic problem, is that we seem either to be almost in a state of sclerosis, with almost
nothing happening and all the land on which anything might happen being optioned up to
the hilt by large-scale house builders, so that individuals and small commuter groups can
simply cannot get hold of it, or to be almost perpetually talking about the next housing
bubble and how we need to dampen down demand.
On that point, I do not believe that the Help to Buy scheme has been a contributor to any
putative housing bubble. I feared when it was launched that that would be the case, and we
considered the issue in detail in the Public Accounts Committee when we took evidence from
Sir Bob Kerslake as permanent secretary at the Department for Communities and Local
Government. It is absolutely clear, and would be to anyone who considered the evidence,
that the Help to Buy scheme has not contributed in any signicant way to a housing bubble.
The housing market cannot function as it should, in a reasonably non-volatile way, if we
swing between these wild extremes of inactivity and housing bubbles when the need for
people to have a roof over their heads does not go away. It is a sustainable long-term need
that ought to be capable of being met through institutional investment that is, after all,
looking for a long-term sustainable return. I do not think that it is beyond the wit of man or
woman to link those two, and there are interesting possibilities, although in this short debate
I shall not have time to explore them fully.
After the Budget, I stopped an aide of the Prime Minister in the corridor to thank him for the
£150 million provided in the Budget for serviced plots. When I explained that it was for selfbuild and the nascent but not yet legalised right to build that we want to see, his instant
response was to say, “Oh, I want to do that.” The number of people I have conversations with
who say, “Oh, I have always wanted to do that,” is why I believe the Ipsos MORI gures.
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There is a difference between having an aspiration and being able to do something about it
and there is such a big gap between the two because of the structure of our housing market,
which does not really meet customers’ needs. The Government have made an enormously
important start with this £150 million. This approach could become the new normal, but the
fundamental shift that we need is to start treating the building of houses as if customers
mattered.
Share
 6.47 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government (Kris Hopkins)
I congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for South Norfolk (Mr Bacon) on securing this
debate and pay tribute to him for his work as chairman of the new all-party group on selfbuild, custom-build and independent housebuilding. I appreciated the opportunity to
address the all-party group a few months ago. Let me also put on record my appreciation for
the massive contribution that Ted Stevens has made to the custom-build and self-build
industry, driving it forward positively.
As we have heard, my hon. Friend is very passionate about this issue and is a persuasive
advocate of custom and self-build housing. He has rightly highlighted the huge potential
that broad sector has to help support the need to build more houses in this country. The
debate could not be better timed. As he mentioned, we are in the middle of the second
national custom and self-build week, which was launched on Saturday by my right hon.
Friend the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government at Grand Designs Live.
That is an initiative that my Department is delighted to support, as it draws national
attention to the huge potential of this form of housing to become a mainstream housing
option for any aspiring home owner in this country.
Why does this question matter to the Government and why do we support the sector? Unlike
the previous Administration, who did absolutely nothing to support self-builders and custombuilders in this country, the Government are committed to and are offering strong support to
this part of the sector. We face a huge challenge in building the number of homes that are
needed, and we must look at all opportunities to stimulate that supply. Supporting more
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self-build and custom-build housing is part of a much bigger package of housing supply
initiatives the Government are introducing to get more homes built. Some 165,000 affordable
houses will be completed next year to add to the housing supply. We have just closed on bids
to deliver another 170,000 houses in the years to 2018. We have allocated some £1 billion to
deliver 10,000 houses in the private rented sector and we have launched a prospectus to
encourage councils to bid for £300 million to deliver housing across the sector.
My hon. Friend kindly mentioned the Help to Buy scheme, and I agree that it is a huge
encouragement to enable people to get on the housing ladder. Some gures have been
issued in the last 24 hours that are pertinent to the debate. Under the Help to Buy scheme,
the average mortgage is £145,000 with an average deposit of £36,000. While it is a vital part
of our offer on housing, it constitutes only 2% of transactions, and I do not believe it is
fuelling a bubble.
Many people would love to own their own home. As my hon. Friend said, research by Ipsos
MORI has shown that more than 1 million people want to do so in the immediate future. That
strong level of interest is not surprising. Custom-build and self-build housing offers people
more choice and the ability to design a home to suit their own needs, leading to greener and
better designed homes. In many cases, that is more affordable than buying a home in the
conventional way. A report published by Lloyds Banking Group concluded that self-builders
can save between 20% and 25% on the cost of an equivalent home on the open market, a
crucial saving for those who are trying to get on the housing ladder.
There are wider benets. A strong custom-build sector helps diversity and strengthens our
house building industry, bringing new opportunities for medium and small house builders. It
can also speed up the supply of new homes where there is strong demand for plots. It
sustains and creates new jobs and supports local economies. As my hon. Friend said, it helps
young people who are going into apprenticeships and vocational jobs—an important part of
the economy—which are facilitated by this type of build.
Let us be clear. The custom-build sector already makes an important contribution to our
housing supply with around one in every 10 homes being built or commissioned by
individuals. That is much more than many volume builders are already building. It is
important to say that custom-build and self-build are already facilitating a turnover of
around £4 billion per year.
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There is signicant growth potential in the sector. Among our European neighbours, more
than half of all new homes are built and commissioned by self-builders—about 60% in
Germany and more than 80% in Austria. We must do more to facilitate that, which is why we
have looked at our national planning policy framework for land to ensure that councils can
assess and plan for the needs of people who want to build their own homes. I encourage my
hon. Friend and the all-party group to contribute to the call by Nathalie Elphicke and Keith
House for evidence on how to get and utilise more local authority land for building houses.
As has been mentioned, there is a real challenge in securing nance. We have launched a
£30 million custom-build homes fund to provide repayable nance for larger custom-build
developments. We have given self-build groups access to some £65 million under the
affordable housing guarantee programme. We are engaging with lenders to ensure that
there are more self-build mortgages available in the sector.
This Government now have a strong reputation for removing red tape. Self-builders are now
exempt from the community infrastructure levy, potentially saving them thousands of pounds
on individual projects. We have just nished consulting on a similar policy to change section
106 charges. We have also simplied design and access statements and made it easier to
change the use of buildings to housing, which the industry has welcomed.
An important aspect is making sure that we can get advice out to consumers and
developers. We have worked with the custom and self-build sector to launch an online portal
to provide better information for self-builders. It has received more than 35 million hits and
now attracts about 20,000 new users each month. That is fantastic progress and a clear
demonstration of the interest in this sector. We were delighted to be able to secure Kevin
McCloud as the new industry champion. He is doing an excellent job in raising public
awareness of the benets of custom-build. We have worked closely with the National Self
Build Association to facilitate a range of new guides and advice to councils, developers and
consumers on self-build and custom-build housing.
We have had some successes to date. There are up to 5,000 new plots in the pipeline and
many new projects coming forward across the country, with thousands more to come. Some
60 councils have brought forward land and new initiatives, including Stoke, Cherwell,
Woking, Hereford, Cambridge and Newcastle. We now have 26 lenders who are interested in
this sector—10 more than in 2011. We have cut red tape, as I mentioned, and put portals in
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place to make sure that people have access to information. Making custom-build a
mainstream housing option is very important for this Government, but we recognise that
there is still a long way to go in doing so. The next step is to end the myths about this sector,
and that will be a signicant move forward.
In the Budget, we made some major commitments to driving this forward. I recognise and
appreciate my hon. Friend’s comments about the consultation that is about to take place on
right to build. That proposal recognises that some councils already provide land for custombuild, in response to local demand. We want to encourage that further. We will identify a
small number of councils that want to act as vanguards to test how the right-to-build model
would work in practice. We have been very generous, I might say, in providing £150 million in
repayable nance. As he said, there is the potential for more if we can get the traction we
need. The idea that we can recycle that money is extremely important. We want to get those
shovel-ready plots out there delivering 10,000 custom-build houses.
Share

Mr Bacon
My hon. Friend mentioned a couple of points that I want to test him on. The community
infrastructure levy was removed from self-builders, rightly, although that creates a nancial
incentive for local councils to be less keen on self-build because they do not get the benet.
Does he agree that it is absolutely vital to hold the feet of local councils to the re in fullling
the duty that has now been placed on them to measure demand for self-build and to say
what they are going to do about it?
Does the Minister also think that there is scope for encouraging enlightened national house
builders with large land banks—some of which are at an advanced stage and some of which
are less so—to make a proportion of that development available for self-build? If they did,
they would probably sell them rapidly and that would encourage them to do more.
Share
 7.00 pm
Motion lapsed (Standing Order No. 9(3)).
Motion made, and Question proposed, That this House do now adjourn.—(Gavin Barwell.)
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Kris Hopkins
On councils, my hon. Friend will forgive me if I leave contemplations about the community
infrastructure levy to the planning Minister, the Under-Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government, my hon. Friend the Member for Grantham and Stamford (Nick Boles).
What I would say, as a former council leader myself, is that, in the majority of cases, we are
building houses for people who live in those communities. Really strong leadership is about
understanding demand and this particular way of responding to it. I want more councils to
embrace that and we need to encourage them to do so. We need to provide leadership from
this House by offering guidance through the right to build and other measures that
demonstrate that there is a clear outcome for communities and the individuals who live
there.
I have seen lots of evidence that the major builders are not land banking, but that does not
mean that there is not huge potential, particularly for local authorities that own a vast
amount of land. I encourage my hon. Friend the Member for South Norfolk to respond to the
call for evidence from Elphicke and House, which I think will begin to shape the debate about
this part of the housing offer, which will be facilitated by the local authorities that own that
land.
I have touched on the Budget. We want to look at how we can extend the Help to Buy equity
loan scheme. High-level conversations are being held about how we can facilitate that and
we will make further announcements in the future. It is important to make sure that we
provide support to the sector through Help to Buy and, in particular, to understand the
demands of the sector. Money will be released in stages for a custom-built house, while it is
usually released in one transaction for a conventional build.
I wholeheartedly agree with my hon. Friend that custom and self-build should be—and I
hope will be through our efforts—a mainstream housing option in this country. Given the
Government’s measures and the support of my hon. Friend in challenging the myths about
custom and self-build, I believe we are rmly on the path of realising that ambition. I again
thank him for securing this debate and look forward to working with him and other hon.
Members to help support this important sector and enable more people to realise their
ambition to build their own home.
Question put and agreed to.
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 7.03 pm
House adjourned.

Division 264
7 May 2014
That this draft Licensing Act 2003 (Mandatory Conditions) Order 2014, which was
laid before this House on 9 April, be approved.
The House divided:

Ayes: 313
Noes: 205
Question accordingly agreed to.
View Details

Share
© Parliamentary Copyright
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Appendix 3
The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act (2015)
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Explanatory Notes have been produced to assist in the
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ELIZABETH II

c. 17

Self-build and Custom Housebuilding
Act 2015
2015 CHAPTER 17
An Act to place a duty on certain public authorities to keep a register of
individuals and associations of individuals who wish to acquire serviced plots
of land to bring forward self-build and custom housebuilding projects and to
place a duty on certain public authorities to have regard to those registers in
carrying out planning and other functions.
[26th March 2015]

B

E IT ENACTED by the Queen’s most Excellent Majesty, by and with the advice and
consent of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, and Commons, in this present
Parliament assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:—

1

Registers of persons seeking to acquire land to build a home
(1)

Each relevant authority must keep a register of—
(a) individuals, and
(b) associations of individuals (including bodies corporate that exercise
functions on behalf of associations of individuals),
who are seeking to acquire serviced plots of land in the authority’s area in
order to build houses for those individuals to occupy as homes.

(2)

Each relevant authority must publicise its register under this section.

(3)

Relevant authorities are—
(a) district councils;
(b) county councils in England so far as they are councils for an area for
which there are no district councils;
(c) London borough councils;
(d) the Common Council of the City of London;
(e) the Council of the Isles of Scilly.
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(4)

The Broads Authority is the relevant authority for the whole of its area, to the
exclusion of any authority mentioned in subsection (3).

(5)

A National Park authority in England is the relevant authority for the whole of
its area, to the exclusion of any authority mentioned in subsection (3).

(6)

Regulations may—
(a) provide for specified public authorities, or specified descriptions of
public authorities, to be relevant authorities for specified areas in
England, and
(b) provide for such an authority to be the relevant authority for its area to
the exclusion of any other authority.

(7)

For the purposes of this section the area of the Common Council includes the
Inner Temple and the Middle Temple.

(8)

The Schedule makes provision in relation to registers under this section.

2

Duty as regards registers
(1)

Each of the authorities mentioned in subsection (2) must have regard to each
register under section 1 that relates to its area when carrying out the functions
mentioned in subsection (4).

(2)

The authorities referred to in subsection (1) are—
(a) county councils in England;
(b) district councils;
(c) London borough councils;
(d) the Common Council of the City of London (in its capacity as a local
authority);
(e) the Sub-Treasurer of the Inner Temple (in that person’s capacity as a
local authority);
(f) the Under-Treasurer of the Middle Temple (in that person’s capacity as
a local authority);
(g) the Council of the Isles of Scilly;
(h) the Broads Authority;
(i) National Park authorities in England;
(j) such other public authorities, or descriptions of public authority, as
may be specified.

(3)

Regulations under subsection (2)(j) that specify public authorities, or
descriptions of public authority, are to specify the areas in England that are
those authorities’ areas for the purposes of this section.

(4)

The functions referred to in subsection (1) are functions relating to—
(a) planning;
(b) housing;
(c) the disposal of any land of the authority;
(d) regeneration.
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3

Guidance
(1)

A relevant authority must have regard to any guidance issued by the Secretary
of State when exercising any function conferred or imposed by or under
section 1 or the Schedule.

(2)

An authority mentioned in section 2(2) must have regard to any guidance
issued by the Secretary of State when exercising the duty imposed by section
2, including guidance about identifying functions affected by the duty.

4

Regulations
(1)

A statutory instrument containing regulations under—
(a) section 1,
(b) section 2, or
(c) paragraph 6 of the Schedule,
(whether alone or with other provision) may not be made unless a draft of the
instrument has been laid before and approved by a resolution of each House of
Parliament.

(2)

A statutory instrument containing regulations under—
(a) section 5, or
(b) the Schedule apart from paragraph 6,
is subject to annulment in pursuance of a resolution of either House of
Parliament.

(3)

Regulations under this Act, apart from regulations under section 6, may
include incidental, supplementary, consequential, transitional, transitory or
saving provision.

5

Interpretation
In this Act—
“house” includes a dwelling that forms part of a building;
“relevant authority” has the meaning given by section 1;
“regulations” means regulations made by the Secretary of State by
statutory instrument;
“serviced plot of land” means a plot of land which satisfies such
requirements about utilities and other matters as may be specified;
“specified” means specified by regulations.

6

Extent, commencement and short title
(1)

This Act extends to England and Wales.

(2)

This section comes into force on the day this Act is passed.

(3)

The other provisions of this Act come into force on such day or days as
regulations may appoint; and different days may be appointed for different
purposes.

(4)

This Act may be cited as the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015.
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Schedule — Registers under section 1

SCHEDULE

Section 1

REGISTERS UNDER SECTION 1
Introductory
1

Regulations may make provision in relation to registers under section 1.

The registers
2

(1) The regulations may include provision about—
(a) the form in which a register is to be kept;
(b) the content of an entry in a register (including matters not to be
included in an entry);
(c) amending an entry;
(d) removing an entry;
(e) the periodic renewal of an entry.
(2) Provision under sub-paragraph (1)(d) may include provision for a relevant
authority to remove an entry—
(a) at the request of the person registered;
(b) where the person has acquired land suitable for building a house;
(c) where the person has ceased to be eligible to be entered on its
register.
(3) Provision under sub-paragraph (1)(e) may—
(a) specify when an entry falls to be renewed;
(b) provide for a relevant authority to determine when an entry in its
register falls to be renewed.
(4) The regulations may include provision about reviewing a register.
(5) Subject to any provision made by the regulations, a relevant authority may
determine the form of a register under section 1 and the contents of any
entry.

Eligibility
3

(1) The regulations may make provision about a person’s eligibility to be
entered on a register.
(2) The regulations may include provision relating to—
(a) the circumstances of an individual, including provision about age,
nationality and connections to an area;
(b) the type of house intended to be built;
(c) an individual’s ability to fund the acquisition of the land and the
building of the house;
(d) an individual’s intentions as regards occupation of the house.
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(3) The regulations may include provision relating to—
(a) the constitution of an association of individuals,
(b) the financial arrangements of an association of individuals, and
(c) the constitution and financial arrangements of a body corporate
exercising functions on behalf of an association of individuals.
Applications to be registered etc
4

(1) The regulations may make provision about—
(a) applications to be entered on a register, and
(b) applications to renew an entry in a register.
(2) The regulations may require an applicant to supply information, including
information about—
(a) the applicant;
(b) the land that the applicant wants, including the applicant’s preferred
size, location and price;
(c) when the applicant wants to acquire the land;
(d) if the application is made by an association of individuals, the
individuals (as well as the association);
(e) if the application is made by a body corporate exercising functions
on behalf of an association of individuals, the association and the
individuals (as well as the body corporate).

Right to review
5

(1) The regulations may make provision about a right to a review of a
decision—
(a) to refuse an application to be entered on a register,
(b) to refuse to renew an entry in a register, or
(c) to remove an entry from a register,
on the ground that the person is not eligible, or is no longer eligible, to be
entered on the register.
(2) The regulations may—
(a) provide for the time within which a request for a review of a decision
must be made;
(b) require a relevant authority to review its decision if a request is duly
made;
(c) require a relevant authority to notify a person of the reason for the
decision when notifying the person of its decision;
(d) require a relevant authority to notify the person of—
(i) the right to request a review of the decision, and
(ii) the time within which the request must be made;
(e) exclude a review of a decision on a review.

Fees
6

(1) The regulations may provide for the payment of fees to relevant authorities
in connection with their functions under section 1 and this Schedule.
(2) The regulations may—
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(a)
(b)

specify the fees payable, or
make provision about the fixing of fees by relevant authorities,
including provision about determining the amounts of such fees.

? Crown copyright 2015
Printed in the UK by The Stationery OYce Limited under the authority and superintendence of Carol Tullo, Controller
of Her Majesty’s Stationery OYce and Queen’s Printer of Acts of Parliament

03/2015

49021

19585

Page 6 of 8

Agenda Page 912

Agenda Item 4a

Page 7 of 8

Agenda Page 913

Agenda Item 4a

Published by TSO (The Stationery Office) and available from:
Online
www.tsoshop.co.uk
Mail, Telephone, Fax & E-mail
TSO
PO Box 29, Norwich, NR3 1GN
Telephone orders/General enquiries: 0870 600 5522
Fax orders: 0870 600 5533
E-mail: customer.services@tso.co.uk
Textphone: 0870 240 3701
The Houses of Parliament Shop
12 Bridge Street, Parliament Square
London SW1A 2JX
Telephone orders/General enquiries: 020 7219 3890
Fax orders: 020 7219 3866
Email: shop@parliament.uk
Internet: http://www.shop.parliament.uk
TSO@Blackwell and other Accredited Agents

Page 8 of 8

Agenda Page 914

Agenda Item 4a

Appendix 4
Relevant extracts from the Housing and Planning Act (2016)
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Housing and Planning Act 2016 (c. 22)
Part 1 — New homes in England
Chapter 2 — Self-build and custom housebuilding

CHAPTER 2
SELF-BUILD AND CUSTOM HOUSEBUILDING
9

Definitions
(1)

In section 1 of the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (register of
persons seeking to acquire land), before subsection (1) insert—
“(A1)

In this Act “self-build and custom housebuilding” means the building
or completion by—
(a) individuals,
(b) associations of individuals, or
(c) persons working with or for individuals or associations of
individuals,
of houses to be occupied as homes by those individuals.

(A2)

But it does not include the building of a house on a plot acquired from
a person who builds the house wholly or mainly to plans or
specifications decided or offered by that person.”

(2)

In subsection (1) of that section—
(a) omit “(including bodies corporate that exercise functions on behalf of
associations of individuals)”;
(b) for “in order to build houses for those individuals to occupy as homes”
substitute “for their own self-build and custom housebuilding”.

(3)

After subsection (6) of that section insert—
“(6A)

(4)

In this section—
“association of individuals” includes a body corporate that
exercises functions on behalf of an association of individuals;
“completion” does not include anything that falls outside the
definition of “building operations” in section 55(1A) of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990;
“home”, in relation to an individual, means the individual’s sole
or main residence.”

In section 5 of that Act (interpretation)—
(a) at the appropriate place insert—
““self-build and custom housebuilding” has the meaning
given by section 1;”;
(b) for the definition of “serviced plot of land” substitute—
““serviced plot of land” means a plot of land that—
(a) has access to a public highway and has
connections for electricity, water and waste
water, or
(b) can be provided with those things in specified
circumstances or within a specified period;”;
(c) at the end of that section (the existing text of which becomes subsection
(1)) insert—
“(2)

Regulations may amend the definition of “serviced plot of land”
by adding further services to those mentioned in paragraph
(a).”
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Duty to grant planning permission etc
(1)

After section 2 of the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 insert—
“2A Duty to grant planning permission etc
(1)

This section applies to an authority that is both a relevant authority and
a local planning authority within the meaning of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 (“the 1990 Act”).

(2)

An authority to which this section applies must give suitable
development permission in respect of enough serviced plots of land to
meet the demand for self-build and custom housebuilding in the
authority’s area arising in each base period.

(3)

Regulations must specify the time allowed for compliance with the
duty under subsection (2) in relation to any base period.

(4)

The first base period, in relation to an authority, is the period—
(a) beginning with the day on which the register under section 1
kept by the authority is established, and
(b) ending with the day before the day on which section 10 of the
Housing and Planning Act 2016 comes into force.
Each subsequent base period is the period of 12 months beginning
immediately after the end of the previous base period.

(5)

In this section “development permission” means planning permission
or permission in principle (within the meaning of the 1990 Act).

(6)

For the purposes of this section—
(a) the demand for self-build and custom housebuilding arising in
an authority’s area in a base period is the demand as evidenced
by the number of entries added during that period to the
register under section 1 kept by the authority;
(b) an authority gives development permission if such permission
is granted—
(i) by the authority,
(ii) by the Secretary of State or the Mayor of London on an
application made to the authority, or
(iii) (in the case of permission in principle) by a development
order, under section 59A(1)(a) of the 1990 Act, in
relation to land allocated for development in a
document made, maintained or adopted by the
authority;
(c) development permission is “suitable” if it is permission in
respect of development that could include self-build and
custom housebuilding.

(7)

A grant of development permission in relation to a particular plot of
land may not be taken into account in relation to more than one base
period in determining whether the duty in this section is discharged.

(8)

No account is to be taken for the purposes of this section of
development permission granted before the start of the first base
period.

(9)

Regulations under subsection (3)—
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(a)
(b)

(2)

In section 3 of that Act (guidance), after subsection (2) insert—
“(3)

(3)

11

may make different provision for different authorities or
descriptions of authority;
may make different provision for different proportions of the
demand for self-build and custom housebuilding arising in a
particular base period.”

An authority that is subject to the duty in section 2A must have regard
to any guidance issued by the Secretary of State in relation to that
duty.”

In relation to entries made on the register under section 1 of that Act before the
commencement of this section, any reference to self-build and custom
housebuilding in section 2A of that Act (inserted by subsection (1) above) is to
be read as if, in section 1 of that Act (as amended by section 9 above)—
(a) the words “or completion” in subsection (A1) were omitted, and
(b) the definitions of “completion” and “home” in subsection (6A) were
omitted.
Exemption from duty
After section 2A of the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015
(inserted by section 10 above) insert—
“2B

12

Exemption from duty in section 2A

(1)

If an authority applies for exemption to the Secretary of State in
accordance with regulations, the Secretary of State may direct that the
authority is not subject to the duty in section 2A.

(2)

The regulations may specify the cases or circumstances in which an
authority may apply for exemption.

(3)

Regulations may make further provision about applications under
subsection (1), and may in particular—
(a) require an application to be supported by specified information
and by any further information that the Secretary of State
requires the authority to provide;
(b) require an authority that is granted exemption to notify persons
on the register kept under section 1.”

Further and consequential amendments
(1)

In the Schedule to the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015
(registers under section 1), in paragraph 3 (eligibility)—
(a) after sub-paragraph (2) insert—

(b)

“(2A) Regulations relating to the matters set out in sub-paragraph
(2) may provide for eligibility to be determined by reference
to criteria set by a relevant authority.”;
at the end insert—
“(4) The regulations may provide—
(a) that persons who fail to meet particular conditions of
eligibility, but who meet the other conditions
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(b)
(2)

specified, must be entered on a separate part of the
register;
that the duty in section 2A does not apply in relation
to such persons.”

In paragraph 6 of that Schedule (fees)—
(a) in sub-paragraph (1), for “section 1” substitute “sections 1 and 2A”;
(b) in sub-paragraph (2)(b), after “fixing of fees by” insert “the Secretary of
State or”;
(c) after sub-paragraph (2) insert—
“(3) The regulations may specify circumstances in which no fee is
to be paid.”

(3)

In section 4(1) of that Act (regulations subject to affirmative resolution
procedure)—
(a) in paragraph (b) omit “or”;
(b) after that paragraph insert—
“(ba) section 2A(3),
(bb) section 5(2), or”.

(4)

In section 4(2) of that Act (regulations subject to negative resolution
procedure)—
(a) before paragraph (a) insert—
“(za) section 2B,”;
(b) in paragraph (a), for “section 5” substitute “section 5(1)”.
PART 2
ROGUE LANDLORDS AND PROPERTY AGENTS IN ENGLAND
CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

13

Introduction to this Part
(1)

This Part is about rogue landlords and property agents.

(2)

In summary—
(a) Chapter 2 allows a banning order to be made where a landlord or
property agent has been convicted of a banning order offence,
(b) Chapter 3 requires a database of rogue landlords and property agents
to be established,
(c) Chapter 4 allows a rent repayment order to be made against a landlord
who has committed an offence to which that Chapter applies, and
(d) Chapter 6 contains definitions.
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The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding (Time for
Compliance and Fees) Regulations (2016)
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STATUTORY INSTRUMENTS

2016 No. 1027
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING, ENGLAND
The Self-build and Custom Housebuilding (Time for
Compliance and Fees) Regulations 2016
-

-

25th October 2016

Coming into force -

-

31st October 2016

Made

-

-

The Secretary of State makes the following regulations in exercise of the powers conferred by
section 2A(3) of and paragraph 6 of the Schedule to the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act
2015(a).
In accordance with section 4(1) of that Act(b), a draft of these Regulations was laid before and
approved by a resolution of each House of Parliament.
Citation, commencement and interpretation
1.—(1) These Regulations may be cited as the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding (Time for
Compliance and Fees) Regulations 2016 and come into force on 31st October 2016.
(2) In these Regulations—
“the Act” means the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015; and
“register” means the register that a relevant authority is required to keep under section 1(1) of
the Act (register of persons seeking to acquire land to build a home)(c).
Time for compliance with duty to grant planning permission
2. The time allowed for an authority to which section 2A of the Act (duty to grant planning
permission etc) applies to comply with the duty under subsection (2) of that section in relation to
any base period is the period of 3 years beginning immediately after the end of that base period(d).
Fees
3.—(1) A relevant authority may charge a fee to a person—
(a) to be entered on the register for a base period or part of a base period; and
(b) thereafter, on an annual basis, to remain on that register irrespective of whether any fee
was charged to be entered on the register.

(a) 2015 c. 17; section 2A was inserted by section 10 of, and paragraph 6 of the Schedule was amended by section 12(2) of, the
Housing and Planning Act 2016 (c.22).
(b) Section 4(1) of the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 was amended by section 12(3) of the Housing and
Planning Act 2016.
(c) “Relevant authority” is defined in section 1 of the Act.
(d) “Base period” is defined in section 2A(4) of the Act.
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(2) A relevant authority must determine when a fee is to be payable, and must refund any fee
paid by a person whose application to be entered on or to remain on the register is unsuccessful.
(3) The amounts of fees charged by a relevant authority under paragraph (1) are to be
determined and must be published by that authority.
(4) Different fees may be charged to different categories of applicant under paragraph (1).
(5) In determining the amounts of fees, a relevant authority must secure that, taking one
financial year with another—
(a) the income from fees payable by persons to whom the duty in section 2A does not apply
as a consequence of the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Regulations 2016(a) does
not exceed its reasonable costs incurred in connection with its functions under section 1
of, and the Schedule to, the Act; and
(b) the income from fees payable by other persons does not exceed its reasonable costs
incurred in connection with its functions under sections 1 and 2A of, and the Schedule to,
the Act.
(6) A relevant authority may not charge a fee to remain on the register to any person in relation
to whom the duty in section 2A of the Act does not apply either as a consequence of the Self-build
and Custom Housebuilding Regulations 2016 or as a consequence of a direction issued under
section 2B(1) of the Act(b).
Signed by authority of the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government

25th October 2016

Gavin Barwell
Minister of State
Department for Communities and Local Government

EXPLANATORY NOTE
(This note is not part of the Regulations)
The Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (“the Act”) requires a relevant authority to
keep a register of individuals and associations of individuals who are seeking to acquire serviced
plots of land in the authority’s area.
Section 2A of the Act imposes a duty on relevant authorities to grant sufficient development
permissions in respect of serviced plots of land to meet the demand as evidenced by the number of
entries on the register in a base period. Regulation 2 of these Regulations specifies three years as
the period within which the required number of development permissions relating to a base period
must be granted to satisfy the duty.
Paragraph 6 of the Schedule to the Act allows regulations to enable relevant authorities to charge
fees in connection with their functions in connection with maintaining the register and complying
with the duty in section 2A. Regulation 3 of these Regulations allows authorities to charge fees to
recover their reasonable costs of entering a person on the register, permitting a person to remain
on the register, and complying with the duty in section 2A. In cases where the duty in section 2A
does not apply to a person the costs that can be taken into account in setting the fee are limited to
the costs of entering that person on the register.
An impact assessment has not been prepared for this instrument as it has no impact on business,
charities or the voluntary sector.

(a) S.I. 2016/950.
(b) Section 2B was inserted into the Act by section 11 of the Housing and Planning Act 2016.
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Housing and Home Ownership
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16 October 2018
Volume 647
[Mark Pritchard in the Chair]
 4.00 pm

Neil O'Brien (Harborough) (Con)
I beg to move,
That this House has considered housing and home ownership.
It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Pritchard. I recently published an 80page report for the think-tank Onward. Members will be relieved to hear that I do not intend
to read it out today, but I want to talk about some of the themes in it.
This is a short debate, so I want to ask the Minister just two questions. First, will he update us
on his thoughts about how we can increase home ownership by rebalancing things between
the private rented sector and home ownership? Building more homes is a necessary, but not
sufcient, condition of reversing the decline in home ownership. Over the past decade, the
private sector has built about 165,000 extra houses every year, but home ownership fell
because the private rented sector has expanded by 195,000 homes every year. Multiple
property ownership has been squeezing out home ownership for individuals. Private
landlords are not doing anything wrong, but we have to ask ourselves as a country whether
we want so much of our housing stock to ow into renting, rather than owning.
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To rebalance things back towards ownership, we could do a number of
things. We
Previous
Top Next
 could
introduce a capital gains tax break for those who want to sell their rented property to their
existing tenants. For future rented properties, we could change the tax treatment to
encourage people to put their investments into stocks, shares and businesses, rather than
just into bidding up the price of housing. Rebalancing in that way could make a big
difference. To give a sense of the magnitude, I should say that if we had kept the ratio of
privately owned to privately rented homes the same between 2000 and 2015, 2.2 million
more homes would be in ownership. That would make a huge difference—at least as big a
difference as we could make by increasing the rate at which we build homes.
We know that tax can be effective. The changes brought in by the then Chancellor in 2015
saw the rst substantial increase in home ownership for a decade in the following year. I
hope that the Minister and his colleagues at the Treasury are thinking about ownership. If we
only think about the supply side of the market in challenging the housing problem, we are
effectively ghting with one hand tied behind our backs.
The second thing I would like the Minister to update us on is his and the Government’s overall
vision for what, where and how we build. The ultimate constraint on how much we build is
public consent. If we want to build more, we need to tackle the underlying reasons why
people oppose so much of what is built today. For me, there are three underlying reasons.
First, too often we build in the wrong places and we lose the green spaces that people value
the most. Secondly, we build without the required infrastructure. Thirdly, there are too few
benets for existing residents.
How can we solve those problems? That requires different things in different places. It means
building more in the centres of our great cities—densifying them and regenerating more
land. Outside our cities, it means more stand-alone, planned new communities and fewer
tacked-on developments stuck on the edges of all our existing villages and towns.
Everywhere, it means sharing more of the benets of development with existing residents so
that they can see those benets.
Let me unpack that a little bit. There is lots of room in our great cities for growth. Glasgow,
Newcastle, Liverpool, Middlesbrough, Sunderland, Hull and Dundee all had a smaller
population in 2016 than they did in 1981. Other cities such as Manchester and Birmingham
were only about 6% bigger. There is lots of room to grow in our great cities, and there are
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lots of reasons to densify the centres of those cities: it is greener; it means
less congestion;
it
Previous
 Top Next
means more people walk to work, which in turn is healthier; and infrastructure costs are
lower. There are lots of ways to make it happen. To put ideas in the Minister’s head, we could
change objectively assessed need to favour inner-city development, to take into account the
potential for cities to densify. We could further liberalise building upwards and amend
change of use to allow empty shops to be turned into homes.
We could devolve further powers over transport beyond the mayoral combined authority
areas. Mayoral authorities such as in London have powers over public transport and the
buses. That means they could have denser development, because they can ensure good
public transport to it. We could review sightlines in London and build upwards. We could do
what the think-tank Create Streets recommends and review regulations so that we can once
again build those tall, dense terraces that are so beloved by the population. We can do a lot
more in our cities, but we will continue to want to build outside our cities, including in rural
areas.
Share

Tulip Siddiq (Hampstead and Kilburn) (Lab)
I thank the hon. Gentleman for bringing this debate to the House. His suggestions are good.
Does he think that housing provision for people with disabilities should be improved as well?
At a sitting of the Select Committee of which I am a member last week, I argued that the
Government should implement approved document M4(2). It sounds a bit wordy, but that is
about making new homes accessible and adaptable by default. Does he agree with doing
that? That measure includes provisions for a wheelchair standard for new homes.
Share

Neil O'Brien
The hon. Lady has a very interesting idea, but I am not familiar with that measure. I will have
to go away and look at it.
Outside of the cities, we generally build right up to existing developments. I see that in my
constituency.
Share
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Jack Lopresti (Filton and Bradley Stoke) (Con)
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I thank my hon. Friend for giving way and bringing this crucial debate to the House. Does he
agree that unless we radically reform our local planning system, we will never get the
planning applications through and the houses built that we need? We need to build in huge
numbers—more than the Government are proposing at the moment.
Share

Neil O'Brien
I utterly agree; I was about to make that very point. At the moment, we inll bits on the
edges of every village and town. We are effectively building in the places that annoy people
the most, so we do not build enough homes, as my hon. Friend said. When we do that, we
cannot keep up with the infrastructure needs of these places, because it is physically
impossible. Perhaps the primary school is on too small a plot or we cannot widen a road that
has become a rat run because there is not enough money to meet infrastructure needs.
Previously, we did things very differently. There was the new towns programme: those new
towns now house more than 2 million people very successfully. They are fast-growing places.
Mrs Thatcher created docklands in London and Liverpool, and the model was roughly the
same for both. A development corporation would buy land cheap at existing low values. It
would assemble the land, install the infrastructure and sell on that land for uplifted values,
therefore paying for itself. That model has been used successfully all over the world.
Share

Priti Patel (Witham) (Con)
I congratulate my hon. Friend who, as ever, is making a very persuasive case. His Onwards
report is very good, and he is contributing to what I would call the battle of ideas. He
mentioned Margaret Thatcher, who was at the forefront of that. The Centre for Policy Studies
published a paper on “help to own” on Monday. We want to be in this space to address some
of the big challenges we are facing on planning, taxation and infrastructure, but we also
need to try to persuade other parts of the Government—including the Treasury and our dear
colleague in the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government—to address some
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of the bigger issues of intergenerational fairness. A whole generation Previous
is locked out
of home
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ownership, and we want to help them get back on the ladder so that we can become that
property-owning democracy again.
Share

Neil O'Brien
My right hon. Friend makes an extremely profound and important point.
A lot of councils are now getting back into the business of building new places. They are
being forced to, because if they do not want to mess up every village and town in their area,
they need to build new stand-alone places. We need to ensure that they have the tools and
expertise they need to make that work.
Share

Scott Mann (North Cornwall) (Con)
My hon. Friend has brought a very important debate to the House. When we build around
existing settlements, we tend to have inated land values before things have even started.
Having new settlements will allow us to capture some of that value to provide some of the
infrastructure. Does he agree?
Share

Neil O'Brien
My hon. Friend is absolutely right. I agree in the strongest possible terms, and will come to
that point in a second.
Where there have been good new planned settlements, such as Poundbury or Nansledan,
they have often been because of a visionary landowner in the area, but we cannot always
rely on that. Sometimes, other good ideas have gone wrong because developers have
wiggled out of their commitments or planners have failed to get control over the land. How
do we make sure that we always build good new places? I would love to see Homes England
become a supporting masterplanner for local authorities. I would love us to build on the
housing infrastructure fund, which is a brilliant initiative. I would love more central
encouragement, which is already coming from the Minister, for good vernacular design.
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As ever, the other thing we need is money. That brings me to the thirdPrevious
of the reasons
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people oppose development—because there is not enough benet for existing residents. As
my hon. Friend the Member for North Cornwall (Scott Mann) mentioned, when planning
permission is granted, there is typically a big increase in the value of land, but too little of
that ows to existing residents. The Centre for Progressive Policy estimates only about a
quarter of the value goes to the local community.
Share

Andrew Lewer (Northampton South) (Con)
My hon. Friend mentioned money. Many of the councillors in Northampton welcomed the
lifting of the borrowing cap on the housing revenue account. Does he share my hope—this
reects the comments made by my right hon. Friend the Member for Witham (Priti Patel)—
that that will be used for shared ownership or owned properties, as well as just for social
housing?
Share

Neil O'Brien
I do. That is perhaps for the Minister to answer rather than me, but I absolutely agree that it
would be a good thing to do with the extra borrowing power.
How do we capture more of the benet for the community? We could reform section 106 and
the community infrastructure levy and take off the various limits that apply. We could create
transparency by creating a register of all land options so that we know what people are
paying for land and we stop viability being used as an excuse not to pay for vital
infrastructure. We could change the national planning policy framework so that sites do not
get put through the strategic housing land availability assessment unless they can pay for
their own infrastructure. We could give local authorities the scal repower to assemble land
and be their own developers and masterplanners. We could reform land compensation and
the Land Compensation Act 1961 to reverse the changes made by unelected judges in the
1970s. A group of organisations, including Shelter, Onward and the Campaign to Protect
Rural England, recently came together to call for just that.
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As well as more benets for the local community generally, we also need
to see more
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benet for those most affected by development—those who are right next to it. What about
offering cheap homes for sale to the neighbours of new construction sites? At the moment,
there is too little other than disruption for the neighbours. In Farndon Fields in my
constituency, a developer refused to route construction trafc through neighbouring elds
and has instead insisted, using the viability argument, on forcing them down tiny suburban
streets. My constituents now have to put up with huge HGVs going down these tiny streets
where their children are playing, for several years. No wonder we oppose so much
development, when it happens like that. No wonder we do not build enough homes. We have
a system that seems geared to maximise opposition.
The only way to build more homes is to deal with the underlying reasons why we oppose so
much development today. Those problems can be xed, and I know our new, energetic
Minister is setting about xing them with aplomb, but we need to think radically about the
way we build and start a new conversation about the balance of renting and owning.
Share
 4.12 pm

The Minister for Housing (Kit Malthouse)
It is a pleasure to serve under your guiding hand, Mr Pritchard. It is a great pleasure to
respond to this very important debate secured by my hon. Friend the Member for
Harborough (Neil O’Brien). In his report, “Green, pleasant and affordable,” he has presented
a smorgasbord—a veritable cornucopia—of radical and interesting ideas. In the time I have
available, I want to go through a number of the areas that the report covers, in particular
supply and home ownership.
The rst issue he quite rightly raises is that of getting the most out of land. In order to
increase housing supply, we understand that local authorities need to be empowered to
make the most effective use of the land that is present across all our towns and cities.
In its recent report on land value capture, the Housing, Communities and Local Government
Committee made several recommendations for reform of compulsory purchase
compensation. Its recommendations included restricting compensation by removing hope
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value from the assessment of the market value of land. The Government
will publish
their Next
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response to the Committee’s report shortly. As I explained when I gave evidence to the
Committee, we have very recently introduced wide-ranging reforms to make the compulsory
purchase process clearer, fairer and faster for all. That includes changes to the Land
Compensation Act 1961. We are keen to let those important reforms bed in. The revised
national planning policy framework, to which my hon. Friend referred, encourages local
authorities to make more proactive use of their extensive land assembly powers. We will
keep the operation of the system under review.
We also recognise that the availability of sustainable infrastructure is important to support
new housing. That is why we have introduced changes to the NPPF that will ensure that
developers know what contributions they are expected to make towards affordable housing
and essential infrastructure, that local communities are clear about the infrastructure and
affordable housing, and that local authorities can hold them to account. The revised NPPF
requires local authorities to set clearer policy requirements for infrastructure and affordable
housing through plans, informed by more transparent viability assessments. It will also
support local authorities to ensure that development meets the policy requirements set out
in the local plan.
Fundamentally, what we are trying to do in the NPPF is to give clarity up front to developers
and local communities about what will be expected, which will allow them to factor that into
land value over time. My hon. Friend quite rightly expressed dissatisfaction with the amount
of value that is captured from land. He is correct that often in a viability assessment, it is the
community infrastructure component—the section 106 component—that gets squeezed.
That is largely because the negotiation takes place after planning permission has been
granted. We are trying to give more clarity up front through the planning system, so that
developers know what the requirements are going to be, whether that is infrastructure or
affordable housing, and can factor that into the value that they pay for the land, so that
fundamentally it is the land value that will get squeezed.
We have consulted on further reforms to developer contributions, including removing
existing restrictions in certain circumstances that prevent local planning authorities pooling
more than ve section 106 planning obligations towards a single piece of infrastructure. We
will be responding to that consultation in the near future as well.
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Local authorities are also able to use the community infrastructure levy
to help to
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supporting infrastructure that is needed to address the cumulative impact of development.
Where authorities have introduced CIL, 15% is specically allocated to meet local priorities,
and that is increased to 25% in areas with a neighbourhood plan in place. In an area that
has a parish council, the money is passed directly to it. That neighbourhood allocation from
CIL gives communities real power in deciding and delivering their infrastructure priorities for
their area and will hopefully encourage the spread of neighbourhood planning.
In his report, my hon. Friend also considered the creation of new communities. We believe
strongly that the creation of new garden communities can play a vital role in helping to meet
this country’s housing need well into the future. Our current programme supports 23 locallyled garden communities that have the potential to deliver more than 200,000 homes by
2050. They range in size from 1,500 to more than 40,000 new homes in one place. We have
just launched a new garden communities prospectus, inviting ambitious proposals for new
garden communities at scale. This is not just about getting the numbers up; it is about
building quality, innovative places that people are happy to call home.
Share

Priti Patel
The Minister has lit the blue touch paper in mentioning garden communities. He will know
from my correspondence with his Department that one of those garden community proposals
covers my constituency, and the Braintree district and Colchester borough. Can he provide
any clarity on the conditional requirements that the Department is putting in place for the
development of those schemes—where public funds are being used—to support the concept
of garden communities?
Share

Kit Malthouse
The primary requirement we have for garden communities is that they have strong local
support and are supported by local democratically elected politicians. We would, for
example, not countenance a proposal for a garden community that came forward against
the wishes of the local authority or local authorities concerned. My right hon. Friend may
have noticed—this points to an issue that my hon. Friend the Member for Harborough raised
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about capacity and capability—that we recently changed the regulations
so that
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have locally-led development corporations. They are brought together and approved by the
Secretary of State, but under local initiatives and with local control, to try to deliver some of
those communities more effectively. Local control, consent and engagement are key, in
terms of both acceptability and development.
Another issue that has been raised is increasing density, which we believe is also important.
We need to make sure that we make the most effective use of underutilised land. That is a
crucial part of our focus. Higher density development and the development of browneld
land can play a signicant role in increasing housing supply in urban locations, especially in
areas that are well served by public transport and in town and city centre locations. The
revised NPPF requires local planning authorities to be more proactive in identifying
opportunities to make more effective use of land. That includes planning for higher densities
in locations that are well served by public transport, and reallocating underutilised land to
serve local development needs better.
I disagree slightly with my hon. Friend the Member for Harborough about the requirement to
build towers to achieve density. In central London—a place that I know very well, having
served there as a London Assembly member and councillor—some of the densest areas are
in fact some of the most desirable, and they are low-rise. It is probably still the case that the
densest part of central London is Cadogan Square. Towers do not necessarily deliver density,
and they can often be intrusive. Our framework goes further by stating that local authorities
should support the use of airspace above existing residential and commercial buildings to
provide new homes, as my hon. Friend said. We recognise that there is more to be done, and
that is why we have just announced that we will publish proposals for a national permitted
development right to permit people to build upwards on existing buildings rather than just to
build out.
Important in all of this is the need to diversify the market. We believe that to increase our
housing supply we have to be innovative and boost the development sector to allow both
large and small builders to ourish and to build the homes that our communities need. The
Government fully recognise the important role that small and medium-sized house builders
play in delivering much-needed housing in this country, and we are committed to ensuring
that this support is in the right place. We have already put in place a number of initiatives to
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help SME house builders to grow and develop, including the home building
fund,
the
housing
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growth fund and the housing delivery fund, as well as proposals to make it easier for SMEs to
identify land.
We believe that that is a critical way to encourage innovation. The market has agglomerated
into a small number of large players, which are perhaps not as innovative as they could be. If
we can create a more vigorous market of people competing to build houses and competing
for our custom, they are likely to be much more innovative in their method, supply and
typography of housing, and they may well cater to different parts of the market and look at
sites that larger builders might not.
Share

Scott Mann
My hon. Friend is doing a cracking job, especially with his “more, better, faster” campaign on
housing delivery. My point is about self-build—he has not mentioned it specically, but I
know that it is part of the Government’s strategy on delivery. Does he agree with the
sentiment that there is no better help that we can give to an individual than to allocate them
a plot and allow them to build their own home?
Share

Kit Malthouse
I wholeheartedly agree on self-build, which I am very keen to encourage. Something like
three out of every four houses in Austria are self-built or custom-built. It holds enormous
capacity for the future. I recommend that my hon. Friend go and visit a site called Graven Hill
just outside Bicester, which is the largest self-build site in Europe and which will deliver
about 1,400 self-build homes. It is quite something to see—an amazing array of different
houses. There is a house that looks like a stealth bomber sitting next to a Swiss chalet, a
Cotswold cottage and a at-pack house from Poland. As I said on the fringes of conference, I
think the site will be a conservation area in the future because of the effervescence of design
that is taking place there. We are very keen to encourage self-build.
Finally, one of the big issues—
Share
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Will my hon. Friend give way?
Share

Kit Malthouse
Yes, I will give way.
Share

Eddie Hughes
I was scared by my hon. Friend’s use of the word “nally” and thought that I might not have
the opportunity to intervene before he nished. As an accidental landlord myself—I need to
refer to my declaration of interest—I was intrigued by the report on a proposed “Help to
Own” scheme published by the Centre for Policy Studies on Monday. I understand that the
Minister has been sent a copy. The idea that landlords might be able to sell a property to a
sitting tenant, and that there would be a capital gains tax break for both parties, seemed
innovative and interesting. Does he have any thoughts on that?
Share

Kit Malthouse
By sheer coincidence, on my accession to the chrysanthemum throne in housing, I raised a
similar possibility, should we look at some way of transferring from landlord to tenant in the
future. Those issues of tax, stamp duty and ownership are way above my pay grade, but I
have no doubt that the report will have winged its way to the Treasury, where our colleagues
will be considering its efcacy. I can see why it might be attractive from a landlord transfer to
ownership point of view, although we would have to study its scal effects to see what the
cost might be.
Share

Priti Patel
Will my hon. Friend give way?
Share
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I will make a bit of progress. I want to address the issue of home ownership, because it is
fundamental to the report and it is, as my hon. Friend the Member for Harborough quite
rightly said, one of the most important challenges of our time. As he mentioned, we must
nd ways to improve home ownership. Rising demand for housing has increased prices and
in many cases pushed down home ownership. The Government believe that people should be
free to purchase a second home or invest in a buy-to-let property. However, we are aware
that that can make it difcult for other people, particularly rst-time buyers, to get on the
property ladder. That is why in April 2016 the Government introduced higher rates of stamp
duty land tax on purchases of additional properties.
Since the council tax empty homes premium was introduced in April 2013, the number of
long-term empty residential properties has fallen. When it is in force, the Rating (Property in
Common Occupation) and Council Tax (Empty Dwellings) Bill will allow councils to go further,
increasing the premium by up to 300% in some cases. That will allow authorities to
encourage better use of the existing housing stock in their area. As the Prime Minister
announced, the Government are also taking action on non-resident purchases of residential
property, which can make it more difcult for UK residents to purchase a home of their own.
The Government will publish a consultation on introducing an increased stamp duty land tax
charge on non-residents buying property in England and Northern Ireland. More details will
be brought forward through that consultation in due course, following the normal tax policymaking process set out by the Government—the legislation will be in a future Finance Bill.
We must also support our younger generation, who nd it increasingly hard to get on to the
property ladder. We are supporting people’s aspirations to buy through a range of initiatives,
including Help to Buy, right to buy, greater funding for shared ownership, and rent to buy.
Since the spring of 2010, Government-backed schemes have helped more than 481,000
households to buy a home. Younger people are also helped directly by our investment in
affordable housing. The Government are investing more than £9 billion in the affordable
homes programme to deliver a wide of affordable homes, including shared ownership
homes, by 2022. Since 2010, we have delivered more than 60,000 shared ownership
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properties, helping people to take their rst steps into home ownership.
Our recent
GreenNext
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Paper, “A new deal for social housing”, announced that we would be exploring innovative,
affordable home ownership models to support those who are struggling to raise a deposit.
The Prime Minister has made it clear that this should be a country that works for everyone.
That means building more of the right homes in the right places and ensuring that the
housing market works for all parts of our community. It is this Government’s mission to
reverse the decline in home ownership and to revive the dream of Britain as a propertyowning democracy. We must revive that dream for ordinary people—for those striving on low
and middle incomes, who nd the rst rung of the housing ladder beyond their reach. The
Government are committed to tackling this challenge to make the housing market work. By
the mid-2020s, we aim to have increased house building to an average of 300,000 net new
homes a year.
On planning permissions, which my hon. Friend the Member for Filton and Bradley Stoke
(Jack Lopresti) mentioned, we are now granting more than 350,000 permissions a year
against a building target of 300,000 houses. That is another challenge that I face. In the
time that I have in this job, I am always open to ideas. I certainly welcome the radical
thinking that my hon. Friend the Member for Harborough and his collaborators on the paper
have injected into the debate. I will be studying the paper in some detail and I hope to weave
some of his thinking into our policies in the future.
Question put and agreed to.
Share
 4.28 pm
Sitting suspended.
© Parliamentary Copyright
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28 March 2019
Volume 657
Motion made, and Question proposed, That this House do now adjourn.—(Mike Freer.)
 6.13 pm

Mr Richard Bacon (South Norfolk) (Con)
I am sorry to see Members leaving the Chamber, because we are about to discuss the
Government’s top domestic priority, which is of far more concern to many people up and
down the country than our endless talk of Brexit. I have entitled this debate “Housing”
because I did not want to be conned to any specic part of the housing debate and wanted
to give the Minister the opportunity to address any question within the housing space.
It is absolutely clear that we have a very big housing problem, and have had a very big
problem, for some years. I have been attending seminars, roundtables and conferences on
housing for at least seven years. I rst went to the QEII Centre to hear Adri Duivesteijn, the
godfather of the self-build and custom house building movement in the Netherlands—a
former Dutch Member of Parliament who then became the mayor of Almere, a community in
the Netherlands that I think I am right in saying the Minister has visited. Since then, I have
been to many events of various kinds, and everyone has their own diagnosis of the problems
and their own solutions, but generally they all mention land, planning or nance. They often
mention the role of the volume house builders, the way in which local council planning
authorities are stretched and the difculty in getting access to land.
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Many of these points have a great deal of truth about them, but the issue can be
encapsulated much more simply in the following sentence: the supply of housing does not
rise to meet the demand for housing. In many other areas of life, it is true that supply
generally does rise to meet demand. In what I would call orthodox, rather than classical,
economics, if someone is making what economists call supernormal prots—prots that are
in excess of what one might expect—two factors generally combine to bring those prots
down to normal levels. One factor is that other actors in the marketplace will see the
opportunity of those high prots and will move in. In other words, new suppliers will move in,
with competition, increasing choice for consumers and driving down the prot margins. But
that is not the situation that we have in the United Kingdom. In fact, over the last 30 years,
the situation has steadily become the reverse of that. We effectively have permanent
supernormal prots.
Some 30 years ago, in 1988, 66% of houses in this country—a large fraction of the total—
were built by SME builders, which were represented by excellent organisations such as the
Federation of Master Builders. The situation now is that less than 20%—perhaps 15% or 17%
—of houses are built by SME builders, with all kinds of extra problems that make it more
difcult for them to engage. Now a very small number of very large companies build most of
the houses; for the most part, they are the members of the Home Builders Federation.
The strange thing is that if one asks consumers what they think and what they want, as has
been done several times by independent, authoritative opinion pollster organisations that
have been commissioned for the purpose, they will come up with the following result.
Somewhere between two thirds and three quarters of people do not want to buy the products
of volume house builders. The gure of 75% comes from a YouGov survey conducted by the
National Custom and Self Build Association, which is a trade body for, as the name suggests,
self-building and custom house building, whereby houses are manufactured offsite—
perhaps a better way of putting it is “high-tech offsite construction”—and then delivered to
a site where they are constructed. The gure of 67%—the two thirds of people who do not
want to, or would prefer not to, buy the product of the volume house builders—comes from
the volume house builders themselves. Their own research tells us that most people do not
want to buy their product. Now, in a vaguely competitive ecosystem where there was choice
for consumers, that would be corrected by new suppliers coming in and providing something
that consumers did want.
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Let me be very clear that the numbers themselves suggest that between a third and a
quarter of consumers do want to buy the product of volume house builders. If they wish to do
so, they should be free to do so, as long as those products are built to the right standards in
terms of health and safety and building regulations. I have no issue with that at all. It is true
that, over the last 30 to 40 years, houses have got smaller and more expensive than they
were in the not-that-distant past. However, if people wish to buy the product of a volume
house builder, they should certainly be free to do so, as long as those volume house builders
operate within the law; I do not object to that at all. But fundamentally, the two things
required for this ecosystem to function are low barriers to entry and consumer choice, and
those are the two things that are fundamentally absent.
We all know what the consequence is. I have tested this with nine-year-olds in primary
schools in my constituency. I say, “What happens to the price of something if there is not
enough of it?”, and every had goes up and they say, “It goes up.” Then, just to make the point
really clearly, I say, “And what happens to the price of something if there is too much of it?”,
and every hand goes up and they say, “It goes down.” It is not difcult to understand—it is
intuitive to the point where a nine-year-old can grasp it. That is what has happened to the
housing market, if one can call it a market, in the UK. I suppose that an economist might say
that of course it is a market, but a very oligopolistic one—in other words, something
approaching, but not quite, a monopoly.
That means that the suppliers making supernormal prots can keep on doing this for a very
long time without let or hindrance. At the same time, the average price of an average
dwelling has gone from three and half to four times income a generation ago to about eight
times income now. That depends on where one is in the country, of course. For South Norfolk,
the last gures I saw from the National Housing Federation—admittedly slightly out of date
now, but they will not have changed that much—were about 8.2 times average income. The
same numbers suggested 8.2 times average income in Harlow in Essex, 13 times average
income in Hertfordshire, and 17 times average income in Oxford—and in some of the really
hot boroughs in London, it was completely off the charts. Even in the poorer parts of the
country where incomes are lower and properties are less desirable, it is now ve and half to
six times average income in many cases.
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I pumped my parliamentary salary into one of the websites just to see what a lender would
lend, and I was quite horried that the rst number that came out was ve and half times
income. That would not have been possible a generation ago. We have had more money
chasing roughly the same amount of houses, and, not surprisingly, the price has gone up.
That has a number of consequences.
Share

Anna McMorrin (Cardiff North) (Lab)
Does the hon. Gentleman agree that house builders need to be looking at the cost of living in
a property over the time that residents would own that property and meeting carbon
reduction or zero-carbon targets, so that when the house is sold the cost of living in that
house has changed?
Share

Mr Bacon
Yes, I do, although if one went on a sales course, one would be told “Benets, not features.”
One does not explain that a vacuum cleaner does 3,000 revolutions per minute rather than
1,500, as nobody cares—one explains that it cleans one’s house better. In the same light, I
would not bang on about carbon, making people feel kind of morally inferior—I would
explain that one could have the choice of having a house that would cost nothing to heat,
and ask why anyone would want one that cost a lot to heat.
I had this out very specically at the Policy Exchange think-tank with the land use and
planning director of Barratt. I asked about what it did for its customers in this regard. I said,
“Is it really true that you have a conversation with your customers in which you say, ‘Now
madam, we’ve got a variety of houses available for you, this one over here that will cost you
roughly £1,400 a year for heat and hot water, and this one over here that is insulated to, or
nearly at, passive house standards that will cost you almost nothing to heat—perhaps, with
mechanical ventilation with heat recovery, £80 or £150 a year. Which one would madam
prefer?’ Do you really offer them that choice?” Of course, he turned his back on me and
stomped off rather than answer the question.
Share
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Anna McMorrin
Does the hon. Gentleman agree, though, that we need to change our building regulations in
England, and also in Wales, where this is devolved, to make sure that housing is built to lowcarbon or zero-carbon standards to ensure that this happens across the board? We have
house builders that are really taking advantage by putting up houses that come at a
ridiculous cost to our climate.
Share

Mr Bacon
Yes. I do not want to be building houses that we will be knocking down in 30 or 40 years’ time
because they are so dreadful. That is utterly pointless. The hon. Lady mentioned building
regulations. At the Local Authority Building Control conference, where I gave an address, I
needed only to say the word “Persimmon” and people fell around laughing as if I was as
funny as Tommy Cooper—perhaps there are people who think I am—because it is a byword
for poor practice in the building industry.
I have heard the chief executives of volume house builders criticise Persimmon for its bad
practice. We all know what happened to the sainted Jeff Fairburn. Because of his
compensation scheme, he was being paid—I will say this slowly—£130 million in
emoluments by the shareholders of Persimmon. So egregious a scandal was it that he got so
sick of being followed round by someone from the BBC with a microphone asking him to
justify it that he eventually resigned, which was a red letter day for many of us who are
campaigning for higher quality. In a competitive environment where the company could not
afford to pay one chief executive that much money, that money should have been going into
larger spaces, better quality material and better thermal performance. There is a huge
distortion.
Share

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP)
I congratulate the hon. Gentleman on securing the debate. He and I have discussed on a
number of occasions how houses should be built in the future. Modern house building should
ensure better air quality, better insulation, better heating, better windows and better doors.
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It is also about the location—for example, the green areas around the house and access to
shops. A house has to be a home. I declare an interest, as chair of the all-party
parliamentary group for healthy homes and buildings. I know that the Minister and the hon.
Gentleman have read the APPG’s report and are aware of its recommendations. Does he feel
that those are a way forward for housing?
Share

Mr Bacon
I do, and I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman for reminding me of that. There is a lot of
evidence that if people live in better, more spacious, healthier homes, there are lower costs
for the NHS and lower sickness rates; it is better for employees and employers. There are lots
of other ancillary benets of having better homes, as well as their being good in themselves.
I am keeping a close eye on the clock, Madam Deputy Speaker. I planned to start with a
preamble, which I seem to be doing without too much trouble, and then get into the specics
of what I want to say to the Minister about the Right to Build Task Force, but I will say one or
two more things before I do that.
The situation we face is one in which an entire generation have basically given up on the
chance of either owning a property or even being able to afford to rent one. In general, and
especially in the big cities like London, Birmingham and Manchester, people spend an absurd
proportion of their income on rent. When it is costing people over 50% of their net monthly
salary to rent a ghastly little bedsit where the mattress is hanging over the sink—I do not
exaggerate; I saw such an example on a Channel 4 documentary a while ago—we obviously
have a big problem.
I was at a dinner at the London School of Economics where a professor was talking about a
graduate student of his who was about to start working in the Bank of England on a not
inconsiderable salary, but he was going to be living at home with his mum. The chap from
KPMG around the table said, “Well, that’s nothing. We start our graduates on £45,000, and
they can’t afford to buy anywhere.” Then the chap from BlackRock said, “Well, that’s nothing.
We start our graduates on £75,000, and they can’t afford to buy anywhere, certainly not
within a decent distance of our ofce.” It has got completely out of sync, and the Government
have to x it.
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There is, of course, a political problem for our own party. I will address that later, but it is
perfectly obvious that if people cannot get somewhere to live at a price they can afford, they
will not vote for a party that cannot provide that for them. We need a fundamental change.
We have dug ourselves a big hole over the last 20 to 25 years, and it will take us 20 to 25
years to dig ourselves out of it. If we are not careful, we will be in the same position in 20 to
25 years, only worse, unless we have the right policy proposals for xing it. That is what I
want to come to.
When I came off the Public Accounts Committee in 2017, it was to spend time on the Right to
Build Task Force, an initiative set up by the National Custom and Self Build Association to
help local councils, developers, community groups and landowners who want to bring
forward self-build and custom house building projects on serviced plots of land—that is to
say, where all the difcult bits such as fresh water, sewage, electricity, broad- band and so
on are already dealt with—in order to increase supply and give people more choice. That is
what I have spent most of the last two years in this place doing.
Share

Alex Chalk (Cheltenham) (Con)
In Cheltenham, the overwhelming majority of the house building taking place in the town
centre is for retirement apartments. Does my hon. Friend agree that if we want to maintain
the culture, vitality and vibrancy, we have to ensure that young people can afford to live
there as well? Will he join me in congratulating the Government on providing, through the
home improvement fund, millions of pounds for a Portland Place development in Cheltenham
that subsidises marginal viability schemes, to ensure that young people can truly live in the
town centre and contribute to its vibrancy?
Share

Mr Bacon
Yes, I do, although I could easily get into a long discussion about viability that would
consume the rest of this debate, which I cannot do. There are big problems with the whole
concept of the way in which we calculate viability. However, I congratulate the Government
on helping Cheltenham bring forward what sounds like a very important scheme.
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The Right to Build Task Force has been going for two years. We have scraped together
£300,000, courtesy of the Nationwide building society’s charitable foundation, the
Nationwide Foundation. Over 50 organisations have been helped, of which 60% are local
councils, with the rest being community groups, landowners and developers. There is a
whole range of examples of its work. Aylesbury Woodlands in Buckinghamshire will have a
project where 15% of all the new homes are custom and self-build. Cornwall has an ambition
to bring forward up to 1,000 serviced plots across the county. I am looking around for my
hon. Friend the Member for North Cornwall (Scott Mann), who arranged the meeting we had
with the Prime Minister on this very subject and who is a passionate believer in more serviced
plots. North Northamptonshire has a plan whereby as many as 10% of homes could be
custom and self-built across several different local authorities. There are rural areas such as
Eden in Cumbria, which is looking at a range of opportunities for affordable homes for local
people. King’s Lynn and North Norfolk, in my own county of Norfolk, has agreed an action
plan to drive up delivery across the area with landowners and smaller builders. A lot is going
on already, but the thing is that there could be very much more going on.
This is the fundamental point. It is a quote from Andrew Baddeley-Chappell, a former
director of Nationwide building society, who is now the chief executive of NaCSBA, while still
chairing the Bank of England residential property forum. He has said:
“Custom and Self-build can deliver more and better homes that more people aspire to live in
and that communities are happier to see built.”
An exegesis of that would basically cover most of what I want to say.
If we want more homes, we have to build them in a way that people want. At the moment,
the problem is that most local people feel they have no say or voice in what gets built, where
it gets built, what it looks like, how it performs—its thermal performance and therefore what
it costs to run—and, absolutely crucially, who gets the chance to live there. If we change all
that, we change the conversation. As the right hon. Member for Leeds Central (Hilary Benn),
the former shadow Secretary of State said, we need to turn NIMBYs into YIMBYs. Prince
Charles put it even better when His Royal Highness referred to BIMBYs—beauty in my
backyard. We need to create an environment in which people actually welcome housing. We
have reached the tipping point now in that more people want it than do not, because people
have begun to realise how serious the crisis is.
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As the Minister would expect, I have a small number of specic asks. The rst is that we
should have more Government support for the taskforce. We have already had some. I
persuaded my right hon. Friend the Member for Bromsgrove (Sajid Javid), when he was the
Housing Secretary, to lend us a civil servant—a qualied planner and career civil servant. He
would prefer me not to mention his name, but I will because we are so indebted to him. His
name is Mario Wolf, and he directs the work of the taskforce. We are very grateful for the
loan of Mario Wolf from the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government. He has
done an enormous amount with very little in the way of resources. I mentioned some of the
work earlier.
It is of course true that if we had more Government support, we could do more. The Help to
Buy programme, which I will come on to in a moment, has so far spent £10.6 billion, and
plans to have spent £22 billion by 2021. In other words, 35,000 times more is spent on
subsidising demand than on a scheme to subsidise supply, albeit indirectly by helping to
facilitate and increase choice for consumers—except, of course, that the Government are
not actually paying for it; Nationwide building society is paying for it. I hope to have a
discussion about that with the Minister at some point, because we are of course
implementing Government policy. If hon. Members read the housing White Paper, they can
see that we are implementing Government policy. If they read the Homes England strategy, it
is very clear that the strategy calls for diversication of housing.
The second thing I would like the Minister to consider is a review of the planning guidance on
custom and self-build housing—the guidance that supports the revised national planning
policy framework—because at the moment it is outdated. Three things need urgent
attention. On land allocation, many councils do not even know if they are allowed to allocate
land specically for custom and self-build housing, even though they are, and councils such
as Bristol City Council are already doing so.
We also need clarity about what counts. Some local authorities are gaming the system, and
in some cases local authorities are not clear what counts towards their legal obligations to
provide permissioned plots of land. Some councils are allowing the conversion of holiday lets
into private dwellings under the happy delusion that that counts towards meeting their legal
obligations under the right to build legislation, and some of them may be in for a rude
awakening at some point.
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There is also the issue of viability. For as long as one has viability assessments, the
Government need to look carefully at how they should work in relation to custom and selfbuild; they will not necessarily be the same as for market housing. I would be grateful if the
Minister engaged with the taskforce on updating the guidance generally, so that it is more t
for purpose.
My third request is about the Planning Inspectorate. It is absolutely imperative that
Government planning inspectors properly apply the current provisions of the legislation when
they determine planning appeals and when they examine local plans. There is clear evidence
that that is not happening as it should—mostly because planning inspectors are unfamiliar
with the law in this area, which is still quite new. The obvious answer is to have training for
inspectors. The Secretary of State has agreed with me at the Dispatch Box that we should do
that, although it has not happened yet. I urge the Minister to pursue that and engage with
the taskforce in identifying exactly what training is required.
We need something to help raise consumer awareness. Most people would like to
commission a project of their own at some point in their lives; 1 million people would like to
do that in the next 12 months, yet only 12,000 to 15,000 do. The reason is that it is very
difcult to get a serviced plot of land. If getting one were as easy as it is to go into a Ford
dealership and buy a Ford Fiesta, far more people would do it.
We are spending a signicant amount of public money on housing, but at the moment I am
not convinced that we are not simply making the problem worse. Help to Buy will have spent
£22 billion by 2021 on helping 360,000 households. If we divide one gure by the other, we
get £61,111—that is per household. We should be spending that better. At the moment, we
are propping up an oligopoly that performs well nancially for itself, with some horrible
results, while making itself unpopular with consumers who cannot afford its products.
Share

Matt Western (Warwick and Leamington) (Lab)
rose—
Share

Mr Bacon
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I am sorry, but I will not give way—only because of the lack of time; I need to leave the
Minister a couple of seconds.
What did Adam Smith say?
“People of the same trade seldom meet together, even for merriment and diversion, but the
conversation ends in a conspiracy against the public, or in some contrivance to raise prices.”
The aim of public expenditure on housing should be to lower barriers to entry and increase
choice, so that people can have the houses they want. If we get this right, we can engender
a revolution in this country in how housing is done. If we get it wrong, we will pay a high price
at the ballot box: almost nobody between the ages of 20 and 40 can easily, at a price a
normal person can afford, dream of having their own place, even though 86% of people in
this country want to. We need to design and redesign a system that allows them, and
everyone else, to achieve their aspirations.
Share
 6.37 pm

The Minister for Housing (Kit Malthouse)
That was a remarkable example of a combination of encyclopaedic knowledge and
conviction about what my hon. Friend rightly says should be not only the Government’s top
domestic priority but the entire country’s primary moral mission: to build the homes that the
next generation need and which are currently denied to them.
It is unusual for me to hear strains of my own speeches read back to me. I know that my hon.
Friend has not been to listen to many of my speeches, but what he said resonates strongly
with me: many of the themes he laid out in his preamble and diagnosis I am myself going
around the country promoting—not least the dysfunctionality of the house building market.
The one element that he omitted, but that I am sure he is aware of, is that the situation is not
helped by the fact that in the crash of 2007-08, 50% of all small house builders were wiped
out—removed from the market—having produced, as my hon. Friend said, more than half of
all new homes. That proportion has now dropped to about a third, I think.
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Both in coalition and since, the Government have done their best to try to push output up
from a low of 124,000 in 2012 to 222,000 last year. The forward indicators for next year are
looking pretty good as well.
Share

Anna McMorrin
Why did the Government scrap the requirement for homes to be carbon neutral, when that
would go a long way towards helping with living costs and budgets, as well as meeting
climate targets?
Share

Kit Malthouse
I totally acknowledge the role that high environmental standards have to play in a sense of
social justice about housing. I went to a factory run by Accord Housing, which produces
1,000 modular homes a year. So good are the environmental standards in those homes that
they have lower arrears because people can afford to heat them. That is denitely something
on which I want to focus.
I want to address some of the questions that my hon. Friend raised. He is right that we need
to do something about the way in which the house building market functions at the moment,
and my job is to wander around being disruptive, supporting new entrants and players to
create the competitive landscape that he is looking for—competing on quality and type;
being disruptive on technology and encouraging modern methods of construction, including
off-site manufacture and new techniques, so that new entrants nd it easier to overcome the
barriers to entry that he mentioned; and being disruptive on nance.
My hon. Friend is a little negative about Help to Buy, but I ask him to take care. Many tens of
thousands of young people have accessed homes for the rst time when the market was
denied to them before, because of a Government-backed effective bank of mum and dad.
While there will be assessments of that scheme, there is no indication at the moment that it
has pushed up prices.
Share

Mr Bacon
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Of course people who are given cash will be grateful, but if there is a subsidy for demand
rather than supply, we will not fundamentally solve the problem. Would it not be a good idea
to wean people off Help to Buy and towards Help to Build, so that we subsidised supply? If we
subsidise something we get more of it, and what we need more of is supply.
Share

Kit Malthouse
My hon. Friend is right. It is possible—although I know it is strange—for Government to do
two things at the same time. Help to Buy affects a very small percentage of housing
transactions—about 4%—and the indications are that it has not had a particular impact on
prices. We continue to review the policy in the light of its success—some 160,000 people
have now accessed homes who otherwise would not have done so.
In the last minute or so I want to return to my hon. Friend’s questions. He asked ve specic
questions. First, will we look at a review for the taskforce? Given that we are going into a
spending round, with what may be small amounts of money in the scale of the spending that
I have available, I would be more than happy to do so. I am of course also more than happy
to look at planning guidance review and particularly land allocation. In particular, we could
perhaps think about communicating more widely to local authorities. I would be happy to
help him by sponsoring some kind of event to promote the idea and to help local authorities
to learn.
On viability, when I was on the Treasury Committee we did a housing inquiry in which I posed
the question to Kate Barker and David Orr whether we should do away with the viability test
as part of the planning system, and both of them thought that that was a good idea. In the
meantime we have standardised the viability test to see where we get to.
On the Planning Inspectorate, my hon. Friend is right. We are trying to talk to staff about
how they can be more consistent in their decision making and apply it more regularly across
the country.
Finally I would be more than happy to join my hon. Friend in raising consumer awareness,
and I congratulate him on what was a tour de force on his knowledge of housing policy.
Question put and agreed to.
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 6.43 pm
House adjourned.
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Volume 664
 3.45 pm

Siobhain McDonagh (Mitcham and Morden) (Lab)
I beg to move,
That this House notes with concern the ongoing shortage of housing and the housing crisis
across England; further notes with concern the number of families in temporary
accommodation and the number of people rough sleeping; acknowledges that there are over
one million households on housing waiting lists; recognises the Government’s target to build
300,000 new homes each year; acknowledges that this target has been missed in each year
that the Government has been in ofce and that the number of homes constructed by
housebuilding companies that are deemed affordable is insufcient; notes the pay ratios
between executives and employees in FTSE 350 housebuilding companies; and calls on the
Government to tackle the housing crisis as an urgent priority.
I thank the Backbench Business Committee for granting time for today’s debate, and all the
Members who will participate. It is amazing to see so many Members here, given the week
we have had. At the request of Madam Deputy Speaker, I have stripped quite a lot from this
speech because so many people want to speak—I will do my best. I want to give credit to
the High Pay Centre and the best possible exposition of its amazing research for this debate
on the state of the house building industry.
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No Member of this House, whatever their party, can but be fully awarePrevious
of the crisis
in housing
Next
 Top
and homelessness in all our constituencies. I will open the debate by looking at the scale of
the current housing crisis, by considering the record of the FTSE 350 house building
companies and their contribution to solving this crisis and nally, and most amazingly, by
analysing the utter pay inequality that is rife across the British house building industry.
On streets across our country and on the very doorstep of Parliament, British citizens who
simply cannot afford a place to call home are sleeping rough. For the general public they are
the visual representation of our homelessness crisis. As highlighted by the Children’s
Commissioner last month, homelessness is far more common in 21st-century Britain.
Not a single week goes by without a normal, hard-working family in my constituency being
evicted from their privately rented property and sent to temporary accommodation miles
away from family, their schools and their jobs. They join over 83,700 households across our
country, including 124,000 children, who are living in temporary accommodation.
Share

Joan Ryan (Eneld North) (IGC)
May I add to the picture the hon. Lady is painting by telling her that Eneld has signicant
problems on housing and homelessness? We have the capital’s highest eviction rate and the
second highest number of residents in temporary accommodation, and homelessness has
rocketed by 250% since 2011. Does she agree—from what she is saying, I think she clearly
does—that the Government’s policy is not only hurting the housing market but causing a
huge set of social problems, too?
Share

Siobhain McDonagh
The social and nancial cost of homelessness far exceeds what we spend on temporary
accommodation, which was £1 billion of taxpayers’ money last year—every £1 of it badly
spent. Some 6,980 families in my constituency are trapped in bed and breakfast
accommodation, having been there longer than the six-week legal limit, including 810
children. Others are stuck in hostels far away from their schools, families and friends.
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Some of my constituents are housed, at least temporarily, in Connect Previous
House, a warehouse
on
 Top Next
the busiest south London industrial estate. For anybody who wants to see what Connect
House looks like, please have a look at the video on my Twitter account.
I am just crawling through my speech, because I see more and more people here.
Other families who have come to see me are on the ever-expanding waiting list, with 1.2
million families across our country now waiting for a place to call home—1.2 million. Just
6,464 new social homes were built in 2017-18, the second lowest number on record. At that
rate, it could take 172 years to give a socially rented home to everyone on the current waiting
list. That is utterly appalling when we compare those gures with the 150,000 social homes
delivered each year in the mid-1960s or the 203,000 council homes that the Government
delivered in 1953. It has been done before and we all know that we can do it again.
In Merton, where my constituency is based, 10,000 families are on the housing waiting list,
with lettings for just 2.5% of them in 2018-19. What hope can I give the other 97.5% that they
will ever nd a place to go? I would like to provide statistics on home ownership but, again, I
will move on to some of the other data in my speech.
The statistics and the stories that I have detailed this afternoon should provide thoroughly
fertile ground for the British house building industry to get on and build, but its record does
not match the potential. Here is the reality: our country’s housing target is 300,000 new
homes a year—a gure that has not been reached, as we have already identied, since 1969,
when councils and housing associations were building new homes. England is now on course
for the worst decade for house building since the second world war.
I would like to look specically at the performance of the leading house building companies
in our country. To the best of my understanding, the gures are all correct as of June. In the
last nancial year, just 86,685 homes were completed by the 10 FTSE 350 house building
companies, despite an extraordinary collective pre-tax prot of more than £5.37 billion. That
is a mind-boggling gure, which is better understood when broken down.
Let us start with the four FTSE 100 housing companies: Barratt, Persimmon, Taylor Wimpey
and Berkeley. In the most recent nancial year, Barratt completed just 17,579 homes—
slightly more than Persimmon, which nished 16,449 homes, with prots of £1.1 billion, of
which half was down to public subsidy through the Government’s Help to Buy scheme. Taylor
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Wimpey came third with 15,275 homes completed but, in fourth place,Previous
despite anastonishing
Top Next
pre-tax prot of £934.9 million, is Berkeley homes, which completed a pitiful 3,894 homes.
Together, those four companies collected a pre-tax prot of an unimaginable £3.68 billion,
despite completing just 53,198 homes—less than 18% of the Government’s house building
target.
What went wrong? Did they perhaps just not have the land to build the houses? Those four
companies are sitting on a land bank of more than 300,000 plots between them. If we add in
the rest of the FTSE 350 house building companies—Bellway, Bovis, Countryside, Crest
Nicholson, Galliford and Redrow—the collective land bank is a staggering 470,068 plots, yet
they completed 86,685 homes between them.
Share

Jack Lopresti (Filton and Bradley Stoke) (Con)
I congratulate the hon. Lady on her excellent speech, with which I broadly agree. Does she
agree that while, from a moral point of view, we obviously need to build more houses in the
public and private sectors, we also need to radically reform the planning system, which
takes far too long and is a big roadblock to getting the homes we need for people?
Share

Siobhain McDonagh
I absolutely agree with the hon. Gentleman and would love an opportunity to have a debate
about planning law, building on the green belt and other matters. I could speak at great
length about them but I will not because I want to allow other people to get in.
I would like Members to focus their attention on pay. Some of the gures are staggering. Let
me be clear: I am new Labour to the core. I have no problem with successful businesspeople
earning a lot of money, but what happens in this sector goes beyond earning a fair day’s
money. I was furious to see that, almost exclusively on the back of the British taxpayer
through Help to Buy, Persimmon awarded its former chief executive Jeff Fairburn a
staggering £75 million bonus, despite an appalling record of utterly substandard homes.
How can that be right or fair?
Share
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That is a truly staggering pay packet. Does my hon. Friend agree that, given that Persimmon
has recently given back the freeholds in Cardiff that it mis-sold to a number of homeowners,
it should do that for everyone to whom it has mis-sold in the whole country?
Share

Siobhain McDonagh
I completely agree with my hon. Friend and congratulate him on all the work he has been
doing. Without the attention he has given the issue, much would not have happened.
Let us be clear: the money does not ow through the companies. Thanks to excellent new
research from the High Pay Centre, I can reveal the quite extraordinary pay packets of the 10
FTSE 350 house building companies. In the heart of our country’s housing crisis, the four FTSE
100 house building companies spent an eye-watering £53.2 million on their CEO pay. David
Thomas at Barratt earned £2.811 million; Peter Redfern of Taylor Wimpey earned £3.152
million; Tony Pidgley at Berkeley reached £8.256 million; and Mr Fairburn, formerly of
Persimmon, got a whopping £38.9 million.
Share

Bob Stewart (Beckenham) (Con)
The hon. Lady is making a great speech and I totally endorse everything she has said. I am
really worried as to what the heck the shareholders are doing. Do they not question this
when they have their annual general meeting? They are meant to bring the companies to
account on such matters.
Share

Siobhain McDonagh
Actually, the shareholders are doing quite well as well, because they are getting quite a lot
of money on the back of Help to Buy. That could be the subject of another debate.
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I have no doubt that those four men work hard and have a grasp and Previous
understanding
of their
Next
 Top
industry that few others could provide, but surely high pay is supposed to be about high
productivity and high quality of product. It seems to me that the more substandard the
properties they build and the lower their rate of productivity, the more they get paid. There
seems to be no consequence for poor performance. We are in a housing crisis—is it really
appropriate to provide such preposterous pay packets, considering the house building
record I have described?
Share

Mr Richard Bacon (South Norfolk) (Con)
I agree with almost everything that the hon. Lady has said, but I ought to point out—I
declare an interest, because as part of an Industry and Parliament Trust fellowship I spent a
day at Berkeley—that the main shareholder of Berkeley is Tony Pidgley, who started that
business himself. He left school at 15, unable to read and write, and he has employed
thousands of people, created a great deal of wealth for this country and paid a huge amount
of tax. Moreover, he would deny—and he would be right to do so, unlike some of the others
the hon. Lady rightly mentioned—that Berkeley produces poor quality. It does not; it
produces extremely good quality. Berkeley refuses to be a member of the Home Builders
Federation because it does not consider itself a volume house builder.
Share

Siobhain McDonagh
I certainly agree with the hon. Gentleman in part. I have had the honour of meeting Mr
Pidgley and I give him credit for his career and his actions. His prots do not come from Help
to Buy but, even so, it does seem like a very unequal company. I have no problem with people
earning well at the top, but the people at the bottom should not earn badly.
Share

Matt Western (Warwick and Leamington) (Lab)
I congratulate my hon. Friend on securing this debate and making an excellent speech. On
her last point, as far as I understand it, Berkeley constructed no affordable housing last year,
and for Barratt Homes, Persimmon and the others in the top four, the gures are around 18%
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to 20%. It is a complete scam. The amount of money they are taking out
at the top,
and not
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just for executive pay or shareholder pay—I have no problems with shareholders receiving
dividends and so on—is at the expense of much-needed social and affordable housing. The
whole viability element of the planning system is a complete scam and should be done away
with.
Share

Siobhain McDonagh
I absolutely agree with my hon. Friend, and I know that he works really hard on that subject.
Just like the issues about the whole planning system, that could be the topic of another
debate, to which I am sure we would both want to contribute.
The median pay for FTSE 100 house building CEOs is 228 times that of the typical UK
construction worker.
Share

Gareth Johnson (Dartford) (Con)
Does the hon. Lady agree that one way forward would be to increase the opportunities for
self-build? It is incredibly difcult at the moment. If an individual wants to buy a plot of land
and nd a builder to construct a house for them, they nd so many obstacles in their way.
Does the hon. Lady agree that that may be a way forward to improve on the current
situation?
Share

Siobhain McDonagh
I think the hon. Gentleman has stolen the words of the hon. Member for South Norfolk (Mr
Bacon), who also does loads of work on self-build. It is an issue that small and medium-sized
builders have been squeezed out, but unfortunately I do not have time to address that
matter today.
Let me return to the matter of pay ratios. At Barratt, the pay ratio between median executive
pay and median construction worker pay is a disappointing 113:1. At Taylor Wimpey, it is an
awful 126:1. At Berkeley, it is a shocking 331:1. But at Persimmon, it is an absolutely
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deplorable 1,561:1. Jeff Fairburn, in his nal year of employment as chief
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Persimmon, received more than £38.9 million, yet his average member of staff earnt £37,118.
That was for technical staff. We do not know what the company’s subcontracted electricians,
roofers or other wet tradesperson might have received. How can that be fair?
The vast scale of inequality looks even worse in the light of UK housing prices. Assuming that
the average UK house price is £230,630—I assure the House that it is not possible to buy
anything in my constituency or in the constituency of the right hon. Member for Eneld North
(Joan Ryan) for that price—and that the average UK construction worker saves 10% of their
earnings to buy a house, it would take them 92 years to save up and 19 years just to save for
the deposit alone. But the average FTSE 350 CEO could buy 28 houses outright in one year,
532 houses over 19 years—the years that the construction worker would be using to build a
deposit—and 2,567 houses over the 92 years in which the construction worker would be
saving up to afford their home. On no level can this be right or fair. It cannot be right for our
society. It cannot be right for us as taxpayers. It is simply wrong. The system is broken. In the
main, the market does not reward hard work, endeavour and meeting the housing need. In
my view, it certainly should do.
Share

Madam Deputy Speaker (Dame Eleanor Laing)
It will be obvious to Members that we have very little time left—not surprising in the current
circumstances—and that lots of people want to speak. We will try to manage without a time
limit. Let us see whether we can be courteous and consensual. If everyone takes around ve
minutes, we will get there.
Share
 4.04 pm

Mr Richard Bacon (South Norfolk) (Con)
That is very helpful, Madam Deputy Speaker.
May I start by congratulating the hon. Member for Mitcham and Morden (Siobhain
McDonagh) very sincerely? I realised how strange times are in this particular area of housing
debate when I attended a lunch at the Institute of Economic Affairs, where the hon. Lady was
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the guest speaker. I realised that it is the case not so much that therePrevious
is political
crossTop Next
dressing going, but that many of us are searching for solutions outside the traditional
parameters; and that is because, as the title of the White Paper from January 2017 said, we
have a broken housing market. We might have some differences about the causes of the
situation she accurately describes, and about the best prescriptions for solving it, but it is
absolutely clear that supply does not rise to meet demand. She used the word “market” in
her last couple of sentences, which rather implies that we have a market for housing, but we
have no such thing; we have a tightly controlled oligopoly, and actually supply does not rise
to meet demand, because most suppliers do not wish to damage their own prot margins by
oversupplying the market so that prices fall. We would not expect that in any other area of
business and we should not expect it in housing.
Fundamentally, we need to change the model. If we have a broken housing market, we need
to create a different ecosystem, and one of the fundamental things we need to do is increase
choice for consumers. It is by far the single biggest thing people spend money on —whether
renting or buying, it is the thing that people spend most of their monthly income on—but it is
the thing over which they have the least choice. In any ecosystem in which the consumer had
any say, it would be the thing over which they had the most choice.
As well as increasing choice, we have to lower barriers to entry, and that is where I want to
bring in my favourite subject, mentioned by my hon. Friend the Member for Dartford (Gareth
Johnson), namely self-build and custom house building.
Share

Matt Western
On choice, I totally agree with the hon. Gentleman’s point. One of the critical things, in
addition to self-build, is the reintroduction of all the small and medium-sized enterprise
builders we lost after 2007-08. Apparently, a quarter of all houses built are built by SMEs,
whereas it used to be two thirds.
Share

Mr Bacon
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In 1988, it was indeed two thirds. If we increase the regulation and make
it more 
difcult
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get hold of land, it is the SMEs that will go, because only the big rms with the big balance
sheets can afford it. It is a very risky enterprise, and actually local planning authorities
prefer dealing with a small number of large companies because it is easier for them. That is
one of the other things we have to change.
I am accused of wanting everyone to learn how to be a builder and build their own house. It
has nothing to do with doing it yourself. It is very important to stress that. It is about selfcommissioning and giving the customer more power. I will be brieng the Minister next week
on the terms of the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015, which commenced three
years ago in April 2016, and the way it was augmented successfully by the Housing and
Planning Act 2016, so that now the more people who are on the local register the greater the
legal obligation on a council to provide suitable planning permissions.
The point about having individuals and associations of individuals under the terms of the
legislation is that it could apply to anybody. It could be used by school governors wishing to
use the provision of a serviced plot of land as a recruitment and retention tool; by local
social services directors trying to recruit social work managers in parts of the country where
it is difcult to nd the right calibre of social worker; by NHS trusts trying to accommodate
staff, whether young junior doctors, paramedics or ambulance staff; by local Army
commanders trying to retain that very expensively trained staff sergeant with 20 years’
experience; by the Royal British Legion and other veterans groups trying to accommodate
veterans; by probationers and ex-offenders trying to make sure that ex-offenders coming out
of prison have accommodation that is not the drug dealer’s sofa; and by the homeless
themselves—I have seen just outside Berlin, in Potsdam, homeless single mums building
their own accommodation for an affordable rent.
That brings me to my next point: it has nothing to do with tenure. One can use self-build and
custom house building both for private ownership and for all kinds of affordable
accommodation models, including mutual housing co-operatives and various other types of
social landlords.
I am keen to keep my remarks brief, but I want to say a few things to the Minister about what
the Right to Build Task Force, which I have been involved with for some years, is now looking
for. We had £350,000 of funding from the Nationwide Building Society, and with that we can
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evidence an additional 6,000 to 9,000 houses added to the pipeline in
the last three
If
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 Topyears.
we can do that with £350,000, think what we could do with some serious money. I would like
the Department to take on the funding for that, but also as part of a help-to-build team
installed within Homes England with the task of facilitating the delivery of service plots,
buying land, and working with local authorities and other public sector partners on public
sector land for a range of client groups, especially the young and those who have been most
marginalised. That team should also reach out to anybody who wants to get a service plot so
that we reach a point where someone can go to the plot shop in the local town hall in their
home town and nd a plot of land as easily as people can in the Netherlands, where I have
seen it done.
We have to put help to build on a level playing eld with Help to Buy. The Government are
currently planning to spend £22 billion on Help to Buy, subsidising demand, when we should
really be subsidising supply. If one wants more of something, then subsidise it and it will
happen. I know from many people I have spoken to, including Treasury Ministers, that there
is a desire to do something about the growing cost of Help to Buy. The obvious thing to do is
to wean people off Help to Buy—a subsidy for demand—and wean them on to a subsidy for
supply, thus increasing supply.
We have to remove the regulations that currently allow local authorities to charge people to
be on the register each year. Most do not, but Camden and Islington councils charge £350,
and people do not get any guarantee of a plot for that. That should be revoked. I said that to
Gavin Barwell when the regulations were introduced. I was not put on the Committee for
some reason, even though it was my own private Member’s Bill that became the Act, but I
went along anyway and spoke. He said on the record—I can show this to the Minister—that
if it proved to be a problem, he would take a look at it. Although he is no longer the Minister,
the Government were committed to looking at it. I can tell the Minister that it has become an
issue and we should now revoke these regulations. The charge is supposed to recover the
cost of keeping a register, but that is really very small—it can be done in an exercise book
kept in a drawer or on a spreadsheet.
We need to introduce a series of specic planning reforms, particularly allowing for
exception sites where councils are not fullling their legal obligations. We need to make it
clear that the national planning policy framework has a presumption in favour of sustainable
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development in circumstances where councils fail to meet their dutiesPrevious
under the
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irrespective of whether there is a ve-year land supply, in terms of providing service plots.
We need to introduce changes to the planning system that provide greater predictability to
reduce the planning risk—for example, through the compulsory use of form-based codes or
through local development orders. We need to take forward the proposals in the White Paper
to facilitate land pooling, which has worked very successfully in Germany and elsewhere on
the continent.
We do have a broken system, and doing more of the same will not produce a different result.
We have to think differently and do differently. I encourage the Minister to take that
responsibility seriously.
Share
 4.12 pm

Sir George Howarth (Knowsley) (Lab)
It is a pleasure to follow the hon. Member for South Norfolk (Mr Bacon), who made a typically
thoughtful and interesting contribution to the debate on housing.
I congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Mitcham and Morden (Siobhain McDonagh) on
her survey of the state of the market and some of the negative aspects of it that we need to
address. Anybody who reads her speech in Hansard tomorrow or at some later point will
consider some of the companies that she named to be a roll call of disrepute.
On that theme, I wrote to the chief executive of Redrow, the developer, about a leasehold
scandal following conversations with concerned residents of Summerhill Park in my
constituency. Summerhill Park has over 455 houses and 70 ats. There is a two-tier system of
ground rents in operation. Residents who purchased their properties early on in the
development pay ground rents of £150 a year, while those who purchased homes in the later
phases pay £250 a year. My constituents want to be enfranchised. They want to purchase
their freeholds and are willing to pay a fair price. They believe—and I agree with them—that
a fair price would be 10 times the annual ground rent, which they think is fair and reasonable
and are willing to pay. Redrow, however, is asking for 26 times the annual ground rent, which
I think, frankly, is unfair and unreasonable.
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In the light of the Government’s reform proposals and the Law Commission’s
on
Previousongoing
 TopworkNext
leasehold reform, I approached Redrow to arrange a meeting to discuss the residents’ ideas
further. Redrow contended in its response that the lease agreements are fair and
transparent, which my constituents strongly disagree with, as do I. Its business model is
considered by many—including, as I am sure the Minister will conrm, the Government—
both unreasonable and unjustiable. The offer of giving residents the opportunity to
purchase the freehold at a xed price of 26 times the annual ground rent is not, in my view—
and, I hope, in the Government’s view—reasonable or fair.
In response to my letter, Redrow said:
“it would be inappropriate to move away from the practice that has been adopted over the
last two years, with all Redrow households, including those [who] have already acquired
their freehold at Summerhill Park.”
I wrote back to say that I did not agree and I would still like a meeting. Surprise, surprise,
Redrow said, “There is little point in a meeting.” All Members of this House have a reasonable
expectation that if they request a meeting with an organisation or company in the private or
public sector to discuss an issue that is of concern in their constituency, they will get that
meeting. Redrow arrogantly—not to me, but to the people I represent—declined to hold
such a meeting. I deplore that, as I hope others do.
It is unjustied and unfair, and I fail to see how pressing on with that policy is either
reasonable or acceptable. Redrow is doing this simply because it can and because it can
continue to make money out of the residents I represent in this House. The leasehold scandal
has caused a great deal of distress for homebuyers across England, particularly in the northwest, with many homebuyers trapped in their current properties, some unable to afford to
purchase their freehold and others even unable to sell their property. Redrow is not unique in
this. Other developers are just as involved in this scandal.
Share

Mike Amesbury (Weaver Vale) (Lab)
I have a situation in the Winnington part of my constituency of Weaver Vale, where resident
Emily Martin and many others are caught in this leasehold trap. In terms of the next phase,
people have beneted from the reforms that we in this place have campaigned for, and the
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Share

Sir George Howarth
That adds to the unfairness of it. Redrow is not unique in this, and all these companies need
to look at themselves, the business model they are adopting and the ethics involved.
I will conclude by asking the Minister three questions. First, may I invite her to join me in
condemning Redrow and the other companies that are still involved in this practice? Does
she agree that the freehold purchase cost of 10 times the ground rent is fair and reasonable,
whereas 26 times is sheer daylight robbery? Finally, does she agree that it is desperately
important that we have legislation to curtail the naked greed of those developers engaged in
this disreputable practice?
Share
 4.18 pm

Mr Mark Francois (Rayleigh and Wickford) (Con)
May I begin by congratulating the Minister on her appointment? It is good to see her in her
place at the Dispatch Box.
The house building market in the United Kingdom is highly oligopolistic, dominated by very
few very large players, some of whom are extremely unresponsive to the needs of local
communities, as the hon. Member for Mitcham and Morden (Siobhain McDonagh) laid out so
well in her speech. They can have an adverse impact on communities in the long term, but
they can also have an adverse impact in the short term, while their houses are being built.
We had an example of that in Rayleigh on Monday morning. The schools came back, so
clearly the trafc increased, but it was massively exacerbated by three contraows all in
operation at the same time on three different housing developments: Barratt David Wilson at
Hullbridge, where a nearby key road called Watery Lane has been closed for many weeks
because of the works; Countryside at Rawreth Lane in Rayleigh, which has a contraow in
place; and Silver City, a lesser known, smaller developer which has a contraow on the
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London Road in Rayleigh. The cumulative effect, made worse by a road
trafc accident
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morning, was that the town was in effect gridlocked, and many of my constituents were
extremely frustrated as they were simply trying to get to work.
I have remonstrated with the county council’s highways department for granting permits to
work on the highway to all of these developers at the same time. It has a strategic overview
of the highways network, and I think it should look at that again. I have also contacted all
the developers directly, and encouraged them to get this work done as fast as possible and
then get out of the way, and the responses have been instructive. The smallest, Silver City,
has promised that it will be nished by the end of the week and that it will be off the highway
network. Countryside, an Essex-based developer, has said that it will no longer operate its
contraow in the morning and evening rush hours, thus considerably easing the congestion.
Barratt David Wilson, the major national house builder, has been the least responsive of all.
It has been on site since February, and my constituents in Hullbridge are just about sick and
tired of it. As the hon. Member for Mitcham and Morden has pointed out, its chief executive,
Mr David Thomas, is on a nice little earner. According to its 2018 annual report, he earned a
total package of just shy of £3 million—some 20 times the salary the Prime Minister earns for
the responsibility of running the country. I suspect that Mr David Thomas could not nd
Hullbridge in my constituency with a TomTom.
Barratt David Wilson has now, under pressure, contemplated extending the hours of its work
to try to nish the job, but it still will not give me a rm date for when its works will be
completed, Watery Lane can be reopened and it will get out of the way. In short, it is a bad
neighbour in my constituency, and I think it is about time that this large, unresponsive,
uncaring national house builder, run by a fat cat on £3 million a year, was held to account.
My constituents deserve better than this, and these developers should put more people on
the job, get the job done quicker and get off the roadway.
We are tight for time, but in my last minute I want to mention Sanctuary Housing, the largest
housing association in my constituency. I had an Adjournment debate on 18 July about what
is wrong with it, so I shall not reiterate it all now, sufce it to say that I had a meeting with its
chief executive, Mr Craig Moule, and its outgoing chairman, Mr Jonathan Lander, yesterday.
It was a deeply unsatisfactory meeting. Basically, it had promised to build 50 affordable
houses a year, but it got nowhere near that. It had no clear plan or strategy to achieve the
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target. I am afraid the outgoing chairman of the board clearly did notPrevious
take the meeting
 Top Next
seriously. In fact, his attitude was patronising. If he had said, “I hear what you say, Mr
Francois” one more time, I think I would have screamed.
There is a governance issue at Sanctuary. It is badly run and badly governed. It is not
properly accountable to the tenants it serves, which is why it was slated by “Dispatches” a
few months ago. My plea to the Minister is that we need tighter regulation of the registered
social landlords market. Some of these are very large organisations indeed. They are not
properly regulated by the Government, and Sanctuary is most certainly not properly
regulated by its rather useless board.
Share

Several hon. Members rose—
Share

Madam Deputy Speaker (Dame Eleanor Laing)
Order. We really do need to keep aiming for the limit of ve minutes, because I am sure that
people will want to hear what the Minister has to say. She has been asked many questions,
and the answers must be heard, too.
Share
 4.24 pm

Stephen Timms (East Ham) (Lab)
We are in the grip of a major housing crisis. You will not remember, Madam Deputy Speaker,
but I can just remember “Cathy Come Home”, and the determination of our predecessors in
the 1960s—this picks up on some of the points made by my hon. Friend the Member for
Mitcham and Morden (Siobhain McDonagh) in her excellent opening speech—that the lives
of families should not be destroyed by housing misery. Today, lives are being destroyed
again. One day—sooner, I hope, rather than later—we will again need a major national
programme of council house building to give those families a chance.
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Archbishop of Canterbury’s Commission on Housing, Church and Community. We had “Faith
in the City” in the 1980s, “Unemployment and the Future of Work” in the 1990s, and both
those Church reports caught the mood of the times and profoundly inuenced the policies of
Governments. I hope that the Archbishop’s housing commission report will do the same when
it is published. We visited a family in my constituency—mum, dad, and a young son—who
are essentially living in one room in a ramshackle property above East Ham High Street.
There is serious damp and a rat infestation. They have been there for ve years, and both of
the couple have been employed and were working in the NHS. Recently, a second child was
born and, tragically, very soon died, probably because of the conditions in the home. That is
how it is for thousands of people. After the visit, one commission member emailed me and
commented, quite rightly, that our society should not tolerate people having to live in such
conditions.
I was delighted to take the commission members to the Didsbury site, where Newham
Council’s own developer, Red Door Ventures, which was set up in 2014, is building new homes
on council land that was previously occupied by a community centre. It is committed to
building 50% of its homes for social rent, and 50% at market rent, and it plans to build
hundreds of homes over the next few years—thousands, I hope, before too long.
As my hon. Friend reminded the House, after world war two, social housing was built at a
rate of well over 100,000 homes a year. The crisis today is just as bad as it was then, and we
need that scale of ambition to deliver such a programme again. There is no time to lose.
Share
 4.27 pm

Andrew Lewer (Northampton South) (Con)
I draw the House’s attention to my entry in the Register of Members’ Financial Interests, and I
thank the hon. Member for Mitcham and Morden (Siobhain McDonagh) for securing this
debate. I have spent much of my working life taking an interest in this core topic, and after
becoming a Member of Parliament, housing has continued to be a passion of mine. I have
been involved with the housing sector since I served on a planning committee for 12 years,
and then as leader of Derbyshire County Council and director of a housing association. As an
Page 17 of 31

Agenda Page 972

Agenda Item 4a

MP, I sit on the Housing, Communities and Local Government Committee,
and I chair
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 Topthe allparty group for SME house builders. In both roles, I have had the pleasure of working with
people from across the private and social housing sectors. In particular, my hon. Friend the
Member for South Norfolk (Mr Bacon) has made fantastic progress in championing self-build
homes, and I hope he has continued success in that area.
Another area of success can be seen in the excellent work of Northampton Partnership
Homes. Its chairman, David Latham, and chief executive, Mike Kay, have laid out ambitious
plans for the future of social housing and tackling homelessness in my constituency, but
national support from the Government, and local support, will be required to get those plans
advanced. I have been encouraged by the Government’s commitment of £1.2 billion funding
to tackle homelessness through to 2020, and by the introduction of the Homelessness
Reduction Act 2017. I know that has been hugely benecial in Northampton, and I hope it can
help to get people back on their feet and with a roof over their head. Is there more to do? Of
course there is, and I look forward to hearing about that from the Minister.
I was pleased to meet Sir Edward Lister, in his then capacity of chairman of Homes England,
at a recent meeting of my all-party group. I was thoroughly impressed by what he said and I
was encouraged by the approach he had been taking. It felt like there has been a shift and a
change of culture at Homes England, or at least the start of a shift. The change needs to be
seen primarily in money allocated by Ministers going to where it is needed most and by SME
housebuilders getting that access. The sector does not feel that it is anywhere near as
straightforward yet as it should be for SMEs in particular.
I am encouraged by the steps and the commitments the Government have already taken in
this area, but I hope my right hon. Friend will make reference to, and address how, money
from Homes England will get not only to the private and the social sectors, but to the shared
ownership housing sector, a sector with a lot more potential than it has yet been able to
realise.
Share
 4.30 pm

Justin Madders (Ellesmere Port and Neston) (Lab)
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Week in, week out housing problems are the No.1 issue in my constituency
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of affordable housing, poor living conditions, homelessness or landlords not acting to rectify
problems. We should not forget that at the heart of this debate are real people facing very
real difculties because over the past nine years the Government have failed to act to tackle
the housing crisis. I have too many people coming to see me who are sleeping on couches, in
tents or in cars. That situation is becoming far too regular in my surgeries. It is an absolute
disgrace.
Since the Government came into power, rents have become increasingly unaffordable, with
private renters spending on average 41% of their household income on rent. Shelter reports
that a third of low-income renters are struggling to the extent that they have to borrow
money to pay their rent and keep a roof over their heads. In those circumstances, putting
money aside to save for a deposit so they can eventually own their own home is completely
unrealistic. There is a massive job ahead of us to replenish the depleted housing stock in this
country and I am pleased to see that, after many years of stagnation, there is now signicant
housebuilding in my constituency, particularly on browneld sites. Very few, however, have
affordable housing in them—or, as I would like to call it, council housing. That is because
permissions were all granted some time ago and the developers have used rules brought in
under the coalition Government to plead poverty and tell us that the requirement to build
affordable homes means they cannot maintain their 20% prot margins. As a result, there is
no affordable housing being built on just about any private development in my constituency.
Most developers sought release from those obligations four or ve years ago, but have only
started building them in the past couple of years. It is clear that the affordable housing
requirements were not what was stopping them; it was greed. As my hon. Friend the Member
for Mitcham and Morden (Siobhain McDonagh) set out, it certainly has not harmed their
prot margins.
It is greed that has poisoned many of the public’s opinion of the housebuilding industry as a
result of the leasehold scandal. As the Chair of the Housing, Communities and Local
Government Committee, my hon. Friend the Member for Shefeld South East (Mr Betts), said
about the voluntary scheme developers introduced to deal with some of the injustices of the
scandal:
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“Given the evidence we heard from leaseholders during our inquiry, we
know it will
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difcult for them to trust developers and freeholders to deliver on such pledges.”
The only way trust can be rebuilt is for there to be a full, independent public inquiry to get to
the root of the issues. How did developers rst dream up the business model of
commoditising people’s homes? How did lawyers draw up the onerous terms? How did sales
staff present, or not present, the leases? How did the conveyancers, surveyors and lenders
all miss the implications of them? How has the Government’s Help to Buy cash propped up
the whole scam?
The news this week that Persimmon has reached an out of court settlement on an estate in
Cardiff by giving the homeowners the freeholds and repaying the ground rent is welcome, but
unfortunately that is just one estate, in one city and one developer. There must be scores of
identical scenarios around the country where developers have not been forced to come to
the table, so a proper PPI-style compensation scheme is vital. As I have said in the past, this
is the PPI of the housebuilding industry and it needs to be treated as such. The admission by
Persimmon that people did not know what they were buying should ag up huge alarm bells
for every developer involved in leasehold that time is running out for them to put this right.
The National Leasehold Campaign has this week written to all developers involved in the
scam to ask for the freeholds back. They should do it now and start to rebuild trust. As we
know from the prot margins we have heard about, they can well afford to do it. The fact
that they are still building homes on estates where there is no leasehold now, but where
people who bought them a year or two ago are still in leasehold properties, is an absolutely
injustice and a scandal. It needs to end.
It really is time that we had real action from the Government, so that those already trapped
in unfair leases can expect to be released from them. I think we all agree that the situation is
unfair and a signicant injustice, but what are we going to do to force developers to put
things right? There are plenty of ideas out there about how we can do that for those stuck
with existing onerous and unfair leases. The Government may have lost control of the
Chamber, but if they made proposals along the lines set out in my private Member’s Bill, for
example, or in my party’s proposals, there is no doubt that there would be more than enough
support on both sides of the House to get something on the statute book that would bring
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real, tangible change to help people and get many of the thousands who
are stuck
in toxicNext
Previous
 Top
leases free of that obligation at last. Let us make a real difference to people’s lives. Let us
pass these laws and build the homes that we need to get this country moving again.
Share
 4.35 pm

Ruth Cadbury (Brentford and Isleworth) (Lab)
I thank the previous speakers, including my hon. Friend the Member for Ellesmere Port and
Neston (Justin Madders) for his excellent speech on leasehold issues. He is such an expert—
as ever—because he has such a problem in his area, but that is not unique and we have
some of the same issues in London with atted developments.
I also thank my hon. Friend the Member for Mitcham and Morden (Siobhain McDonagh) for
the excellent work that she has been doing on this important issue and for securing this
debate. I am not sure whether it is a relief to discuss something other than Brexit, but this is
as much, if not more, of a crisis, certainly for those who are affected.
In my maiden speech, I referred to my forebears, who recognised the importance of goodquality housing for people’s wellbeing, lives and, I have to say, their productivity in their
factory. My forebears built good-quality, affordable housing until the state took on that
responsibility. From the ’40s onwards, Governments of both persuasions built tens of
thousands of council homes a year to ensure that the British people were adequately housed,
but we have been walking away from that in the last 10 or more years.
For most of my political life, I was a councillor in Hounslow. Even in outer London until about
10 years ago, a family on an ordinary income could afford to buy their own home, so they did
not need social rented housing. They did not put additional pressure on council housing.
Since house prices have increased, however, people need a household income of £72,000 in
Hounslow to buy even a two-bedroom at, yet the average household income is £40,000.
We need 1.2 million new council and social rented homes in this country because that is the
number of households on the housing needs register. That does not count people who are not
disabled and working-age adults who have to rent. The number of people in that category
has gone up 100% in just over 10 years. Under the right to buy, most councils, including even
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those that are building housing—Hounslow is building about 400 newPrevious
council homes
Next
 Topa year
—are losing council homes faster than they are building them. Right to buy homes are often
becoming private rented stock at three times the council rent levels.
Of course, we need house builders to be on our side. As others have mentioned so eloquently,
they need to address the leasehold issue. They also need to take responsibility for the
shocking faults in many new-build properties. There is variation between developers, and
they cannot hide behind the fact that there is a skills shortage. There is one and they need to
take responsibility for it, but so do the Government, because much of the skills shortage in
construction results from the fact that a large proportion of our construction workforce are
EU nationals and many are leaving, or are no longer coming in the same numbers because of
the uncertainty that has been mentioned many times in this Chamber. They do not feel
welcome and do not have security as workers in this country.
I am sure that the Minister will respond with warm and hopeful words, as Ministers always
do. The new Government may even intend to do something signicant about the housing
crisis, although I suspect that they will not be around for long enough to implement
anything. I advise them, however, not to fall into having the problems that some previous
Ministers have had. This includes the risk of unintended consequences of poorly thought-out
policies. I will mention two of them.
Let us have no more schemes, such as Help to Buy, that just give discounts to those who can
afford to buy anyway. Let us not rush through planning changes such as those to permitted
development rights, which have allowed the appalling chicken coops in old factories and
ofces, as mentioned by my hon. Friend the Member for Mitcham and Morden.
Share
 4.40 pm

Alex Cunningham (Stockton North) (Lab)
I thank my hon. Friend the Member for Mitcham and Morden (Siobhain McDonagh) for
securing the debate through the Backbench Business Committee. She is right to highlight
these issues. Surely, in this world of inequality, individuals should not be lining their own
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pockets with millions of pounds in bonuses taken from taxpayers’ money.
Our focus
needsNext
to
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be on all our people, not just the few. Other Members raised the issue of leasehold. I invite
the Minister to solve the crisis by adopting our approach to leasehold.
A home is at the heart of our lives. It is the foundation on which we grow up and raise our
own families—the bedrock for our dreams and aspirations. It helps us to belong and shapes
who we are and what we do. Yet, as others have said, we have a housing crisis in our
country. We all know it, but successive Ministers seem to have had little motivation to do
anything about it. There has been a steady rise in homelessness, in rough sleeping and in
hidden homelessness—people or families who are considered homeless but whose situation
is not visible—either on the streets or in ofcial statistics, with those forced into the world of
sofa surng, living in make- shift rooms in overcrowded dwellings, or maybe even in a car.
That was also highlighted by my hon. Friend the Member for Ellesmere Port and Neston
(Justin Madders). It is not a situation t for 21st-century Britain.
When Labour left ofce, housing was at the heart of our decision making: we had just pulled
the country back from the cliff edge of the global recession; we had just switched funding
from other Departments to deliver the biggest investment in social housing in a generation;
and we had just protected people’s homes with Labour’s mortgage rescue scheme, which,
along with other actions, meant that repossessions were over a third lower than in 1991,
when Tory inaction led to 75,000 homes being repossessed. Over the whole 13 years that
Labour spent in power, home ownership soared. Since then the number of home-owning
households has fallen under the Tories. Under Labour, the number rose by over 1 million.
House building grew. We built almost 2 million homes. After years of high homelessness
under the Tories, Labour cut it by 62%. We brought over 1 million homes up to standard as
part of our decent homes programme.
Since 2010, however, the number of new social rented homes has fallen by over 95%, and we
are now building 30,000 fewer social rented homes each year; house building still has not
recovered to the level it was at before the global nancial crisis; the overall level of home
ownership has fallen since 2010, from 67% to 64% last year; average private rents have risen
by £1,900 a year; and—something that should shame us all—in the sixth biggest economy
in the world, we have seen rough sleeping more than double over the past nine years.
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After nearly a decade of failure, it is clear that the Conservatives havePrevious
no credible
Top toNext
plan
build the number of homes we need. Labour will draw a line under the failure of the past and
put building new homes at the heart of government. For the rst time ever, a Labour
Government will establish a fully-edged department for housing. Ministers will be
challenged at each step by a new Ofce for Budget Responsibility-style ofce for housing
delivery, which will be an independent auditor of house building projections, delivery plans
and progress against Government targets. We will set the new department a target of
building at least 1 million new, genuinely affordable homes in England over 10 years,
including a major council house building programme. We will bring forward more land for
development at a lower price, by setting a new role for the Homes and Communities Agency
as the Government’s main housing delivery body, and we will protect the green belt.
We will introduce a revolutionary new type of housing, “rst buy homes”, with housing costs
for new build homes benchmarked at a third of local average incomes so that homes are
priced at what local people can afford, not what makes developers the most money. We will
also introduce a tough “rst dibs” rule on new housing developments to give local people
condence that homes built in their area can be for them and their families. Developers will
be forced to market new homes to local rst-time buyers rst, not to overseas buyers or
those with no connection to the area. We will act on those 750,000 empty plots that are
sitting doing nothing and bring them into use.
Some may question what exactly we can do to tackle homelessness. Last week I visited St
Mungo’s and learned about its initiatives to help reduce the impact of homelessness,
including “no second night out”. I also visited AKT—formerly the Albert Kennedy Trust—and
heard directly from some young LGBT people who had experienced homelessness, and who
told me what housing support they needed. Organisations such as St Mungo’s and AKT do
excellent work in supporting people who need help, and they truly set an example of what
can be achieved with vision and passion. Any Government could learn much from both those
organisations.
Ultimately, this comes back to the availability of housing stock. We cannot provide people
with decent, affordable homes if we simply do not have the stock. We need to build, and
build fast. However, we cannot compromise on quality or affordability. It means very little for
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thousands of new homes to spring up in an area if the people who livePrevious
in that area
Top Next
 cannot
afford them.
Rental costs should not account for two thirds of tenants’ incomes, and it is on social
housing that we must focus to address the housing crisis. Labour has already made a
commitment to stop the sell-off of 50,000 social rented homes a year by suspending the
right to buy, and to transform the planning system with a new duty to deliver affordable
homes in order to make more land available more cheaply. Councils are not adequately
staffed to oversee planning applications, and the industry does not have the skills and
innovation to deliver what we need. Labour will ensure that both councils and the industry
have what they require.
Everyone should have a safe place that they can call home, but that is so often not the case.
A young person may not be able to return to the family home because he or she is at risk of
harm. An older person may not be able to go upstairs safely, and may therefore need a
different type of accommodation. A survivor of domestic violence may need somewhere safe
to rebuild his or her life. A family may be sleeping in a car because it is cleaner, and perhaps
safer, than temporary accommodation. I am thinking of some of the destroyed families
referred to by my right hon. Friend the Member for East Ham (Stephen Timms).
Successive Tory Governments have failed all those people. It is time that we had a Labour
Government putting housing front and centre, putting right the failures, and sorting out the
crisis that so many face today. As my hon. Friend the Member for Mitcham and Morden said,
we have done it before and we will do it again.
Share
 4.47 pm

The Minister for Housing (Ms Esther McVey)
I thank the hon. Member for Mitcham and Morden (Siobhain McDonagh) for bringing the
debate to the Floor of the House and I thank everyone who has contributed to it.
There has been much agreement across the Floor on what we would like to happen, and,
more important, what we do not like the look of and is not the way forward. None of us can
agree with the exorbitant pay packets that some people have received. We are also all
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agreed that—in the hon. Lady’s words—the market is not working. That
is right:
it Top
is not. Next
We
Previous
might have different ways of resolving that problem, but we would say that, if there are not
enough houses in the market, it is not working. Various implementation schemes should
operate for a short period, until we have ensured that there are more houses in the market,
and that is what we are doing.
It has been a scandal how fewer houses have been built decade after decade, but we are
turning that around. Let us look at some of the gures. We have delivered more than 1.3
million new homes since 2010, including more than 430,000 affordable homes. In the most
recent year, we have delivered more than 220,000 additional homes, the highest level in all
but one of the last 31 years. The latest indicators show that we are on track to meet our 2015
manifesto commitment to add 1 million more homes by 2020.
Those who have talked about homelessness will be heartened to learn that, for the rst time
since 2010, the annual rough sleeping statistics have shown a decrease in the number of
those sleeping rough. That reects the Government’s substantial investment and support
over the last few years. But what we want to see is the right houses being built; choice in who
is building them; and an SME market, not just a market of the top four or ve in the building
sector. We as a Conservative Government want to bring back the SMEs; 30% were lost during
the nancial crash and never came back. We want those businesses back and, more
importantly, as my hon. Friend the Member for South Norfolk (Mr Bacon) said, we want there
to be the right to build: we want to be able to make sure there are not just a few companies,
building thousands of homes, because there could be thousands of individuals making their
own homes. That is what we are about: choice and opportunity as we go forward.
We have said we would deliver 300,000 homes by the mid-2020s. That is my ambition and
the ambition of the Conservative party. How will we go about it? I have said that we have
been delivering more each year, but we want to bring together a centre of excellence for
construction and engineering in the north of the country. We want to have a global leader for
construction and engineering, bringing forth those technological solutions we have been
talking about such as modern methods of construction and environmental innovations in the
housing market.
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However, let me pick up on some of the things we do not want that many
Members
talkedNext
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about. I want to work with the right hon. Member for Knowsley (Sir George Howarth), the
hon. Members for Ellesmere Port and Neston (Justin Madders) and for Brentford and
Isleworth (Ruth Cadbury) and my hon. Friend the Member for Northampton South (Andrew
Lewer). We do not want to see the misuse of leaseholds and the exorbitant costs people are
paying. We have brought a consultation forward. We are going to stop the misuse and the
bad practices in that eld, and we can work on that together from both sides of the House,
because we should not have that and we do not want it, and we have already started on that
course to make sure it does not happen.
Share

Sir George Howarth
I am grateful for that response. Will the right hon. Lady, therefore, join me in condemning
companies such as Redrow for being unwilling to even discuss what residents want?
Share

Ms McVey
Companies and businesses should work towards what their purchasers and customers want.
Therefore, they should be listening if they want to be the best company they can possibly be.
Equally, we are listening as Members of Parliament. We have all shone a light on that bad
practice and we will be taking that issue forward.
We are also looking at what housing associations are doing. My right hon. Friend the
Member for Rayleigh and Wickford (Mr Francois) has brought forward what is happening
with Sanctuary Housing. We have a Green Paper setting out the principles that will underpin
a new fairer deal for social housing residents: safe and decent homes, swift and effective
resolution of disputes, empowering residents and ensuring their voices are heard.
Although we talk about the industry, we really want to support the people who are living in
those houses; we are talking about homes, safety and security. We do not want people in
temporary accommodation. We do not want people to be homeless; we want them in
permanent accommodation, and that can only be brought about by xing the market and
making sure we build more homes, which is what we are doing.
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Mike Amesbury
Weaver Vale Housing Trust covers my area as well as the Minister’s. It has real concerns
about the lack of clarity on funding going forward. She mentioned social housing; the key is
to build more social and affordable housing. There is not clarity at present, so we are not
building the numbers of homes that we need.
Share

Ms McVey
We are and will be building more affordable homes. We have put in a signicant amount—
billions of pounds—for affordable homes and have also removed the cap so councils are
able to build homes, too. That is what we have to do. We are a party that believes in choice. I
come from a council house. I believed in the right to buy in the 1980s to make sure people
could be in charge of their own home. Homes were not being repaired properly. People
bought them and looked after them. Now we have to make sure we build more homes, so
there is a virtuous cycle and there are more homes. We are a nation that believes in home
ownership. We need to enable people to have their own homes. We know that 80% of people
want their own home. What are we doing? We want to offer an array of choice and support.
As my hon. Friend the Member for South Norfolk said, this is also about the ability of
individuals to build their own homes.
Share

Alex Cunningham
Home ownership under the Tories in the past nine years has dropped from 67% to 64%. How
is the Minister going to put that right?
Share

Ms McVey
Through an array of support. Obviously, I have been heartened by the fact that rst-time
ownership has increased for the rst time in 11 years. People are getting on the housing
ladder. We have helped more than 500,000 people through Help to Buy and the right to buy,
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Mr Bacon
May I draw my right hon. Friend’s attention to the £25 billion a year housing benet budget,
which represents 3% of all public spending? It will be £0.25 trillion over the next 10 years,
and it has been £0.5 trillion over the past 20 years or so. The permanent secretary in her
former Department, Peter Schoeld, who used to be the director of communities in the
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government, came with us to Berlin to look at
more creative and innovative ways of delivering housing. May I suggest that my right hon.
Friend talks to the Department for Work and Pensions about trying to use some of that
housing benet budget —admittedly it is helping some housing associations, but it is also
propping up private landlords—for capital investment in a greater quantity and quality of
housing stock?
Share

Ms McVey
My hon. Friend will not be surprised to hear that that is exactly what we intend to do. How do
we enable people to get on the housing ladder and to be homeowners in an array of homes
they would like and need? How do we best use housing benets to enable that to happen? As
I have said, we have built more homes in this last year than in every one of the last 31 years.
We are correcting a market that has been undeniably not supported for the last 31 years. We
are getting it right. We have built more houses. Where we see the misuse of leaseholds, we
will gett rid of that. We will be supporting people with an array of opportunities.
Share

Ruth Cadbury
With due respect to the Minister, I think that the hon. Member for South Norfolk was talking
about the housing benet bill, which is not relevant to people who can buy their own homes.
He was saying that that money would be far better spent on building affordable social rent
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homes for people who will never be able to buy their own home. Meanwhile,
Help
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programme has simply increased the price of ats in London.
Share

Ms McVey
I did understand what my hon. Friend the Member for South Norfolk was talking about. He
talked about the £24 billion that was going into housing benet and asked how we could
best use that to help to build more homes, which could include social and council homes. I
understand that but, at the same time, we have to ensure that more people can get on the
housing ladder.
We are at the start of building 300,000 homes a year. That is not just about the homes; it is
about reshaping an industry. At the same time, we want to be a global visionary centre of
expertise in building. Let us think about all the jobs that that will provide, if we have the
commitment to do it together. That is why we will have a centre of excellence in the north of
England to look at the best ways forward for construction and engineering. That is what a
determined Conservative party is going to do. We are going to build the right houses,
champion home ownership and make a centre of excellence for building.
Share
 4.59 pm

Siobhain McDonagh
I thank everyone who has contributed to the debate. In the few seconds I have left, I want to
ask that we ban the word “affordable” in the context of housing. “Affordable” means 80% of
market rent, but the vast proportion of our constituents could never afford 80% of market
rent. Let us talk about social housing rent and owner occupation, but let us also clearly
address the question of what is affordable, because the “affordable housing” is not
affordable.
Question put and agreed to.
Resolved,
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That this House notes with concern the ongoing shortage of housing and
the housing
Previous
Next
 Topcrisis
across England; further notes with concern the number of families in temporary
accommodation and the number of people rough sleeping; acknowledges that there are over
one million households on housing waiting lists; recognises the Government’s target to build
300,000 new homes each year; acknowledges that this target has been missed in each year
that the Government has been in ofce and that the number of homes constructed by
housebuilding companies that are deemed affordable is insufcient; notes the pay ratios
between executives and employees in FTSE 350 housebuilding companies; and calls on the
Government to tackle the housing crisis as an urgent priority.
Share
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Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Section of the Planning
Practice Guidance (28 July 2017)
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GOV.UK
1.
2.
3.
4.

Home (https://www.gov.uk/)
Housing, local and community (https://www.gov.uk/housing-local-and-community)
Planning and building (https://www.gov.uk/housing-local-and-community/planning-and-building)
Planning system (https://www.gov.uk/housing-local-and-community/planning-system)

Guidance

Self-build and custom housebuilding
Self-build and custom housebuilding registers.
Published 1 April 2016
Last updated 28 July 2017 — see all updates
From:
Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government
(https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/ministry-of-housing-communities-and-local-government)

Contents
Self-build and custom housebuilding
Self-build and custom housebuilding registers
Self-build and custom housebuilding land duties
Exemptions from the 2015 Act duties
Cost recovery
Where plans are being prepared under the transitional arrangements set out in Annex 1 to the revised
National Planning Policy Framework (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policyframework--2), the policies in the previous version of the framework published in 2012
(http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/nationalplanning-policy-framework--2) will continue to apply, as will any previous guidance which has been

superseded since the new framework was published in July 2018. If you’d like an email alert when
changes are made to planning guidance please subscribe (https://www.gov.uk/topic/planningdevelopment/planning-officer-guidance/email-signup).

Self-build and custom housebuilding
What is self-build and custom housebuilding?
The Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (as amended by the Housing and Planning Act 2016)
(http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/17/contents/enacted/data.htm) provides a legal definition of self-build and
custom housebuilding. The Act does not distinguish between self-build and custom housebuilding and
provides that both are where an individual, an association of individuals, or persons working with or for
individuals or associations of individuals, build or complete houses to be occupied as homes by those
individuals.
In considering whether a home is a self-build or custom build home, relevant authorities must be satisfied that
the initial owner of the home will have primary input into its final design and layout.

Page 1 of 13

Agenda Page 988

Agenda Item 4a

When reading this guidance, reference should be made to the:
Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (as amended by the Housing and Planning Act 2016)
(http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/17/contents/enacted)

Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Regulations 2016
(http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2016/950/contents/made)

Self-build and Custom Housebuilding (Time for Compliance and Fees) Regulations 2016
(http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2016/1027/contents/made)

Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 57-016-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

Self-build and custom housebuilding registers
Who does the requirement to keep a self-build and custom housebuilding register and the
duty to have regard to the register fall to?
Responsibility for keeping a self-build and custom housebuilding register falls to “relevant authorities” as set
out in section 1 of the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (as amended by the Housing and
Planning Act 2016) (http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/17/section/1/enacted), and includes:
district councils;
county councils in England so far as they are councils for an area for which there are no district councils;
London borough councils;
the Common Council of the City of London;
the Council of the Isles of Scilly;
the Broads Authority and National Park authorities in England are the relevant authority for the whole of
their respective areas, to the exclusion of any authority mentioned above.
The requirement to keep a register does not fall to Urban Development Corporations and Mayoral
Development Corporations.
The duty to have regard to the register is not limited to the relevant authorities that must keep a register. This
is because other public bodies may have responsibility for housing and redevelopment functions in an area. In
addition to relevant authorities, the public bodies that are required to have regard to each self-build and
custom housebuilding register that relates to their area are:
county councils in England in areas where there are district councils
the Sub-Treasurer of the Inner Temple (in that person’s capacity as a local authority)
the Under-Treasurer of the Middle Temple (in that person’s capacity as a local authority)
Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 57-001-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017 See previous version
(http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20170417114230/https://www.gov.uk/guidance/self-build-and-customhousebuilding)

Why must relevant authorities keep a self-build and custom housebuilding register?
The Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (as amended by the Housing and Planning Act 2016)
(http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/17/contents/enacted/data.htm) requires each relevant authority to keep a
register of individuals and associations of individuals who are seeking to acquire serviced plots of land in the
authority’s area for their own self-build and custom housebuilding (referred to in this guidance as self-build and
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custom housebuilding registers). This guidance accompanies the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding
(Register) Regulations 2016 (http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2016/950/contents/made) made under the 2015 Act
(as amended) and can be used by relevant authorities to assist them in designing and administering the
register that they are each required to keep.
This guidance can be read alongside the guidance on the housing and economic development needs
assessment (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments) and the housing
and economic land availability assessment (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-land-availabilityassessment).
Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 57-002-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017 See previous version
(http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20170417114230/https://www.gov.uk/guidance/self-build-and-customhousebuilding)

What information must relevant authorities include on their register?
The information that relevant authorities must include on their register differs for entries for individuals and
entries for associations of individuals.
For entries on the register for individuals, relevant authorities must record the name and address of the
individual on the register.
For entries on the register for associations of individuals, relevant authorities must record the following
information on the register:
the name and address of the association;
the name and address (if different from that of the association) of the lead contact; and
the number of serviced plots of land in the relevant authority’s area the members of the association are
seeking to acquire.
In all cases the date on which an entry was made – and any dates on which it has been amended – must be
recorded on the register.
Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 57-005-20160401
Revision date: 01 04 2016

Can relevant authorities request applicants to provide additional information to that required
by the legislation?
As part of the registration process relevant authorities can request applicants to provide additional information
to that required by the legislation. This can support a greater understanding of the nature of demand for selfbuild and custom housebuilding in their area. However, those who meet the eligibility criteria but do not
provide the additional information requested must still be entered on the register. Relevant authorities should
ensure that any additional information requested is relevant, proportionate and reasonable.
Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 57-006-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017 See previous version
(http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20170417114230/https://www.gov.uk/guidance/self-build-and-customhousebuilding)

Can relevant authorities hold a joint register?
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In some circumstances, for example in a housing market area that encompasses multiple local authorities,
relevant authorities may wish to share the administration of their register with their neighbouring authorities.
This approach can be taken.
However, under the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 as amended by the Housing and Planning
Act 2016 (http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/17/contents/enacted) each relevant authority must keep a
register.
Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 57-007-20160401
Revision date: 01 04 2016

Who is eligible to be entered on the register?
Applicants must meet all of the eligibility criteria for entry on the register. Each individual applicant and every
member of an association of individuals that applies for entry on the register must:
be aged 18 or older;
be a British citizen, a national of a EEA State other than the United Kingdom, or a national of
Switzerland;
satisfy any local eligibility conditions set by the relevant authority;
have paid any fee required by the relevant authority to enter or remain on the register; and
be seeking (either alone or with others) to acquire a serviced plot of land in the relevant authority’s area
for their own self-build and custom housebuilding project.
When applying to be entered on a register, individuals who wish to register as an association must appoint a
member or officer to act as the lead contact for the purposes of correspondence between the association and
the relevant authority.
Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 57-008-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017 See previous version
(http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20170417114230/https://www.gov.uk/guidance/self-build-and-customhousebuilding)

In what circumstances should a register have two parts?
Relevant authorities who choose to set a local connection test are required to have two parts to their register.
Individuals or associations of individuals who apply for entry on the register and meet all the eligibility criteria
must be entered on Part 1. Those who meet all the eligibility criteria except for a local connection test must be
entered on Part 2 of the register.
Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 57-017-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

What is the difference between the two parts of the register?
Relevant authorities must count entries on Part 1 of the register towards the number of suitable serviced plots
that they must grant development permission for. See the section on self-build and custom housebuilding
duties for further information on the duty to grant planning permission etc. Entries on Part 2 do not count
towards demand for the purpose of the 2015 Act (as amended) but relevant authorities must have regard to
the entries on Part 2 when carrying out their planning, housing, land disposal and regeneration functions.
Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 57-018-20170728
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Revision date: 28 07 2017

What local eligibility tests can a relevant authority set?
The Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (as amended by the Housing and Planning Act 2016)
enables relevant authorities to include up to two optional local eligibility tests. These are limited to a local
connection test and a financial solvency test. We expect that relevant authorities will apply one or both of
these tests only where they have a strong justification for doing so. They should ensure that they are
proportionate and, in the case of the former, we expect these to be introduced in response to a recognised
local issue. Relevant authorities should consider consulting on their proposals before they introduce the tests
and should review them periodically to ensure that they remain appropriate and that they are still achieving the
desired effect.
Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 57-019-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

What should the local eligibility tests look like?
It is for each relevant authority to determine the rationale for introducing a local eligibility test and hence the
specific conditions set.
In designing a local connection test, relevant authorities may wish to consider criteria based on residency,
having a family member residing in the local area and / or having an employment connection to the local area.
In designing a financial solvency test, relevant authorities may wish to assess whether the applicant can afford
to purchase the land.
Paragraph: 020 Reference ID: 57-020-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

How should relevant authorities treat applications to join their register from members of the
armed forces and ex-services personnel where they have applied a local connection test?
In cases where members of the armed forces do not meet any local connection test applied, they must be
deemed as having done so and be entered on Part 1 of the register. For applications made by ex-service
personnel this includes the period of time since they have left the armed forces which is equal to any period of
time specified in any local connection test applied.
Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 57-021-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

How should relevant authorities treat applications for entry on the register that are made by
couples or by two or more members of the same household?
Relevant authorities should ensure that they have processes in place to consider how to process applications
for entry on the register from couples, or two or more members of one household, who are jointly seeking to
acquire a serviced plot of land for their own self-build and custom housebuilding.
If more than one individual application is made by a couple or by two or more members of one household, and
each of the individuals is eligible for entry on the registers, the relevant authority must make the relevant
entries on the register.
Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 57-009-20170728
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Revision date: 28 07 2017 See previous version
(http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20170417114230/https://www.gov.uk/guidance/self-build-and-customhousebuilding)

What is the relationship between the register and the Strategic Housing Market Assessment?
Local planning authorities should use the demand data from the registers in their area, supported as
necessary by additional data from secondary sources (as outlined in the housing and economic development
needs guidance (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments)), when
preparing their Strategic Housing Market Assessment (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policyframework/plan-making#para159) to understand and consider future need for this type of housing in their area.
Plan-makers will need to make reasonable assumptions using the data on their register to avoid doublecounting households.
Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 57-011-20160401
Revision date: 01 04 2016

How should relevant authorities publicise their register and are they required to publish data
from their register?
Section 1(2) of the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015
(http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/17/section/1/enacted) requires each relevant authority to publicise its
register. As a minimum, relevant authorities are recommended to hold a webpage on their website that is
dedicated to self-build and custom housebuilding. Relevant authorities are also recommended to consider
additional innovative methods of publicising their register to increase awareness of it.
Relevant authorities are encouraged to publish, in their Authority Monitoring Report, headline data on the
demand for self-build and custom housebuilding revealed by their register and other sources. This can support
development opportunities for self-build and custom housebuilding by increasing awareness among
landowners, builders and developers of the level and nature of demand for self-build and custom
housebuilding in the local area.
Relevant authorities should consider what additional optional information (for example, general location within
the authority’s area, plot size preferences and type of housing intended to be built) could be requested of
applicants and made available to increase opportunities for self-build and custom housebuilding in their area,
having regard to data protection obligations.
The types of information relevant authorities are encouraged to publish include:
the number of individuals and associations on their register;
the number of serviced plots of land sought; and
the preferences people on their register have indicated, such as general location within the authority’s
area, plot sizes and type of housing intended to be built, where this information has been requested by
the authority and provided by an applicant.
Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 57-012-201707208
Revision date: 28 07 2017 See previous version
(http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20170417114230/https://www.gov.uk/guidance/self-build-and-customhousebuilding)

How should relevant authorities communicate and promote their actions to support self-build
and custom housebuilding?
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To promote self-build and custom housebuilding relevant authorities should consider having a dedicated part
of their website for self-build and custom housebuilding. This webpage could cover: the purpose of the register
and how to apply for entry on it, headline data on the demand for self-build and custom housebuilding
revealed by their register and other sources (see the section on how relevant authorities should publicise their
register and make headline data from their register available), and details on the recent activities taken by the
relevant authorities to promote self-build and custom housebuilding.
Providing information on one well signposted and easily accessible site may help to reduce any risk of
complaint or challenge that an authority is not complying with its duties under the 2015 Act and reduce the
amount of correspondence asking for an update on progress.
Paragraph: 022 Reference ID: 57-022-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

Can relevant authorities use email as a means of communication with those applying for entry
on their register and those on their register?
Relevant authorities can use email if they wish to do so to communicate with those seeking entry on their
register and those on their register where applicants have provided an email address.
Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 57-004-20160401
Revision date: 01 04 2016

Self-build and custom housebuilding land duties
This section provides information on the two duties in the 2015 Act (as amended by the Housing and Planning
Act 2016) which are concerned with increasing the availability of land for self-build and custom housebuilding.
These duties are the ‘duty to grant planning permission etc’ and the ‘duty as regards registers’.

What does having a ‘duty to grant planning permission etc’ mean?
Relevant authorities must give suitable development permission to enough suitable serviced plots of land to
meet the demand for self-build and custom housebuilding in their area. The level of demand is established by
reference to the number of entries added to an authority’s register during a base period.
The first base period begins on the day on which the register (which meets the requirement of the 2015 Act) is
established and ends on 30 October 2016. Each subsequent base period is the period of 12 months beginning
immediately after the end of the previous base period. Subsequent base periods will therefore run from 31
October to 30 October each year.
At the end of each base period, relevant authorities have 3 years in which to permission an equivalent number
of plots of land, which are suitable for self-build and custom housebuilding, as there are entries for that base
period.
Paragraph: 023 Reference ID: 57-023-201760728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

Who does the ‘duty to grant planning permission etc’ apply to?
The ‘duty to grant planning permission etc’ applies to the same authorities who are required to hold a register
provided they are also a local planning authority within the meaning of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990.
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Paragraph: 024 Reference ID: 57-024-201760728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

How can relevant authorities increase the number of planning permissions which are suitable
for self-build and custom housebuilding?
Relevant authorities should consider how they can best support self-build and custom housebuilding in their
area. This could include:
developing policies in their Local Plan for self-build and custom housebuilding;
using their own land if available and suitable for self-build and custom housebuilding and marketing it to
those on the register;
engaging with landowners who own sites that are suitable for housing and encouraging them to consider
self-build and custom housebuilding and facilitating access to those on the register where the landowner
is interested; and
working with custom build developers to maximise opportunities for self-build and custom housebuilding.
Paragraph: 025 Reference ID: 57-025-201760728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

What is the definition of a serviced plot of land?
A serviced plot of land is a plot of land that either has access to a public highway and has connections for
electricity, water and waste water, or, in the opinion of a relevant authority, can be provided with access to
those things within the duration of a development permission granted in relation to that land.
Access to a public highway can include sections of private or unadopted road, it does not mean that the plot
has to be immediately adjacent to the public highway just that there is the guaranteed right of access to the
public highway.
Connections for electricity, water and waste water means that the services must either be provided to the
boundary of the plot so that connections can be made as appropriate during construction or adequate
alternative arrangements must be possible such as the use of a cesspit rather than mains drainage.
For example a plot of land alongside an existing public highway that is an infill between existing dwellings
would count as being serviced. There is no expectation that services must be physically connected to the plot
at the time of granting planning permission.
Paragraph: 026 Reference ID: 57-026-201760728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

How should relevant authorities count entries from associations of individuals towards
demand levels for the ‘duty to grant planning permission etc’?
For the purpose of calculating demand, relevant authorities should count associations of individuals as a
single entry on the register. This is because we expect that the rationale for joining a register as a member of
an association will be for the self-build and custom housebuilding project to be in close proximity to other
members of the association. We therefore expect that associations of will be interested in a single site that is
large enough to encompass their needs rather than separate plots of land.
Paragraph: 027 Reference ID: 57-027-201760728
Revision date: 28 07 2017
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What can someone on a register expect for their membership?
Relevant authorities must give suitable development permission to enough suitable serviced plots of land to
meet the demand for self-build and custom housebuilding in their area. There is no duty on a relevant authority
to permission land which specifically meets the requirements expressed by those on the register. Relevant
authorities should use preferences expressed by those on the register to guide its decisions when looking at
how to meet its duty to grant planning permission etc. This will help ensure that relevant authorities permission
land suitable for self-build and custom housebuilding which people are actually keen to develop.
Relevant authorities should also consider informing those on the register when they have permissioned
suitable land. Ideally this communication should include contact details for the land owner, where their consent
has been obtained, so that if anyone on the register is interested in purchasing the land they know who to
contact.
Paragraph: 028 Reference ID: 57-028-201760728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

What does having ‘a duty as regards registers’ mean?
Section 2(1) of the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015
(http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/17/section/2/enacted) places a duty on relevant bodies to have regard to
each self-build and custom housebuilding register, including Part 2 of the register (where a register is in two
parts), that relates to their area when carrying out their planning, housing, land disposal and regeneration
functions.
The following guidance suggests ways in which the duty may be demonstrated in carrying out each function:
(i) Planning
The planning functions of an authority may include both plan-making and decision-taking functions. The
registers that relate to their area may be a material consideration in decision-taking. Relevant authorities with
plan-making functions should use their evidence on demand for this form of housing from the registers that
relate to their area in developing their Local Plan and associated documents.
(ii) Housing
Local housing authorities who are under the duty to have regard to registers that relate to their areas should
consider the evidence of demand for self-build and custom housebuilding from the registers when carrying out
their housing functions. This includes when preparing their local housing strategies and in developing plans for
new housing on land owned by the local housing authority.
(iii) Land disposal
Authorities who are under the duty to have regard to registers that relate to their areas should consider the
evidence of demand for self-build and custom housebuilding in their area from the register when developing
plans to dispose of land within their ownership.
(iv) Regeneration
When developing plans to regenerate their area, local authorities who are under the duty to have regard to
registers that relate to their areas should consider the demand for self-build and custom housebuilding.
Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 57-014-20170728
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Revision date: 28 07 2017 See previous version
(http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20170417114230/https://www.gov.uk/guidance/self-build-and-customhousebuilding)

Exemptions from the 2015 Act duties
Can authorities become exempt from the ‘duty as regards registers’?
Authorities must have regard to their register when carrying out their planning, housing, land disposal and
regeneration functions. There is no exemption from this duty.
Paragraph: 029 Reference ID: 57-029-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

When can a relevant authority apply for an exemption to the ‘duty to grant planning
permission etc’?
A relevant authority may make an application for an exemption if for any base period (see the section on what
having a ‘duty to grant planning permission etc’ means) the demand for self-build and custom housebuilding is
greater than 20% of the land identified by that relevant authority as being available for future housing.
As relevant authorities have 3 years in which to permission sufficient land to match demand, demand should
be assessed over 3 base periods. For this purpose demand is the aggregate number of new entries on Part 1
of the register in that base period and the 2 preceding base periods. For the first 2 years, there will not be 3
base periods so relevant authorities should rely on the current base period and any previous base period (if
applicable).
Land availability is the total number of new houses on land in the area of the relevant authority, assessed by
that authority as being deliverable in that base period, the 2 preceding base periods, and the 2 subsequent
base periods.
Paragraph: 030 Reference ID: 57-030-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

If demand for self-build and custom housebuilding in an area is significantly more than 20%
of the identified land for housing would the relevant authority be automatically exempt from
the ‘duty to grant planning permission etc’?
The first time that a relevant authority determines that the demand on their register is greater than 20% of its
future deliverable housing supply that authority may apply to the Secretary of State for an exemption. That
authority is assumed to not be exempt until the Secretary of State has considered and written to the relevant
authority informing them of the outcome of their application.
For subsequent and concurrent base periods relevant authorities must continue to calculate at the end of each
base period demand on their register as a percentage of the deliverability of housing over the next 3 years.
Where this continues to be over 20% that authority is deemed to still be exempt and does not need to apply
again to the Secretary of State.
However, if at the end of any given base period the demand in that base period when expressed as a
percentage of future land availability is assessed to be 20% or below, the authority is deemed to no longer be
exempt and must inform the Secretary of State that this is the case. For these authorities if demand as a future
of land availability increases to over 20% in subsequent base periods they must again apply for an exemption.
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The Secretary of State may at any time direct an exempt authority to apply for an exemption in respect of any
base period. To ensure that relevant authorities have sufficient time to permission sufficient land if their
exemption is overturned it is expected that the Secretary of State will only direct that an exempt authority will
need to apply for exemption for the next base period. That authority will then be deemed to not be exempt for
that base period until the application for exemption has been decided and the authority informed of that
decision. This ensures that relevant authorities have the full 3 years in which to permission sufficient land.
To help the Secretary of State decide whether to direct an exempt authority to apply for an exemption they
may ask for details in the current base period. The exemption would not be overturned unless there were
exceptional circumstances and confidence that the authority could meet its duty to grant planning permission
etc within the required 3 years.
Paragraph: 031 Reference ID: 57-031-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

If an authority is granted an exemption does this apply to all base periods?
An exemption is only granted in relation to a given base period. Where a relevant authority has been granted
an exemption, if demand on their register in subsequent concurrent base periods continues to be above 20%
of deliverable land in their area there is no need for the relevant authority to apply for a further exemption
unless directed to do so by the Secretary of State.
Relevant authorities must continue to permission sufficient suitable land to match demand in the base periods
prior to being granted an exemption and in subsequent base periods if they are no longer exempt.
Paragraph: 032 Reference ID: 57-032-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

What should exempt relevant authorities do for those on their register?
A relevant authority that is granted an exemption to the ‘duty to grant planning permission etc’ must notify any
person entered on Part 1 of the register kept by that authority for the base period to which the exemption
relates.
If a relevant authority decides to inform everyone on the register that the authority is exempt then the letter
should be clear that the exemption is only for the latest base period and that the authority still has a duty to
grant planning permissions in line with demand for the earlier base periods.
Relevant authorities that have an exemption from the ‘duty to grant planning permissions etc’ must still have
regard to their register when carrying out their housing, planning, land disposal and regeneration functions.
Paragraph: 033 Reference ID: 57-033-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

Cost recovery
Can relevant authorities charge fees to those who apply to be entered on or remain on their
register?
Relevant authorities can only set fees on a cost recovery basis. Any fees charged must therefore be
proportionate, reflect genuine costs incurred and should not act as a deterrent for people to be entered on or
remain on the register.
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To recover their costs of registering an individual or association of individuals, relevant authorities can charge
an entry fee to individuals and associations of individuals who apply to be entered on their register. Relevant
authorities can charge a different fee to associations than to individuals where they incur a different cost for
processing an application from an association of individuals compared with an application from an individual.
To recover their costs incurred when complying with the ‘duty to grant planning permission etc’, relevant
authorities can charge a higher entry fee to those whose entry onto the register counts towards the number of
plots of permissioned land required. In most cases this will be people on Part 1 of the register where a relevant
authority is not exempt from the ‘duty to grant planning permission etc’. As a result it is possible that where
relevant authorities have set a local connection test and hence have two parts to the register, the fee charged
when someone enters Part 1 of the register may be different to the fee charged to someone being entered on
Part 2, which would reflect any additional costs of those on Part 1 contributing to demand and hence the
number of sites which must have suitable planning permission granted.
Relevant authorities that are not exempt from the ‘duty to grant planning permissions etc’ can charge an
additional annual fee in following years to those who are entered on Part 1 of their register (or the register if no
local connection test has been set and so the register is not divided into two parts) and wish to remain on it.
Paragraph: 034 Reference ID: 57-034-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

Can an exempt authority charge a fee?
Exemption only applies to specific base periods so relevant authorities may recover their costs for complying
with the ‘duty to grant planning permission etc’ to those who are entered onto the register in a base period
which is not exempt even where that authority may be exempt for other base periods.
Authorities cannot apply for an exemption from the duty to hold a register nor to have regard to those on the
register when carrying out their planning, housing, land disposal and regeneration functions. Relevant
authorities can therefore charge for entering people on a register if they incur genuine costs concerned with
processing and maintaining that register.
Paragraph: 035 Reference ID: 57-035-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

Can relevant authorities refuse entry on the register to an individual or association of
individuals who does not pay the fee?
One of the eligibility requirements for entry on a self-build and custom housebuilding register is payment of
any fee which is required by the authority in relation to the register. Therefore relevant authorities are entitled
to refuse an individual or association of individuals entry to their register until they have paid any entry fee set
by the authority. Relevant authorities are also entitled to remove an individual or association of individuals from
their register in a subsequent base period if they fail to pay any annual fee set by the authority to remain on
the register.
Paragraph: 036 Reference ID: 57-036-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017

If a relevant authority charged a fee and then became exempt from the ‘duty to grant planning
permission etc’ would it have to refund the fee to the applicant?
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An authority can only charge fees on a cost recovery basis. Therefore if an authority charged a fee in
anticipation of a cost which did not then occur then that fee would need to be refunded. For example relevant
authorities may choose to recover costs of granting planning permission suitable for self-build and custom
housebuilding as well as costs of keeping a register. Relevant authorities who successfully apply for an
exemption for a given base period who therefore did not need to permission additional land would have to
refund any fee or part of fee charged in anticipation of that cost. They could however still charge to recover
costs associated with entering people on the register.
Paragraph: 037 Reference ID: 57-037-20170728
Revision date: 28 07 2017
Published 1 April 2016
Last updated 28 July 2017 + show all updates
1. 28 July 2017
Updated guide and added new paragraphs 016 to 037.
2. 1 April 2016
First published.

Related content
Goods and services you can claim for under the VAT DIY Scheme (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/goods-andservices-you-can-claim-for-under-the-vat-diy-scheme)

Claim a VAT refund on a conversion if you're a DIY housebuilder
(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/vat-refunds-for-diy-housebuilders-claim-form-and-notes-forconversions-vat431c)

Construction services and zero-rated relief (VAT information sheet 07/17)
(https://www.gov.uk/guidance/construction-services-and-zero-rated-relief-vat-information-sheet-0717)

Housing needs of different groups (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-needs-of-different-groups)
Claim a VAT refund if you build new houses on a DIY basis (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/vatrefunds-for-diy-housebuilders-claim-form-for-new-houses-vat431nb)

Collection
Planning practice guidance (https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance)

Explore the topic
Planning system (https://www.gov.uk/housing-local-and-community/planning-system)
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HS1.26

HS1.1

HS1.5

HS1.17

HS1.19

HS1.29

HS1.31

HS1.34

Fairport, Market Place

Eaves Green, off Lower Burgh
Way (remaining allocation)

Cowling Farm

Cabbage Hall Fields

Land adjacent to Northgate

Westwood Road

Adlington

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Regent Street

Mountain Road

HS1.46

Land at Drinkwater Farm,
Windsor Drive

Pole Green Nurseries

Adlington

Chorley/
Coppull

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Coppull

Coppull

Brinscall

Charnock
Richard

Clayton-leWoods

Coppull

Coppull

Withnell

Charnock
Richard

31

16/00804/FULMAJ

N/A

0

232

0

158

N/A

0

11

N/A

0

21

N/A

0

23

12/01081/FULMAJ;
13/00062/FULMAJ;
13/00138/REMMAJ;
13/00822/REMMAJ;
17/00369/REMMAJ;
19/00417/FULMAJ

N/A

0

0

22

N/A

0

22

N/A

10

N/A

0

29
DWELLING TOTALS

0

559

0

0

The site is allocated for 419 dwellings. 99 dwellings
have been built on part of the site and another part of
the site has full planning permission for 88 dwellings.
This leaves 232 dwellings. A full planning application is
currently under consideration for 201 dwellings on the
remaining part of the site. However, there is
uncertainty regarding the viability of this site therefore
it has not been included in the five year supply.
No

158

A land exchange has taken place between the Council
and Homes England, with Homes England now owning
the residential part of the allocation. A masterplan has
also been prepared for the site. Homes England have
confirmed that the site will be delivered in the five year
period with development scheduled to commence by
the end of 2021/early 2022.
No

0

No evidence that the site will come forward in the five
year period.

No evidence that the site will come forward in the five
year period.

No

No

No evidence that the site will come forward in the five
year period.

0

The site is a mixed housing/employment allocation.
37.14ha/699 dwellings are allocated for housing. 818
dwellings have planning permission on 36.14 ha of land.
The dwellings are being built at a higher density than
estimated on the parcels with planning permission
therefore the number of dwellings on this site has
exceeded the allocated number of 699. This leaves 1 ha
for further housing however there is no evidence that
any of this land will come forward in the five year
period.
No

No evidence that the site will come forward in the five
year period.

0

No evidence that the site will come forward in the five
year period.

0

No evidence that the site will come forward in the five
year period.

No

No

No

No

No evidence that the site will come forward in the five
year period. A previous planning application on the site
expired in 2014.
No

0

0

No

0

0

0

158

PLOT TOTALS

No. of Plots Secured

LPA Comments

No evidence that the site will come forward in the five
year period.

0

0

Evidence of Self-Build or
Custom Housebuilding Plots
Secured?

Application No.

N/A

Dwellings Permitted

Parish

Clayton
Clayton-leBrook/ Green Woods

Land to the East of Wigan Road Clayton-le(remaining allocation)
Woods

HS1.38

HS1.52

Settlement

Dwellings Allocated

Local Plan
Ref
Site Address

Total Deliveriable Dwellings
April 2020-March 2025

ALLOCATED SITES WITHOUT PLANNING PERMISSION

What evidence is available?

Does it
count
towards
demand

Nothing within Policy HS1
allocation of site requires provision
of serviced plots for self-build or
custom housebuilding
No

0

Which Base
Period

N/A

Nothing within Policy HS1
allocation of site requires provision
of serviced plots for self-build or
custom housebuilding.
Live application for 201 dwellings.
Nothing in application material
suggests that it will provide any
serviced plots for self-build or
custom housbuilding.

0

No

N/A

0

The 2018 Masterplan Consultation
does not include any provision for
serviced plots for self-build or
custom housebuilding
No

N/A

0

Nothing within Policy HS1
allocation of site requires provision
of serviced plots for self-build or
custom housebuilding
No

N/A

0

Nothing within Policy HS1
allocation of site requires provision
of serviced plots for self-build or
custom housebuilding
No

N/A

0

Nothing within Policy HS1
allocation of site requires provision
of serviced plots for self-build or
custom housebuilding
No

N/A

Nothing within Policy HS1
allocation of site requires provision
of serviced plots for self-build or
custom housebuilding

Nothing within Policy HS1
allocation of site requires provision
of serviced plots for self-build or
custom housebuilding.

0

None of applications include any
condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

Nothing within Policy HS1
allocation of site requires provision
of serviced plots for self-build or
custom housebuilding
No

N/A

0

Nothing within Policy HS1
allocation of site requires provision
of serviced plots for self-build or
custom housebuilding
No

N/A

0

Nothing within Policy HS1
allocation of site requires provision
of serviced plots for self-build or
custom housebuilding
No

N/A

0

Nothing within Policy HS1
allocation of site requires provision
of serviced plots for self-build or
custom housebuilding
No

N/A

0

BASE PERIOD PLOT TOTALS

BP1 = 0
BP2 = 0
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HS1.21

HS1.21

HS1.22

HS1.1

Parcels M1 & H1a,
Group 1, Euxton Lane

Southern Commercial
Quarter Central Core

HS1.8

Botany Bay/Great
Knowley, Blackburn
Road

HS1.31

HS1.31

HS1.31

HS1.36

HS1.39

HS1.40

Buckshaw Village Euxton

Land 120m South West
of 21 Lower Burgh Way Chorley

Talbot Mill, Froom
Street

HS1.8

Buckshaw Village Euxton

Parcels H1d and H1b(i),
Group 1, Euxton Lane Buckshaw Village Euxton

HS1.7

HS1.16

Former Initial Textile
Services bounded by
Botany Brow and
Willow Road

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

17/00767/REMMAJ

17/00441/REMMAJ
17/01123/REM

19/00137/REMMAJ

08/01100/REMMAJ;
10/00334/FULMAJ;
10/01052/REMMAJ;
12/01001/REMMAJ

16/00805/FULMAJ

Chorley

07/01426/FULMAJ;
11/00875/FULMAJ

Chorley

17/00714/OUTMAJ;
17/00716/OUTMAJ

Chorley

11/00871/FULMAJ;
12/01015/FULMAJ;
13/00993/FULMAJ;
14/01225/MNMA;
15/00028/FUL;
16/00053/FUL

Calder House and
Rydal House, Highfield
Road North
Chorley

Chorley

Land North of
Lancaster Lane and
bounded by Wigan
Road and Shady Lane

12/00941/OUTMAJ;
13/00803/OUTMAJ;
13/00822/REMMAJ;
14/00541/REM;
14/00867/REM;
14/01003/REMMAJ;
15/00664/REMMAJ;
16/00469/REM;
Clayton-le- 17/00190/REM;
Woods
17/00403/REM

Land North of
Lancaster Lane and
bounded by Wigan
Road and Shady Lane

Clayton-leWoods

Clayton-leWoods

Land adjoining Cuerden
Residential Park, Nell Clayton-leLane
Woods

Coppull Enterprise
Centre, Mill Lane

Land surrounding 89
Euxton Lane

Land 10m South of
Dunrobin Drive

Coppull

Euxton

Euxton

17/00438/FULMAJ

Clayton-le- 14/00951/OUTMAJ;
Woods
17/00369/REMMAJ

Clayton-leWoods
19/00417/FULMAJ

Coppull

Euxton

Euxton

16/00656/FULMAJ

16/00380/OUTMAJ;
17/00356/REMMAJ

18/01211/FULMAJ

HS1.42

Playing field to the rear
of Greenside
Euxton

Euxton

HS1.43A

Land adjacent to Lady
Cross Drive

Whittle-leWoods
17/00377/OUTMAJ

Whittle-leWoods

HS1.43B

Land bounded by Town Whittle-leLane and Lucas Lane
Woods

HS1.43C

Land west of
Leatherlands Farm,
Moss Lane

HS1.53

JF Electrical, Little
Quarry, Hill Top Lane

Whittle-leWoods

Whittle-leWoods

19/00361/FULMAJ

Whittle-le- 13/01055/OUTMAJ
Woods
19/00830/REMMAJ

Whittle-le- 14/00900/OUTMAJ;
Woods
16/00247/FULMAJ

Whittle-leWoods
12/01134/OUTMAJ
DWELLING TOTALS

125

0

160

9

0

128

14

128

83

31

88

288

288

43

33

14

220

115

115

75

28

140

51

12

34

85
2059

30

4

57

0

163

0

115

36

39

114

26

0

51

0

36

0

12

0

53

21

0
1161

12

156

13

85

33

2

0

0

288

10

0

53

149

0

0

12

53

0

0

36

29

0

20

51

36

0

11

6

31

59

4

133

128

52

8

0

14

0

0

4

160

0

20

149

9

146

0

9

149

116

13

0
129

85
769

1290

LPA Comments

No. of Plots Secured

Evidence of Self-Build or
Custom Housebuilding
Plots Secured?

Total Deliveriable Dwellings
April 2020-March 2025

Application No.

Dwellings Left to be Built

Parish

Dwellings Completed

HS1.21

Parcel H1b(ii), Group 1,
Euxton Lane
Buckshaw Village Euxton

Settlement

Dwellings U/C

Site Address

Dwellings Permitted

Local Plan
Ref

Dwellings Not started

ALLOCATED SITES WITH PLANNING PERMISSION

What evidence is available in
application material?

Does it
count
towards
demand

Which Base
Period

9

9 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, all of
which were under construction. It is estimated that
these dwellings will be completed in the first year of
the five year period.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

14

14 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, all of
which were under construction. It is estimated that
these dwellings will be completed in the first year of
the five year period.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

128

Development of the site had not started at 1st April
2020. The developer has advised that the
development was due to commence in April 2020
but this has been delayed by several months.
Development is expected to take 3 and a half years.

No

0

CIL form on the application pages
does not seek the self-build
exemption. No condition or legal
agreement securing any of units as
serviced plots.
No

N/A

31

One apartment block of 31 dwellings left to be built
at 1st April 2020, development had not commenced.
Site is currently being marketed, it is estimated that
the development could commence in the second
year of the five year period subject to being sold and
following any amendments to the planning
permission. It is therefore estimated that the
dwellings will be completed in the third year of the
five year period.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

29

29 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, 20 of
which were under construction. The developer has
advised that the development is scheduled to be
completed in August 2020 but this may now be
delayed by a few months.

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

Land remediation and contamination works started
in 2015 however construction of the dwellings has
not yet commenced. There is no evidence that the
site will come forward in the five year period.

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

The site has outline planning permission for 288
dwellings. There is no evidence that the site will
come forward in the five year period.

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

33

33 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, none of
which were under construction. The developer has
advised that the remaining dwellings should be
completed within the next 3 years.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

12

12 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, 8 of
which were under construction. It is estimated that
all of these dwellings will be completed by the
second year of the five year period.

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

4

4 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, all of
which were under construction. It is estimated that
these dwellings will be completed in the first year of
the five year period.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

163

163 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, 30 of
which were under construction. The developer has
previously advised that completion rates will be 36
dwellings a year. Actual completions for the period
2019/20 was 49 dwellings. It is therefore estimated
that all of the dwellings will be completed in the five
year period.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

22

Site works commenced in February 2020. The
development has been delayed by several months
but the developer has advised that construction of
the first phase of the development (22 dwellings) is
expected to be completed within 12-18 months of
work resuming. The developer does not currently
own the remaining land therefore they are unable to
advise when the remaining parcels will be
completed. The remaining dwellings have therefore
not been included in the five year supply.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

39

39 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, 11 of
which were under construction. The developer has
advised that the development was due to be
completed by the end of 2020 however given the
current situation completion will be delayed.

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

26

26 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, 20 of
which were under construction. The developer has
previously advised that all dwellings are expected to
be completed by the end of 2020.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

51

Development of the site had not started at 1st April
2020. The developer has advised that the
development is due to commence in May 2020
however this may be delayed due to the current
situation. The development is expected to be
completed within 2 years.

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

36

Development of the site had not started at 1st April
2020. The developer has advised that all these
dwellings are due for completion in 2021/22.

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

The site has outline planning permission for 12
dwellings. There is no evidence that the site will
come forward in the five year period.

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

53

Development of the site had not started at 1st April
2020. The developer has advised that the purchase
of the site is due to complete by the end of June and
the development is expected to take two and a half
years. It is estimated that all dwellings will be
completed in the five year period.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

13

13 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, all of
which were under construction. It is expected that
these dwellings will be completed in the first year of
the five year period.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

A reserved matters planning application is currently
under consideration. However, there is uncertainty
about the deliverability of this site due to issues
relating to filling works. It has therefore not been
included in the five year supply.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

663

No

No

PLOT TOTALS

0

BASE PERIOD PLOT TOTALS

BP1 = 0
BP2 = 0
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2642

3491

3125

White Bear Marina, Park
Road
Adlington

Fairclough House, Church
Street
Adlington

Land 200m North of
Derian House, Euxton
Lane

Chorley

3300

St George's House, St
George's Street

3341

Chorley and South Ribble
District Purchasing Team
Government Offices,
Peter Street
Chorley

3348

3354

3475

3485

3486

2933

2933

3219

3419

2955

3074

3114

3483

5-9 Queens Road

Land adjacent to 13 and
15 Halliwell Street

Alfreds Court, Market
Street

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Haslem Printers Ltd,
Standish Street

Chorley

Brook House Hotel, 662
Preston Road

Clayton
Brook/
Green

Bank Hall, Bank Hall Drive Other Rural

127A Station Road

Other Rural

Gleadhill House Stud,
Gleadhill House, Dawbers
Lane
Other Rural

Goodyear Business Park,
Gorsey Lane
Other Rural

Chimney and Building,
Withnell Fold Mill,
Withnell Fold

Other Rural

Withnell Hall, Formerly
Lake View Nursing Home,
Chorley Road
Other Rural

Star Paper Mill, Moulden
Brow, Feniscowles
Other Rural

Lucas Green, Lucas Lane

Whittle-leWoods

Adlington

Adlington

10/00812/FULMAJ

19/00840/P3PAJ

Chorley

15/00224/OUTMAJ

Chorley

17/00276/P3PAJ;
17/00270/FUL;
17/00467/FUL;
18/00341/FUL

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Clayton-leWoods

17/00929/P3PAJ

17/00490/FULMAJ

17/00962/FULMAJ

19/00145/FULMAJ

19/00090/FULMAJ

19/00075/FULMAJ

Bretherton

09/01021/FULMAJ

Croston

12/00942/FUL
14/00315/FUL
15/00953/FULMAJ
15/01040/OUT
16/01032/REM
16/00292/FUL
18/00773/FUL

Euxton

16/00633/OUTMAJ
17/00806/REMMAJ
17/01172/REM
17/01173/REM
17/01174/REM
17/01175/REM
18/00166/REM
18/00448/REM
18/00825/REM
18/00854/REM
18/01186/REM

Mawdesley

Withnell

Withnell

Withnell

Whittle-leWoods

17/01097/REMMAJ

12/00084/FULMAJ

14/00098/FUL
16/00697/FULMAJ
19/00173/FUL

15/00475/OUTMAJ

18/00367/OUTMAJ
DWELLING TOTALS

48

19

56

0

56

125

0

125

13

18

10

25

48

14

35

12

12

56

37

14

25

10

9

0

0
441

37

5

0

10
572

53

0

8

25

2

3

0

1

2

10

17

37

35

10

2

36

14

0

0

0

48

0

12

2

25

0

0

23

10

0

0

14

18

0

0

48

14

0

10

25

2

0

0

0

125

11

14

18

56

0

0

0

19

0

0

2

14

29

25

0
63

9
68

503

No. of Plots Secured

Evidence of SelfBuild or Custom
Housebuilding Plots
Secured?

Total Deliveriable
Dwellings April 2020March 2025

Application No.

Dwellings Left to be
Built

Parish

Dwellings
Completed

Settlement

Dwellings U/C

Site Address

Dwellings Not
started

LPA Site
Ref

Dwellings Permitted

SITES OF 10 OR MORE DWELLINGS WITH PLANNING PERMISSION

LPA Comments

What evidence is available in
application material?

Does it count towards
demand

Which Base
Period

0

This permission relates to the change of use of
48 leisure moorings to residential moorings. 29
moorings had become residential by 1st April
2020. There is uncertainty over the deliverability
of the remaining moorings therefore they have
not been included in the five year supply.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No

N/A

56

Development of the site had not started at 1st
April 2020. It is estimated that the development
will be completed by the required date which is
15th November 2022.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No

N/A

122

The site has outline planning permission for 125
dwellings. A reserved matters planning
application for 122 dwellings was approved on
14th January 2020 subject to a revised s106
agreement being signed. The developer has
advised that the site is scheduled to commence
in July 2020 and it is a 3 year build programme. No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. RM consent CIL form
states not claiming self-build
relief.
No

N/A

2

2 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020
which had not started. It is estimated that these
dwellings will be completed in the second year
of the five year period.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No

N/A

14

All dwellings were under construction at 1st
April 2020. It is estimated that all of these
dwellings will be completed in the first year of
the five year period.

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No

N/A

18

The site had been cleared at 1st April 2020 but
construction of the dwellings had not started. It
is estimated that all of these dwellings will be
completed in the second year of the five year
period.

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No

N/A

10

All dwellings were under construction at 1st
April 2020. It is estimated that all of these
dwellings will be completed in the first year of
the five year period.

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No

N/A

25

The development had not started at 1st April
2020. It is estimated that all of these dwellings
will be completed by the third year of the five
year period.

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not
claiming self-build relief.
No

N/A

48

The development had not started at 1st April
2020. The agent has advised that the scheme
will be amended and a new planning application
submitted and estimates completion in 2021/22. No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No

N/A

14

The development had not started at 1st April
2020. It is estimated that all of these dwellings
will be completed by the third year of the five
year period.

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No

N/A

35

35 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, 12
of which were under construction which relate
to the conversion of the hall to 12 dwellings. It is
estimated that these dwellings will be completed
in the first year of the five year period. The
remaining 23 are new build dwellings in the
grounds of the hall. It is estimated that these
dwellings will be completed in the third year of
the five year period following completion of the
hall conversion.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No

N/A

2

2 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020
which had not started. It is estimated that these
dwellings will be completed in the second year
of the five year period.
Yes

1

Application material indicates
that one of the 12 dwellings
under 15/00953/FULMAJ is a
self-build

2

2 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, both
of which were under construction. It is estimated
that these dwellings will be completed in the
first year of the five year period.
Yes

12

Application 16/00633/OUTMAJ
is for 12 self-build homes
secured by legal agreement
Yes

BP1

53

53 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, 17
of which were under construction. Assuming a
completion rate of 30 dwellings a year the
development would be completed in the second
year of the five year period.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No

N/A

0

The development had not started at 1st April
2020. The planning permission included
conversion of part of the mill to an office which
has been completed therefore the permission
remains extant. There is uncertainty about
whether the residential part of the development
will come forward therefore it has not been
included in the five year supply.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No

N/A

9

9 dwellings left to be built at 1st April 2020, 8 of
which were under construction. It is estimated
that all of these dwellings will be completed in
the first year of the five year period.
Yes

1

Application material indicates
that one of the 14 dwellings
under 19/00173/FUL is a selfbuild

Yes

BP1

0

The site falls mainly within the borough of
Blackburn with Darwen with a small part located
in Chorley borough. It has outline planning
permission for up to 500 dwellings, 25 of which
were proposed in Chorley. A reserved matters
planning application is currently under
consideration which includes 22 dwellings in
Chorley. There is no evidence that these
dwellings will be built in the five year period.
No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No

N/A

0

One dwelling is to be demolished therefore the
net number of dwellings is 9. There is no
evidence that the site will come forward in the
five year period.

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No

N/A

410

No

No
PLOT TOTALS

14

No as it was granted
prior to the end of Base
Period 1 so fails to meet
the Time for Compliance
Regulations
N/A

BASE PERIOD PLOT TOTALS BP1 = 13
BP2 = 0
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3162

Land 20m West of 6 Ellerbeck
View, Castle House Lane

Demolition of existing buildings,
erection of 6 dwellings and
change of use of existing office
to bungalow
Adlington

3181

Settlement

Adlington

16/00075/FUL

Erection of dwelling

3447

169-171 Chorley Road

Change of use from dwelling
and post office to funeral
directors and 3 flats

3462

Land rear of 24-26
Westhoughton Road

Erection of 7 dwellings

3489

1-3 Market Street

Change of use from restaurant
to retail and offices on ground
floor and 3 flats on first floor

Adlington

Adlington

19/00872/FUL

3105

Demolition of existing
farmhouse and outbuildings and
Hole House Farm, Chorley Road erection of 6 dwellings
Adlington

Heath
Charnock

15/00556/OUT
18/00060/FUL

2629

2633

113 Chorley Road

21 Yarrow Road

Change of use of the ground
floor from shop to residential

6 Weldbank Street

Demolition of existing extension
and erection of new dwelling
Chorley

The Builders Yard, Froom Street Erection of 4 dwellings

2826

Land including Grafton House
and The Courtyard, Anderton
Street

3213

3309

3321

3333

Adlington

Erection of replacement
dwelling

2804

3122

Adlington

Adlington

Chorley

Chorley

Change of use from
office/storage accommodation
to 3 dwellings
Chorley

Land adjoining 43 Weldbank
Lane

Outline application for the
erection of 2 dwellings

The Moor Inn, 26 Moor Road

Demolition of the Moor Inn and
erection of 8 apartments
Chorley

125 Market Street

Change of use of second floor
from storage to apartment

41 Cunliffe Street

Chorley

Chorley

Change of use from GP surgery
to 5 flats
Chorley

63 Lakeland Gardens

Erection of 4 apartments

3369

23 Guildford Avenue

Demolition of extension and
erection of dwelling

3410

Conversion of living
accommodation at first floor to
Masons Arms, 98 Harpers Lane 2 flats
Chorley

3411

Chorley Valeting Services, 86
Anderton Street

Erection of 2 dwellings

1 Queens Road

Change of use from solicitors to
3 flats
Chorley

61-69 Clifford Street

Demolition of building and
erection of 3 storey building
comprising retail and 4
apartments

3417

3425

3438

3448

3451

31 Long Meadows

Chorley

Prior approval for change of use
from offices to dwelling
Chorley

Erection of 4 dwellings

Hop Pocket Car Park, Carr Lane Erection of 8 dwellings

Chorley

Chorley

97 Market Street

Change of use of first floor from
storage to flat
Chorley

2 Harrington Road

Change of use from nursery to
dwelling

38 Park Road

Change of use from dental
surgery to 3 apartments

8 Hollinshead Street

3503

Former Mormon Church, Water
Street
Erection of 8 dwellings

24 Blackstone Road

Chorley

Chorley

Change of use from dwelling to
HMO
Chorley

3499

3508

Chorley

5 Glamis Drive

3454

3497

Chorley

Demolition of garages and
carport and erection of
bungalow

Land rear of 63 and 67 Bolton
Road

3496

Chorley

Conversion of dwelling to 4 flats Chorley

Smith Cottage, 2 West Bank

3488

Chorley

42 Park Road

3453

3468

Erection of dwelling

Chorley

Chorley

Prior approval for change of use
from fish and chip shop to
dwelling
Chorley

Adlington

Application No.

59 Church Street

3429

Adlington

Parish

Adlington

Adlington

Heath
Charnock

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

17/00888/OUT

18/01093/FUL

18/00191/FUL

18/00140/FUL

10/00655/FUL

10/00751/FUL

12/00059/FUL

12/00407/FUL

Chorley

15/00982/OUT
19/00040/OUT

Chorley

16/00953/OUT
17/01160/REM

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

Chorley

17/00331/FUL

17/00635/FUL

17/00802/FUL

18/00061/OUT

18/00340/FUL

18/00164/OUT

18/00603/FUL

17/01081/FUL

18/00765/FUL
19/00126/FUL

18/01163/FUL

18/00331/FUL

19/00081/P3PAJ

18/00586/FUL

18/00855/FULMAJ

19/00898/COU

19/01013/FUL

19/01007/FUL

19/00970/FUL

19/00909/OUTMAJ

20/00006/P3PAN

7

1

3

7

3

6

1

1

1

4

3

2

8

1

5

4

1

2

2

3

4

1

4

1

1

4

8

1

1

3

0

8

1

7

1

3

7

3

5

0

1

1

4

1

2

8

1

5

4

1

2

2

3

4

1

3

1

1

4

8

1

1

3

-1

8

1

No. of Plots Secured

Proposal

Evidence of SelfBuild or Custom
Housebuilding Plots
Secured?

Site Address

Dwellings Left to be
Built (Net)

LPA Site
Ref

Dwellings Permitted
(Gross)

SITES OF LESS THAN 10 DWELLINGS WITH PLANNING PERMISSION

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

What evidence is available in
application material?

Does it count
towards
demand

Which Base
Period

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A
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2558

3355

3305

3416

815

1682

2625

3102

3313

3318

3345

Lilac Mount, 704 Preston Road

Erection of 3 bungalows

Clayton Brook/
Green

Clayton-leWoods

715 Preston Road

Demolition of existing
structures and erection of 2
dwellings

Clayton Brook/
Green

Clayton-leWoods

17/00869/OUT

Bethmond, Wigan Road

Erection of replacement
dwelling

Clayton-leWoods

Clayton-leWoods

152 Mendip Road

Change of use from office to
dwelling

Clayton-leWoods

Clayton-leWoods

18/00637/FUL

Coppull

91/00222/OUT
93/00750/FUL

Coppull

00/00190/OUT
00/00701/FUL

Rear of 66-74 Mill Lane

Rear of 42-44 Mill Lane

151 Preston Road

1 Darlington Street

Erection of 2 dwellings

Erection of 2 dwellings

Erection of bungalow
Demolition of garage and
erection of 2 flats

108 Spendmore Lane

Erection of dwelling

122 Chapel Lane

Demolition of dwelling and
outbuildings and erection of 4
dwellings

83 Clayton Gate

Erection of replacement
dwelling

3359

Land rear of 60 Clancutt Lane

3412

Land between Wheatsheaf
Hotel and 2 Chapel Lane

Erection of dwelling

3490

Moss House Barn, Coppull
Moor Lane

Change of use of barn to
dwelling

3024

09/00463/FUL

Land to the south west of
Ricmarlo, Preston Nook

Erection of dwelling

Erection of 3 dwellings

Coppull

Coppull

Coppull

Coppull

Coppull

Coppull

Coppull

Coppull

Coppull

Coppull

Eccleston

Coppull

Coppull

Coppull

Coppull

16/01180/FUL

10/00529/FUL

12/00270/FUL

17/00214/FUL

17/00529/OUT

Coppull

17/00742/FUL

Coppull

17/01091/FUL
18/00731/FUL

Coppull

Coppull

Eccleston

18/00118/FUL

19/00855/FUL
14/00550/OUT
15/00719/FUL
16/00667/FUL

3

2

1

1

2

2

1

2

1

4

1

1

1

1

3

1

2

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

3

1

1

1

1

3

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

3064

Land adjacent Lower House
Cottage, Towngate

Erection of dwelling

Eccleston

Eccleston

13/00675/FUL
15/00080/FUL

1

1

Yes

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

No as it predates the end of
Base Period 1
so fails the Time
for Compliance
Regulations
N/A

3227

Land North of Railway Public
House

Erection of 9 dwellings

Euxton

Euxton

15/01092/OUT
19/00906/REM

9

9

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

3315

Demolition of farmhouse and
Pear Tree Farm, Pear Tree Lane erection of 3 dwellings

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for 1 of
the 3 units

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP2

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

3465

3482

121 Wigan Road

Erection of dwelling

Euxton Mills Hotel, Wigan Road Erection of dwelling

Euxton

Euxton

Euxton

Land adjacent to 15 Greenside

Demolition of garage and
erection of dwelling

Hudora Kennels, The Common

Demolition of cattery building
and erection of bungalow

3436

Garwood, Bolton Road

Demolition of stables and
erection of dwelling

3445

Throstle Nest Farm, Bolton
Road

Demolition of stables and
garages and erection of dwelling Other Rural

3500

3112

Euxton

Other Rural

Other Rural

3329

Boundary Farm, Doles Lane

Change of use of stables to
dwelling

3343

Pompian Brow Farm, Pompian
Brow

Change of use of outbuilding to
dwelling
Other Rural

3418

Land 15m North of 1 Elm
Cottage, Pompian Brow

Erection of dwelling

Norris's Farm, North Road

Change of use of stable building
to dwelling
Other Rural

Stoat Hall Fisheries, Back Lane

Demolition of buildings and
erection of dwelling

3472

3502

3509

2820

Barn off North Road

Change of use from barn to
dwelling

Brindle Waterworks House,
Pippin Street

Demolition of former
redundant above ground
reservoir building and erection
of dwelling

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

3356

Head O'th Marsh Farm, Sandy
Lane

Change of use of barn to 2
dwellings

3401

Tullis Farmhouse Barn, Sandy
Lane

Change of use of barn to
dwelling

3476

Anderview Farm, Hill House
Lane

Prior approval for change of use
of agricultural building to
dwelling
Other Rural

Leigh Farm, Marsh Lane

Change of use of barns to 4
dwellings

69 Charter Lane

Demolition of existing dwelling
and erection of 2 dwellings

3492

2348

2506

Annbray, 29 Charter Lane

Other Rural

Other Rural

Euxton

Euxton

Euxton

16/01184/FUL

19/00336/FUL

19/00141/OUT

Euxton

19/00964/FUL

Adlington

14/01051/FUL
18/00920/FUL

Anderton

Anderton

Bretherton

Bretherton

Bretherton

Bretherton

Bretherton

Bretherton

Brindle

18/00860/OUT

18/01221/OUT

17/00707/FUL

17/00879/FUL

18/00165/FUL

18/00914/FUL

19/00969/FUL

19/00696/FUL

12/00363/FUL

Brindle

17/00861/FUL

Brindle

18/00097/FUL
19/00705/FUL

Brindle

19/00718/P3PAO

Other Rural

Brindle

19/00623/FUL

Other Rural

Charnock
Richard

08/00471/FUL
10/00298/FUL

Erection of 2 dwellings following
demolition of existing bungalow Other Rural

Charnock
Richard

09/00016/OUT
11/00599/FUL

3

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

4

2

2

3

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

4

1

2

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No
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2709

94 Chorley Lane

2743

Erection of replacement
Brook House Farm, Brook Lane dwelling

2843

3117

94 Chorley Lane

Erection of 2 dwellings

Erection of replacement
dwelling

Other Rural

Charnock
Richard

10/00993/OUT
14/00510/OUT
16/00316/FUL

Other Rural

Charnock
Richard

11/00804/FUL
12/00157/FUL

Other Rural

Charnock
Richard

12/00771/FUL

Other Rural

Charnock
Richard

15/00863/OUT
16/00327/REM
13/01145/FUL

Other Rural

Charnock
Richard

15/00991/FUL
18/01206/FUL
18/00458/FUL
16/00903/FUL
17/00488/FUL

27 Charter Lane

Erection of 2 dwellings

Fishers Farm, Delph Lane

Demolition of equestrian
buildings and erection of 3
dwellings

3200

71 Town Lane

Erection of replacement
dwelling

Other Rural

Charnock
Richard

3331

Land to the rear of Whittle Bar
Cottage, Preston Road

Demolition of stables, tack
room and stores and erection of
dwelling
Other Rural

Charnock
Richard

3366

Charnock Brow Barn, Preston
Road

Change of use of golf course
storage building to dwelling

Other Rural

Charnock
Richard

3461

Pemberton House Farm, Park
Hall Road

Demolition of existing dwelling
and stables and erection of 6
dwellings

Other Rural

Charnock
Richard

Other Rural

Charnock
Richard

3140

3463

Gate House, Preston Road

Erection of dwelling

Change of use from guest house
to dwelling
Other Rural

3471

Roseneath, Preston Road

3494

Lancaster House Farm, Preston Demolition of buildings and
Road
erection of 6 dwellings

3430

Higher Healey Farm, Higher
House Lane

3316

Hawksclough Farm, Preston
Road

3418

2105

Chorley

Change of use of 2 barns to 2
dwellings

Other Rural

Clayton-leWoods

16/01194/FUL
16/01195/FUL

Other Rural

Clayton-leWoods

Erection of dwelling

Highfield Farm, Jolly Tar Lane

Erection of replacement
dwelling

3115

Lowes Tenement Farm, Burgh
Lane

Change of use of barn to
dwelling

Highfield House, Jolly Tar Lane

Erection of replacement
dwelling

3187

84 Clancutt Lane

Erection of replacement
dwelling

3228

Coppull Moor Lane Nurseries,
Coppull Moor Lane

The Mill Hotel, Moor Road

19/00457/FUL

16/01021/OUT
19/00140/REM

Demolition of church and
erection of 2 dwellings

3124

19/00484/PIP

18/00704/OUT

West Levens, Moss Lane

Croston Hall Stables, Grape
Lane

18/00416/OUT

Erection of agricultural workers
dwelling
Other Rural

Preston Road Methodist
Church, Preston Road

1716

17/01223/FUL

Charnock
Richard

3111

3180

Charnock
Richard

17/00683/FUL

Erection of dwelling

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Erection of dwelling including
change of use of existing stable
block
Other Rural
Demolition of hotel and
restaurant and erection of 4
dwellings

Other Rural

Coppull

Coppull

18/00530/OUT

05/00188/FUL

14/00969/OUT
18/00579/REM

Coppull

15/00488/FUL

Coppull

16/00622/FUL
19/01098/FUL

Coppull

16/00743/FUL
19/00405/FUL

Coppull

15/01098/FUL

2

1

1

2

3

1

1

1

6

1

1

6

1

2

1

1

2

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

2

3

1

1

1

5

1

1

6

1

2

1

1

2

1

1

1

1

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

0

CIL form states that CIL self-build
exemption not being applied for so
indicates that scheme is not self-build No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

Croston

00/00488/COU
04/01443/FUL
15/00540/FULMAJ

1

1

Yes

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

No as it predates the end of
Base Period 1
so fails the Time
for Compliance
Regulations
N/A

Croston

14/00761/OUTMAJ
16/00452/OUTMAJ
19/00733/FUL
19/00735/FUL

4

4

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

No

N/A

Land between 55 and 61 Moor
Road

Erection of dwelling

Other Rural

Croston

16/00824/FUL

1

1

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

3206

Drinkhouse Farm, Drinkhouse
Road

Prior approval for change of use
of agricultural building to
dwelling and demolition of
agricultural buildings and
erection of 4 dwellings
Other Rural

Croston

16/01102/P3PAO
16/00601/FUL
18/01040/FUL

5

5

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

3336

Withington Barn Farm, Finney
Lane

Change of use of barn to
dwelling

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

3400

Land 35m South West of Moor Demolition of stables and
Road
erection of dwelling

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP2

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

No

N/A

3193

3467

Moss Farm, Moss Lane

Other Rural

Other Rural

Change of use of redundant
agricultural building to dwelling Other Rural

Croston

17/00592/FUL

Croston

17/01219/FUL
19/00842/FUL

Croston

19/00157/FUL

1

1

1

1

1

1

No

Yes

No

Hey House Barn, Drinkhouse
Road

Change of use of garage to
dwelling

Other Rural

Croston

19/00426/FUL

1

1

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

3460

Berkeley Farm, Shady Lane

Demolition of storage barn and
outbuildings and erection of 2
dwellings and conversion of
stables to dwelling
Other Rural

Cuerden

18/00813/FUL

3

3

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

3142

Demolition of
kennels/workshop and erection
High Heyes Farm, Langton Brow of dwelling
Other Rural

Eccleston

15/01085/FUL
17/00539/FUL

1

1

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

3145

Demolition of existing buildings
and erection of 2 dwellings and
prior approval for change of use
of agricultural building to
dwelling
Other Rural

Eccleston

16/00007/OUT
16/00964/P3PAO
18/00636/OUT
19/00911/P3PAO

3

3

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

3493

3191

3308

Lydiate Farm, 12 Lydiate Lane
Stables West of Verona,
Wrennals Lane

Demolition of store and stables
and erection of bungalow
Other Rural

1 Lydiate Lane

Demolition of garage and
erection of dwelling

Other Rural

Eccleston

Eccleston

16/00668/FUL
17/00780/FUL

16/01047/OUT

1

1

1

1

No

Yes
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Change of use of barn to
dwelling

3312

Sarscow Farm, Sarscow Lane

3415

Land South West of Glendale,
Tincklers Lane

Erection of dwelling

3431

Trigfan, Parr Lane

Demolition of buildings and
erection of 2 dwellings

3079

3311

3342

3440

3484

The Barn, Dean Hall Lane

Change of use of barn to
dwelling

Wyndburgh, Runshaw Lane

Change of use of agricultural
barn to dwelling

Dene Cottage, Pear Tree Lane

Demolition of garage and
outbuilding and erection of
dwelling

Euxton Mill, Dawbers Lane

Land adjacent to 33A
Washington Lane

Other Rural

Eccleston

17/00239/FUL

Other Rural

Eccleston

17/01076/OUT
19/01026/FUL

1

1

Other Rural

Eccleston

17/00538/FUL
19/00462/FUL

2

2

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Erection of 8 self build dwellings Other Rural

Demolition of stables and
erection of dwelling

Other Rural

Moody House, Higher House
Lane

Change of use of agricultural
building to dwelling

Morris Farm, Hollin Lane

Change of use of barn to
dwelling

Chorley Equestrian Centre,
Higher Garstang House Farm

Change of use of barn to
dwelling and erection of
dwelling

3367

West View, Chapel Lane

Erection of replacement
dwelling

3466

Higher White Coppice Farm,
Coppice Lane

Demolition of part of mixed use
building and erection of
dwelling
Other Rural

3511

Change of use of barn to
Fig Tree House, Tanhouse Lane dwelling

3119

3133

3225

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Erection of adapted dwelling for
disabled relative
Other Rural

2961

26 Long Lane, Heath Charnock

3212

Land adjacent Gilbertson Road, Demolition of stables and
Rawlinson Lane
erection of dwelling

Euxton

15/00058/FUL

BP1

0

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

No

N/A

Heapey

1

1

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

Heapey

17/00003/FUL
17/00382/FUL
18/00262/FUL

2

2

Yes

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for 1 of
the 2 units

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

No

N/A

Heapey

Heapey

17/01183/FUL

19/00329/FUL

20/00015/FUL

17/00719/FUL

Lonsdale Farm, Slacks Lane

Other Rural

Heath
Charnock

17/01170/OUT
18/00472/OUT

3479

Wilbeth, Wrennals Lane

Demolition of stables, storage
sheds and outbuildings and
erection of 2 dwellings

Sandall Cottage, Riley Green

Erection of replacement
dwelling

3507

3148

3195

Braemar, Cripple Gate Lane

Erection of dwelling

3360

Oakmount, Gib Lane

Erection of replacement
dwelling

3437

Change of use from shop to
The Shuttle Shop, Viaduct Road dwelling

3444

3477

Barracks Farm, 1 Chapel Lane

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

17/00483/FUL

Heath
Charnock

19/00479/FUL

Heskin

07/01340/FUL
12/00915/FUL
12/00917/FUL
19/00737/FUL

Heskin

14/00982/FUL
17/00599/FUL

Heskin

Heskin

18/00598/FUL

19/00432/FUL

Heskin

19/01148/OUT

Hoghton

15/00570/FUL
18/00971/FUL

Hoghton

Hoghton

16/00860/FUL

17/01156/FUL

1

1

1

1

1

3

1

2

2

2

2

2

1

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

3

1

2

1

1

2

2

1

2

0

1

0

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Other Rural

Hoghton

18/00832/FUL

1

1

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

Demolition of buildings and
erection of 3 dwellings, change
of use of shippon to dwelling
and conversion of farmhouse to
2 dwellings
Other Rural

Hoghton

18/00894/FUL
19/00903/FUL

6

5

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

The Post Office, The Straits

Erection of dwelling

3481

Straits Farm, The Straits

Change of use of barn and
shippon to dwelling and
erection of 6 dwellings

2917

Land between Grange House
and Glen Haffy, Smithy Lane

Erection of dwelling

Brookside, Hall Lane

Erection of replacement
dwelling

3147

Other Rural

17/00412/FUL

1

1

No

14/01303/FUL
18/01191/FUL

Heapey

1

1

15/00894/P3PAO

Other Rural

Other Rural

1

No

Heapey

Demolition of workshop and
stables and erection of 2
dwellings

Change of use from coach
house to dwelling

N/A

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

3346

Spencer House Farm, Town
Lane

No

Provision of servcied plots for selfbuild secured by legal agreement and
conditions.
Yes

Heath
Charnock

81 Wood Lane

0

8

Demolition of stables and
erection of dwelling

3422

N/A

Yes

Land North of 125 Rawlinson
Lane

Other Rural

No

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

8

Liptrot Farm, Gilbertson Road

Demolition of garages and
outbuildings and erection of 2
dwellings

0

No

8

3337

Town Lane Farm, Town Lane

BP1

Euxton

Heath
Charnock

3103

Yes

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

N/A

Other Rural

Demolition of existing stables
and erection of dwelling

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

No

Other Rural

Agricultural buildings at Howe
Brook Farm, Bannister Green

1

0

Demolition of equestrian centre
and erection of 3 dwellings
Other Rural

2418

Yes

No

16/00905/FUL
19/00002/FUL

Change of use of agricultural
buildings and derelict cottage to
2 dwellings
Other Rural

N/A

1

13/00631/FUL

Other Rural

No

1

Heath
Charnock

Subdivision of dwelling to 2
dwellings

0

15/00162/OUTMAJ
18/01150/REM
18/01193/REM
19/00096/REM
19/00221/REM
19/00624/REM

Heath
Charnock

The Ridges, Weavers Brow

No

Euxton

Arnside, Long Lane

3474

N/A

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

19/00672/FUL

1

CIL form indicates that CIL self-build
exemption not being applied for so
indicates that scheme is not self-build No

17/00911/OUT
18/01174/REM

Euxton

1

1

0

No

17/00269/FUL

Heath
Charnock

3363

1

1

Euxton

Erection of replacement
dwelling

3332

1

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Hoghton

19/00620/FUL

Hoghton

19/00618/FUL
19/00619/FUL
19/00944/FUL
19/00943/FUL

Mawdesley

12/01206/OUT
15/00025/REM

Mawdesley

15/00322/FUL

1

7

1

1

1

7

1

1

No

No

No

No

Page 7 of 9

Agenda Item 4a

Agenda Page 1010
Prior approval for change of use
of agricultural building to
dwelling or demolition of
agricultural building and
erection of dwelling
Other Rural

3178

Clanranald, Blue Stone Lane

3190

Demolition of garage and
Rigby's Garage, Blue Stone Lane erection of 4 dwellings

3222

3302

Other Rural

Lynric Farm, Blue Stone Lane

Demolition of buildings and
erection of 5 dwellings and
erection of replacement
dwelling

Salt Pit Cottage, Salt Pit Lane

Demolition of outbuildings and
erection of dwelling
Other Rural

Other Rural

3352

Change of use of barn to
The Willows Farm, Smithy Lane dwelling

3361

Tannersmith Farm, Tannersmith Demolition of storage buildings
Lane
and erection of dwelling
Other Rural

Other Rural

Woodlands, Bentley Lane

Erection of replacement
dwelling

3413

Rose Villa, Smithy Lane

Change of use of stables to
dwelling

3432

Tannersmith Cottage,
Tannersmith Lane

Change of use of outbuilding to
dwelling
Other Rural

Jay Bank House, Jay Bank

Demolition of buildings and
erection of dwelling

67 Gorsey Lane

Demolition of garages, store
and stables and erection of
dwelling

3404

3434

3439

3446

3450

3455

3456

3473

3506

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Mawdesley

16/00591/FULMAJ
16/01158/FUL
19/00556/FUL

4

4

Mawdesley

16/01061/FUL
17/00770/FUL
18/00107/FUL
18/00257/FUL
18/00534/FUL
19/00271/FUL
19/00419/FUL
19/00629/FUL

6

5

Mawdesley

17/00159/OUT
17/01154/FUL

Mawdesley

Mawdesley

Mawdesley

Mawdesley

17/01144/FUL

17/01184/FUL

18/00291/FUL

18/00572/FUL

Mawdesley

18/00799/FUL

Mawdesley

18/00708/FUL
19/00335/FUL

Mawdesley

18/00361/FUL

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

N/A

No

0

No

N/A

Yes

2

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for 2 of
the 6 units

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP2

No

N/A

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

The Hillocks, Blue Stone Lane

Other Rural

Mawdesley

18/00137/FUL

1

1

No

0

Church Farm Livery Stables,
High Street

Demolition of existing livery
stables and associated
outbuildings and erection of 3
dwellings and new livery stables Other Rural

Mawdesley

19/00214/FUL

3

3

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

No

N/A

Erection of bungalow

Morris Barn, Dean Head Lane

Conversion of barn to dwelling

3128

Moses Cockers Farm, Sheep
House Lane

Change of use, part demolition
and extension of barn to form
dwelling

267 Southport Road

Erection replacement dwelling

3324

Land Between 35 and 37 Wray
Crescent

Erection of 2 dwellings

3420

Land 70m South of Garstang
Farm, Ulnes Walton Lane

Erection of rural workers
dwelling

3423

Dorbaricia, Ulnes Walton Lane

Change of use of barn to
dwelling

3501

Land to the rear of Forge
Cottage, Flag Lane

Change of use of garage to
dwelling

2901

Close Gate Farm and land to
Erection of replacement
rear Buckholes Lane, Wheelton dwelling

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Mawdesley

Rivington

Rivington

19/00565/FUL

19/01175/FUL

12/00949/FUL

15/00972/FUL

Ulnes Walton 09/00151/FUL

Other Rural

Ulnes Walton 17/00569/FUL

Other Rural

17/00940/OUT
Ulnes Walton 19/00535/REM

Other Rural

Ulnes Walton 18/00396/FUL

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

1

No

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

Mawdesley

1

1

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

Demolition of stable block and
sheds and erection of dwelling

Wrennalls House, Ridley Lane

Mawdesley

18/01004/OUT
19/00999/REM

1

1

0

No

Tootles Farm, Bentley Lane

Change of use of outbuilding to
dwelling
Other Rural

18/01212/OUT

1

1

Erection of an agricultural
workers dwelling

Other Rural

Mawdesley

1

Erection of dwelling

The Clyde, Bradshaw Lane

Other Rural

16/00415/P3PAO
18/00014/FUL

Whitegates, 75 Gorsey Lane

2852

2512

Other Rural

Mawdesley

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Other Rural

Ulnes Walton 19/01061/FUL

1

1

No

0

Other Rural

Wheelton

1

1

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.
No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

No

N/A

12/01158/FULMAJ

3073

Land between 386 and 392
Blackburn Road

Outline application for erection
of 2 dwellings
Other Rural

Wheelton

14/00601/OUT
18/00240/REM

2

2

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

3405

Prior approval for change of use
of agricultural building to
dwelling and change of use of
barns and shippon to dwelling
Wheelton Lodge Farm, Harbour OR demolition of buildings and
Lane
erection of dwelling
Other Rural

Wheelton

17/01093/P3PAO
18/00121/FUL
18/00947/FUL

2

2

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

3427

Land to the rear of 378-386
Blackburn Road

Erection of 8 dwellings

3470

Workshop adjacent to 1A
Victoria Street

Change of use of workshop to 2
dwellings
Other Rural

3480

Blue Dye House, Brinscall Mill
Road

Demolition of stables and
erection of dwelling

3048

3166

3334

3344

Other Rural

Other Rural

Wheelton

Wheelton

18/01057/OUT

Other Rural

Wheelton

14/00966/FUL
15/01185/FUL
19/01080/FUL

15/01057/FUL
17/00739/FUL
17/01124/FUL

Erection of 2 dwellings

145 Town Lane

Demolition of extensions and
erection of dwelling

Other Rural

Whittle-leWoods

68 Blackburn Road

Demolition of stables and store
buildings and erection of
dwelling
Other Rural

Whittle-leWoods

Erection of dwelling

19/00505/FUL

Wheelton

Waterstone House, 1A Dark
Lane

Land adjacent to 26/28 Spring
Crescent

16/00575/OUT

Other Rural

Whittle-leWoods

17/00815/FUL

8

2

1

2

1

1

1

8

2

1

2

1

1

1

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No
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3096

3335

3340

3351

3403

3433

Brinscall Hall Farm, Dick Lane

Erection of agricultural workers
dwelling and change of use of
redundant barns to form 6
dwellings
Other Rural

Old Olivers Farm, Bury Lane

Change of use of barn to
dwelling

Other Rural

Withnell

17/00602/FUL

1

1

2 Ollerton Fold Farm Cottage,
Ollerton Lane

Demolition of commercial dog
kennel building and erection of
dwelling
Other Rural

Withnell

17/00963/FUL

1

1

Withnell

17/00913/OUT
17/00225/OUT
18/00800/OUT
19/01180/REM

Land adjacent to 8 Miller
Avenue

Erection of 9 dwellings

Edge End Farm, Bolton Road

Subdivision of dwelling to form
2 dwellings
Other Rural

Moss Side Farm, Bury Lane

Change of use of outbuilding to
dwelling
Other Rural

Workshop, Edge End Terrace,
Bolton Road

Demolition of workshop and
erection of 2 dwellings

3464

26 Bolton Road

Change of use of shop with
residential above to osteopath
clinic on both floors

3469

Demolition of storage building
Woodsfold Saw Mill, Dole Lane and erection of dwelling

3510

Boardman Heights Farm, Bury
Lane

2493

Land 40m East of 6 Woodside
Avenue

2867

Land adjacent Dolphin Rise,
Millstone Close

3443

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Other Rural

Erection of agricultural workers
dwelling
Other Rural

Withnell

Withnell

Withnell

Withnell

Withnell

Withnell

Withnell

14/00975/FUL
14/00881/FUL

18/00297/FUL

18/00789/FUL

18/00874/OUT

19/00351/FUL

19/00522/FUL

19/00661/OUT

Erection of 2 dwellings

Whittle-leWoods

Clayton-leWoods

07/01034/FUL

Erection of dwelling

Whittle-leWoods

Whittle-leWoods

12/01167/FUL
15/01202/FUL
18/01118/FUL

7

1

9

9

2

1

1

1

2

2

0

-1

1

1

1

1

2

2

1

1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

Yes

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP1

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP2

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

3099

Two Corners Residential Care
Home, 179 Preston Road

Erection of dwelling

Whittle-leWoods

Whittle-leWoods

15/00601/FUL

1

1

Yes

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

No as it predates the end of
Base Period 1
so fails the Time
for Compliance
Regulations
N/A

3306

2 Cliffe Drive

Demolition of garage and
erection of dwelling

Whittle-leWoods

Whittle-leWoods

16/01135/OUT

1

1

No

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

3408

D & B stores, 1-3 Rock Villa
Road

Prior approval for change of use Whittle-leof shop to dwelling
Woods

Whittle-leWoods

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

Whittle-leWoods

Whittle-leWoods

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

Whittle-leWoods

Whittle-leWoods

19/00467/OUT

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

Withnell

06/00167/FUL
19/01147/FUL

1

CIL Form states that CIL self-build
exemption is being applied for

Yes

BP2

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots.

No

N/A

0

No condition or legal agreement
securing any of units as serviced
plots. CIL form states not claiming
self-build relief.

No

N/A

3428

Rose Cottage, Kem Mill Lane

3478

Land to the rear of 173, 175 and
179 Chorley Old Road
Erection of 2 dwellings

2202

3495

3204

Erection of dwelling

Drinkwater Farm, Pike Lowe

Conversion of agricultural
buildings to 2 dwellings

Withnell/
Brinscall

St Luke's Church, Quarry Road

Change of use from church to
dwelling

Withnell/
Brinscall

Land to the rear of 56 School
Lane/Withnell Fold Old Road

Erection of 4 dwellings

Withnell/
Brinscall

18/00441/P3PAN

18/00189/FUL

Withnell

19/01031/FUL

Withnell

16/00714/OUT
17/00663/FUL
18/00847/FUL
DWELLING TOTALS

1

1

1

1

2

2

2

1

1

1

4

4
387

No

No

No

Yes

No

No
359 PLOT TOTALS

35

BASE PERIOD PLOT TOTALS BP1 = 27
BP2 = 5
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Introduction
Section 1

1.1

This Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Proof of Evidence has been prepared by
Andrew Moger of Tetlow King Planning on behalf of Gladman Developments Ltd. It
relates to the residential development proposals at land at Pear Tree Lane, Euxton,
Chorley.

1.2

This Proof of Evidence examines the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding sector in
Chorley Borough and considers the weight to be attributed to the Self-Build and
Custom Housebuilding provided by the appeal proposals in the overall planning
balance.

1.3

The appeal scheme seeks permission for up to 180 dwellings, of which 10% - a total
of up to 18 plots – are to be provided as serviced plots for Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding.

1.4

My credentials as an expert witness are summarised in my main Proof of Evidence in
Section 1.

Introduction

1
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Evolution of Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding in the National Policy Context
Section 2

2.1

The provision of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding is increasingly forming a key
part of the planning system. The demand for this tenure of housing was first detailed
in the 2011 Housing Strategy for England and has since become enshrined in national
policy within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG).

2.2

The subject was first addressed in the Housing Strategy for England (2011) before
being introduced into national policy through the first iteration of the NPPF in 2012
which required local authorities to take account of “people wishing to build their own
homes”.

2.3

Amendments were also made to the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations
in 2014 to exempt Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding from CIL in order to further
encourage the delivery of this type of housing.

2.4

The Self Build and Custom Housebuilding Act (2015) placed a legal duty on local
authorities to keep a Register of individuals and associations of individuals (i.e. groups)
who want to acquire serviced plots of land and to have regard to that Register.

2.5

The 2016 Housing and Planning Act then made subsequent amendments to the SelfBuild and Custom Housebuilding Act and placed a statutory duty (which came into
force on 31 October 2016) on local authorities to grant sufficient ‘development
permissions’ to meet the demand for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding on their
Register arising in each ‘Base Period’ within the three years after the end of each Base
Period.

2.6

A separate section was added to the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) in 2016
covering Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding to support the implementation of the
Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act (as amended).

2.7

The PPG makes clear that local Registers of individuals and associations of individuals
who are seeking to acquire serviced plots of land in their area to build homes for those
individuals to occupy are a key material consideration. It also states that to obtain a

Evolution of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding in the National Policy Context
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robust assessment of demand for this type of housing in their area, local planning
authorities should supplement the data from the Registers with secondary data
sources to understand and consider future need for this type of housing in their area1.
2.8

The PPG also sets out2 that “in considering whether a home is a Self-Build or Custom
Build home, relevant authorities must be satisfied that the initial owner of the home will
have primary input into its final design and layout”.

2.9

The matter of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding has been subject to a number of
debates in the House of Commons between 2014 and 2019, all of which have seen
continued Government support for the growth of this sector.

2.10

In February 2019, the revised NPPF detailed that the size, type and tenure of housing
needed for different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in
policy, including “people wishing to commission or build their own homes”.

2.11

Annex 2 of the NPPF 2019 defined Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding as:
“Housing built by an individual, a group of individuals, or persons working with or for
them, to be occupied by that individual. Such housing can be either market or
affordable housing. A legal definition, for the purpose of applying the Self-Build and
Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (as amended), is contained in section 1(A1) and (A2)
of that Act.”

2.12

The former Minister of State for Housing, Esther McVey MP, provided further support
for the sector in her September 2019 speech at the RESI Convention, which was
followed by the publication of the National Design Guide in October 2019. This sets
out ten characteristics that make up well-designed places and includes Self and
Custom Build within these.

2.13

The Conservative Party Election Manifesto of December 2019 reaffirmed the
Government’s commitment to Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding where it commits
to “support community housing by helping people who want to build their own homes
find plots of land and access the Help to Buy scheme”.

2.14

Central Government has been consistent in seeking to boost the supply of Self-Build
and Custom Housebuilding from as far back as the 2011 Housing Strategy for England
and it is clear that there is national demand for this type of housing.

Data sources referred as examples are: building plot search websites, ‘Need-a-Plot’ information available from the Self-Build
Portal; and enquiries for building plots from local estate agents.
2
Paragraph 016 Reference ID 57-016-20170728
1

Evolution of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding in the National Policy Context
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The requirement to deliver Self-Build and Custom-Build homes is now enshrined in
national policy through both the NPPF and the PPG.

2.16

Local authorities are required to address this through granting sufficient development
consents to meet the demand for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding arising within
their administrative area.

Evolution of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding in the National Policy Context
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The Development Plan and Related Policies
Section 3

3.1

The Development Plan for Chorley currently comprises the Chorley Local Plan (2015)
and the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012). Other material considerations
include the NPPF (2019), the PPG and the emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan
Update.

3.2

Neither the adopted Core Strategy nor the adopted Local Plan contain any policies
specifically related to the provision or delivery of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding.

3.3

Emerging Policy in the form of the Central Lancashire Local Plan Update is at issues
and options stage and is currently silent on Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding.

3.4

On a national basis there is a clear desire to boost significantly the supply of Self-Build
and Custom Housebuilding through the NPPF (2019), the PPG and more recently the
National Design Guide and Conservative Party Election Manifesto of December 2019.

The Development Plan and Related Policies

5

Agenda Page 1021

Agenda Item 4a

Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Demand
and Delivery in Chorley Borough
Section 4

4.1

The adopted Development Plan does not include any policies specifically relating to
the provision or delivery of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding. Central Government
have been clear of their objective to boost significantly Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding delivery since at least 2011.

4.2

The most recent assessment of housing need is the Central Lancashire Housing Study
(2020) which forms part of the evidence base for the emerging Plan. Key findings of
the Housing Study include:
a. That the Government has long had a clear agenda for supporting and promoting
the self-build and custom housebuilding sector;
b. That Ipsos Mori data shows that only one in eight of the populace are even aware
that Self-Build Registers exist;
c. An endorsement of the PPG recommendation to use secondary data sources with
reference drawn to Buildstore as a secondary data source which (at the time)
identified 185 individuals on their Custom Build Register and 699 Plotsearch
subscribers looking for a plot to build or commission their own home in the
Borough;
d. That there is a sizeable level of demand for serviced plots which has not yet been
reflected in the Council’s own Self-Build Register;
e. That NaCSBA research shows that one in 50 of the adult population are looking to
build their own home and when this ratio is applied to Chorley then ONS data
indicates that there is a potential need for 1,929 serviced plots; and
f.

Recognition that the level of demand indicates that a policy should be developed
to promote and encourage delivery of self-build and custom housebuilding,

4.3

It concludes that when consideration is given to secondary data sources in line with
the provisions of the PPG, then “this points towards a greater level of demand than the
Council’s current self-build registers”.

Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Demand and Delivery in Chorley Borough
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Whilst there are a relatively low number of registrants on the Council’s own Self-Build
Register, research by the National Custom and Self Build Association (NaCSBA) has
shown that 8 out of 10 people are not even aware that local authorities hold a SelfBuild Register and the Council’s own evidence base identifies a level of demand far
exceeding that on the register.

4.5

The PPG recommends that secondary data sources are utilised to supplement the
Councils own self-build register data in order to achieve a robust assessment.

4.6

Secondary data sources indicate that the level of demand within the vicinity of the
appeal site substantially exceeds the level of demand on the Council’s Self-Build
Register. Data from Buildstore shows that within a 10-mile radius of the appeal site
there are 481 registrants on their Custom Build Register wishing to create their own
home and 1,874 Plot-Search subscribers searching for a plot to build a home or
commission one.

4.7

The Council’s own evidence base in the form of the Central Lancashire Housing Study
(2020) found that “there is a sizeable level of demand for serviced plots…which hasn’t
yet been reflected in the Council’s own Self-Build Register” and identified that demand
could be as high as 1,929 serviced plots when national data is used as a proxy.

4.8

My analysis (Appendix AM11 of my main Proof of Evidence) of the Council’s Five
Year Housing Land Supply Statement (May 2020) found evidence of a total of 49 selfbuild and custom housebuilding plots that the Council anticipates delivery of within the
next five years.

4.9

It is important to view this firstly in the context that there is no adopted nor emerging
policy mechanism for securing increased delivery of Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding plots, and secondly in the context of the Council’s own evidence base
identifying that demand could be as high as 1,929 serviced plots within the Borough.

4.10

It is also important to consider that a total of 27 of these 49 Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding plots in the Council’s supply are not secured by legal agreement or
condition but are sites where the applicant has indicated through the CIL form that they
intend to exercise the Self-Build Exemption.

4.11

Until such time that these have achieved certification of CIL Form 7 Part 2 i.e. provided
evidence that they have been undertaken as Self-Build and/or Custom Housebuilding
then it is questionable whether these will be actually delivered as Self-Build and/or
Custom-Build homes. One such example within the Borough is Gleadhill House Stud

Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Demand and Delivery in Chorley Borough
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proposals3 which achieved consent for 12 self-build homes yet only saw 10 developed
as self-build homes and achieving the CIL Self-Build Exemption with the remaining two
paying CIL in full.
4.12

Given the level of demand identified and the lack of an adopted or emerging policy
position to increase delivery, it is unclear how the Council intends to address demand
without sites such as the appeal scheme.

4.13

What is abundantly clear is that the Council need to take urgent action now to address
identified demand. The lack of any clear policy position does not negate the need to
address identified demands.

3

Application No: 16/00633/OUTMAJ

Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Demand and Delivery in Chorley Borough
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The Weight to be Attributed to the Provision of
Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding
Section 5

5.1

The Government attaches weight to achieving the objective of significantly boosting
the supply of homes.

5.2

NPPF Paragraph 60 sets out that in order to determine the minimum number of homes
needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need assessment. It
goes on at paragraph 61 to detail that the type of housing needed for different groups
in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policing, including for
people who wish to commission or build their own homes.

5.3

The most recent assessment of housing needs for Chorley, the Housing Study (2020)
utilises secondary data sources as recommended by the PPG to undertake a more
robust assessment of demand. Having taken these into account the Council’s own
Housing Study found that “this points towards a greater level of demand than the
Council’s current self-build registers”.

5.4

In the absence of any adopted specific policy target, specific monitoring indicator or
mechanisms to address any shortfall in delivery of Self-Build and Custom Build homes,
it is unclear how the Council intend to address this level of demand within Chorley
without sites such as the appeal site.

5.5

The importance of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding as a material consideration
has been reflected in a number of recent Secretary of State and appeal decisions. Of
particular interest is the amount of weight which has been afforded to the provision of
Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding plots relative to other material considerations.

5.6

Secondary data sources indicate that within a 10 mile-radius4 of the appeal site there
are 481 registrants on Buildstore’s Custom Build Register who are wishing to create
their own homes within the area and 1,874 Plot-Search subscribers, who are seeking
a serviced plot to build or commission their own home in the area. This represents a
substantial level of demand.

4

The smallest site search radius that the Buildstore data allows for

The Weight to be Attributed to the Provision of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding
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The evidence demonstrates a substantial demand for Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding plots in Chorley Borough.

5.8

In light of this, and the lack of an adopted or clear emerging policy position relating to
the delivery of Self-Build and Custom Build homes within Chorley, I consider that
nothing less than substantial weight should be afforded to the provision of up to 18
Self-Build and Custom Build homes in the determination of this appeal.

The Weight to be Attributed to the Provision of Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding
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Qualifications, Experience and Scope of Evidence

1.0

QUALIFICATIONS, EXPERIENCE AND SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

1.1

My name is James Donagh. I am a Member of the Institute of Economic Development (‘IED’)
with an honours degree and a Master of Civic Design.

1.2

I am a Director at Barton Willmore in the Development Economics Team leading on economic
issues. Barton Willmore is the UK’s leading independent Planning and Design Consultancy, with
12 UK Offices employing over 280 professionals nationwide in the field of town planning,
Masterplanning, architecture, and landscape planning.

1.3

I have 20 years’ professional experience in housing, planning and economic development.
Possessing a sound working knowledge of development economics, demographic and economic
forecasting, my skills include housing market analysis, economic analysis, impact assessment
and demographic and economic modelling.

I have regularly appeared at Local Plan

Examinations to present housing need and market evidence and regularly given evidence at
S78 Appeals in my capacity as a housing need expert witness.
1.4

My Proof of Evidence relates to overall housing need in Chorley and has been prepared
following the submission of an appeal against Chorley Council, submitted on behalf of Gladman
Developments Ltd (“the Appellant”) in relation to the following application. Outline Application
for up to 180 dwellings including 30% affordable housing, with public open space, structural
planting and landscaping, surface water flood mitigation and attenuation and vehicular access
points from School Lane. All matters reserved except for means of vehicular access (“the Appeal
Site”).

1.5

In this Proof of Evidence, I argue that:
•

Minimum housing need in Chorley is for 569 dwellings per annum.

•

Chorley’s housing market characteristics, are distinct from those of Preston and to a lesser
degree, distinct from those of South Ribble; consequently,

•

Chorley’s housing need is unlikely to take root in the district of Preston and its immediate
surroundings. [particularly in the absence of an agreed way forward in the form of an
adopted plan]

•

The MOU redistribution of housing need away from Chorley will exacerbate Chorley’s
affordability problem and result in undersupply across Central Lancashire, confounding the
Government’s objective to continue to increase the number of homes being built, rebalance
the housing market towards more home ownership continue to progress towards the target
of 300,000 homes a year by the mid-2020s.

31851/A5/JD

1
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1.6

In accordance with the Planning Inspectorate’s Procedural Guidance I hereby declare that:
The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this appeal
reference APP/ H2265/W/18/3202040 in this Proof of Evidence is
true and I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and
professional opinions.

1.7

The remainder of this Proof of Evidence is structured as follows.
Chapter 2 explains the relevant national housing need policy and guidance and calculates
minimum housing need for Preston, South Ribble and Chorley
Chapter 3 presents analysis of Chorley’s housing market characteristics and contrast them
with Preston, South Ribble and neighbouring districts.
Chapter 4 addresses the implications of Chapter 3 for the April 2020 Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) housing need distribution and assesses the extent to which the proposed
distribution furthers the Government’s aim of increasing housing supply so that 300,000 new
homes a year are delivered annually by the mid-2020s.
Chapter 5 reviews the key conclusions of Court Judgements that have considered the
assessment of housing need at appeal.

31851/A5/JD
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2.0

NATIONAL HOUSING NEED POLICY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR CENTRAL
LANCASHIRE AUTHORITES

2.1

In this section, I explain the pertinent national housing need policy and guidance and calculate
minimum housing need for Preston, South Ribble and Chorley.
The Government’s Position

2.2

During her closing speech, made on 3rd October 2018 [CD7.42] to the Conservative Party
Conference, the former Prime Minister, Mrs Teresa May, made it clear that “Solving the housing
crisis is the biggest domestic policy challenge of our generation".

2.3

This follows confirmation by Government on 1st October 2018 that her Government was
committed to delivering 300,000 homes a year by the mid-2020s. This target is much greater
than the level of housing need implied by published household projections (e.g. ONS 2016based) which are acknowledged to be suppressed by decades of housing undersupply and as
a result, fail to capture anything like the true scale of housing need.

2.4

The 2019 Conservative Party manifesto [CD8.02] retained the commitment to build more home
and to promote home ownership in the following terms, under the heading ‘Deliver the
housing people need’.
Home ownership is one of the most fundamental Conservative
values. People are happier, more secure and more rooted in their
communities when they own their own home – and know that they
can pass it on to future generations.
For the UK to unleash its potential, young people need the security
of knowing that home ownership is within their reach – that they
too can have a tangible stake in society, can be rooted in their
communities and have a place to raise a family.
A majority Conservative Government will continue to increase the
number of homes being built. But we must also rebalance the
housing market towards more home ownership – while ensuring
fairness for the new generation of renters.
…
Since 2010 there has been a considerable increase in homebuilding.
We have delivered a million homes in the last five years in England:
last year, we delivered the highest number of homes for almost 30
years.
But it still isn’t enough. That is why we will continue our progress
towards our target of 300,000 homes a year by the mid-2020s. This
will see us build at least a million more homes, of all tenures, over
the next Parliament – in the areas that really need them.
…
[Conservative 2020 Manifesto, pages 30 and 31]

31851/A5/JD
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2.5

The Queens Speech [CD 7.40], delivered to Parliament on 19 th December 2019, carried forward
the manifesto commitment to progress towards the target of 300,000 homes a year as follows.
To deliver on the homes this country needs, the Government is
committed to building at least a million more homes over this
Parliament. In the coming months we will set out further steps to
achieve this, including an ambitious Planning White Paper and
funding for critical infrastructure.
[Queens Speech, December 2019, background briefing notes, page 48]

2.6

The most recent Common’s briefing on housing supply [CD7.41], published on March 9 th 2020,
is titled Tackling the under-supply of housing in England .

The problem is summarised as

follows:
Estimates have put the number of new homes needed in England at
up to 345,000 per year, accounting for new household formation
and a backlog of existing need for suitable housing. In 2018/19,
the total housing stock in England increased by around 241,000
homes. This was 9% higher than the year before – and the amount
of new homes supplied annually has been growing for several years
– but is still lower than estimated need.
Housing need manifests itself in a variety of ways, such as
increased levels of overcrowding, acute affordability issues, more
young people living with their parents for longer periods, impaired
labour mobility resulting in businesses finding it difficult to recruit
and retain staff, and increased levels of homelessness.
[Commons Library Briefing 9 March 2020, page 3]
2.7

The problem is cyclical.

Undersupply fuels the affordability crisis and restricts choice, the

number of transactions (first moves, second moves etc.) reduce and the market approaches
paralysis as it becomes progressively less capable of satisfying need and demand.
2.8

In turn, the brakes are put on household formation as choices that were open to previous
generations are no longer open. Instead, there follows an increased rate and prolonged period
of sharing with others to keep housing costs at a manageable level, or a return to the parental
home.
Planning Practice Guidance

2.9

The Standard Method was introduced in order simplify the assessment of housing need and to
support the aim of increasing housing supply. The relevant parts are rehearsed here.

2.10

On housing need, the PPG uses the following definition which clearly separates assessing
housing need from establishing the housing requirement:
Housing need is an unconstrained assessment of the number of
homes needed in an area. Assessing housing need is the first step
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in the process of deciding how many homes need to be planned for.
It should be undertaken separately from assessing land availability,
establishing a housing requirement figure and preparing policies to
address this such as site allocations
[Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 2a-001-20190220]
2.11

Until such time as a new method is announced, the 2014-based household projections are used
as the first of a three step Standard Method assessment:
The 2014-based household projections are used within the
standard method to provide stability for planning authorities and
communities, ensure that historic under-delivery and declining
affordability are reflected, and to be consistent with the
Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of
homes.
[Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 2a-005-20190220]

2.12

The Standard Method is described as follows:
The National Planning Policy Framework expects strategic policymaking authorities to follow the standard method in this guidance
for assessing local housing need.
The standard method uses a formula to identify the minimum
number of homes expected to be planned for, in a way which
addresses projected household growth and historic under-supply.
The standard method set out below identifies a minimum annual
housing need figure. It does not produce a housing requirement
figure.
[Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 2a-002-20190220]

2.13

Whilst using the Standard Method to assesses minimum need is not compulsory, departure
from it is only permitted in exceptional circumstances that are tested at Local Plan examination,
implying that until the examination, Standard Method must be preferred as district wide housing
need.
if it is felt that circumstances warrant an alternative approach but
authorities can expect this to be scrutinised more closely at
examination. There is an expectation that the standard method will
be used and that any other method will be used only in exceptional
circumstances.
[Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 2a-003-20190220]

2.14

Of relevance to preparing a new joint Central Lancashire plan, PPG addresses the calculation
of housing need where plans cover more than one area as follows.
Local housing need assessments may cover more than one area, in
particular where strategic policies are being produced jointly …
In such cases the housing need for the defined area should at least
be the sum of the local housing need for each local planning
authority within the area. It will be for the relevant strategic
policy-making authority to distribute the total housing requirement
which is then arrived at across the plan area.
…
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[Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 2a-013-20190220]
2.15

The three step Standard Method i) starts with the 2014-based household projection, ii) adjusts
the projection figure if the local affordability ratio is above 4, iii) in the circumstances that the
Central Lancashire authorities find themselves in (adopted a local plan more than 5 years ago
and has not reviewed their housing requirement figure since then) caps the increase at 40%
above the higher of the most recent average annual housing requirement figure or household
growth.

2.16

Using the measurement period 2020 to 2030 and median workplace affordability ratios for
2019:
•

Preston annual household growth is 231, the affordability ratio is 5.35 requiring an uplift
of 8%, no cap is applied, minimum need is for 250 dwellings per annum (25 % of the
Central Lancashire total)

•

South Ribble annual household growth is 172, the affordability ratio is 5.76 requiring an
uplift of 11%, no cap is applied, minimum need is for 191 dwellings per annum (19 % of
the Central Lancashire total).

•

Chorley annual household growth is 484, the affordability ratio is 6.83 requiring an uplift
of 18%, no cap is applied, minimum need is for 569 dwellings per annum (56 % of the
Central Lancashire total).

2.17

The 2012 Core Strategy adopted a policy of 507 homes per annum for Preston, 417 for South
Ribble and 417 for Chorley.

2.18

The distribution proposed by the Central Lancashire Housing Study 1 (March 2020) represents
an even more ambitious attempt to divert need away from the district of its origin.
•

For Preston, the need is for 25% of the Central Lancashire total, Iceni proposes a
requirement that is 40% of the total.

•

For South Ribble, the need is for 19% of the total, Iceni proposes a requirement that is
32.5% of the total

•

For Chorley, the need is for 56% of the total, Iceni proposes a requirement that is 27.5%
of the total

2.19

This raises the question, can we expect this huge shift in the market to be achieved in the
future, when the 2012 Core Strategy policy has failed to achieve a less ambitious scale of
change in the past?

1

Central Lancashire Housing Study, Final Report, March 2020
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2.20

I consider this question further in Section 3 of this Proof, where I examine housing market
characteristics and Section 4, where I turn to the rationale for the redistribution proposed by
the Central Lancashire Housing Study.
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3.0

A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF CHORLEY’S HOUSING MARKET

3.1

In this section, I examine Chorley’s housing market characteristics and contrast them with
Preston and South Ribble. The purpose of this exercise is to assess the extent to which Central
Lancashire can be viewed as a coherent market that shares common characteristics, enabling
the manipulation of hosing need and demand between districts.
Housing market area

3.2

Local analysis shows that Chorley and South Ribble are connected by the Chorley Housing
Market Area, whereas Preston relates to districts to the north and has no connection to either
South Ribble or Chorley.
Figure 3.1 Chorley Local Housing Market Area

Source: CURDS 2010

3.3

The Chorley Local Market Area presented in Figure 3.1 is sourced from CURDS 2010 2 and based
on commuting data and migration data from the 2001 Census.

It is therefore dated and

requires validation. Before considering this, it should be noted that the gold standard Strategic
Housing Market Area boundaries prepared by CURDS 2010 do connect Chorley to Preston.
2

Citation needed
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Chorley is at the junction of three housing market areas; Preston & Blackpool, Manchester and
Liverpool, as illustrated in Figure 3.2.
Figure 3.2 Strategic Housing Market Areas

Source: CURDS 2010

3.4

To test the strength of the market connections revealed by the CURDS 2010 analysis, I have
also examined Experian Mosaic consumer groups.
Mosaic analysis

3.5

Mosaic, developed by Experian is a consumer classification tool based upon each individuals
lifestyle characteristics. The population and households across the Country are categorised by
a series of groups and types dependant on those lifestyle characteristics.

3.6

The profile for the area immediately surrounding the proposed development (Euxton / Chorley
Town), Chorley, South Ribble, Preston, Central Lancashire and the North West is presented at
Table 3.1.

3.7

Euxton / Chorley Town share characteristics with Chorley and South Ribble. Preston’s profile
is unsurprising given its status as a university city with a higher transient population, however
as a consequence Chorley and South Ribble share few characteristics with Preston.
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Table 3.1: Summary Mosaic Profile
Mosaic Lifestyle Groups
A City Prosperity
B Prestige Positions
C Country Living
D Rural Reality
E Senior Security
F Suburban Stability
G Domestic Success
H Aspiring Homemakers
I Family Basics
J Transient Renters
K Municipal Tenants
L Vintage Value
M Modest Traditions
N Urban Cohesion
O Rental Hubs

Euxton/ Chorley MSOAs Chorley
0%
0%
13%
8%
2%
6%
0%
7%
13%
8%
22%
13%
13%
11%
20%
16%
3%
7%
0%
8%
3%
3%
6%
6%
2%
6%
0%
0%
2%
1%

Preston
0%
4%
4%
1%
7%
7%
7%
9%
11%
15%
8%
6%
5%
5%
12%

South Ribble Joint LPAs North West
0%
0%
0%
7%
6%
6%
3%
4%
4%
2%
3%
3%
14%
9%
9%
15%
11%
8%
11%
9%
6%
19%
14%
10%
7%
8%
10%
8%
11%
12%
1%
4%
7%
4%
5%
8%
8%
6%
7%
0%
2%
3%
1%
5%
6%

Source: Experian. Mosaic household group profile

3.8

A summary description of the core Mosaic household groups within settlements of Chorley and
Euxton (as defined by MSOA Chorley 005 and 008) is presented at Appendix JD.04
Sale Volume analysis

3.9

Turning to sales activity, evidently the demand for homes in Chorley is relatively strong in the
national (England) and Central Lancashire context. As shown in figure 3.3, analysis of all sales
since 1996 to 2019, sales in Chorley, South Ribble and Preston were impacted by the last
recession almost exactly as they were across England, taking 2007 as the pre-recession index
point.
Figure 3.3 All sales in England Chorley, South Ribble and Preston indexed to 2007
1.40

y.e Sep 2007, 1.00

1.20

y.e Sep 2019, 0.78

1.00
0.80
0.60
0.40
0.20

y.e Sep 1996, 0.58

y.e Sep 2019, 0.57

0.00

England

Preston

South Ribble

Chorley

Source: ONS 2020
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3.10

However, since the recovery and most notably during the last four years, sales in Chorley have
increased at a faster rate than South Ribble, England and Preston.

This is indicative of a

market that is more attractive to homebuyers than the comparators. Nevertheless, sales in
Chorley have not returned to the levels achieved in the years immediately prior to the last
recession, albeit at c80% of sales volumes during that period, turnover in Chorley is
significantly higher than in Preston and England as a whole (c60% respectively).
3.11

Switching the focus from indexed to actual sales volumes shown in Figure 3.4, it is clear that
post 2007 sales volumes in Chorley, South Ribble and Preston are closely matched, presenting
a range of 1,600 to 1,700 sales per annum on average since 2008, with Preston and Chorley
only 30 sales apart.
Figure 3.4 All sales in England Chorley, South Ribble and Preston
4,000

Preston, y.e Sep
2007, 3,406

3,500
3,000

y.e Sep 2019, 1,948

2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000
500

Chorley, y.e Sep
2007, 2,510

0

Preston

Chorley

South Ribble

Source: ONS 2020

3.12

Prior to 2007, it is evident that sales in Preston tended to exceed those in Chorley and South
Ribble. There is a clear logic to this, given that Preston is the larger of the three districts. In
2019, Preston’s housing stock is estimated to number 64,100, compared to South Ribble’s
50,200 and Chorley’s 51,600, meaning that Preston accounts for 39% of Central Lancashire’s
housing stock, as it consistently has since 2001 (with South Ribble and Chorley accounting for
between 30 and 31% respectively over the same period.

3.13

The answer to the question, why has not Preston sustained higher annual sales post 2007,
appears to be grounded in the type of properties available, a city characteristic. In absolute
terms, sales of terraced housing and flats (51% of Preston’s stock in 2011) accounted for the
greater part of the Preston’s sales volume advantage up to 2007. Whereas Preston always
sold fewer detached homes (16% of Preston’s 2011 stock) and kept more in step with Chorley
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on semi-detached sales volumes, both being consistently behind the volume achieved by South
Ribble 3.
3.14

Housing stock characteristics, the context of Preston’s urban offer and the complexity of
regenerating urban areas are factors likely to have shaped sales, buyer behaviour and investor
sentiment towards Preston.

That is not to suggest that Preston’s housing market is fatally

undermined, as recent evidence (discussed later in this section) confirms, rather it points to
the fact that a redistribution of Chorley’s housing need, in attempt divert demand to Preston,
won’t be effective – the Preston offer, revitalised by the impact of City Deal investment (£434m,
to which Chorley is not a party), the £200m UCLAN investment programme, transport and
public realm improvements; holds the key.
House Price analysis
3.15

Indexed to the last peak in median price paid (year ending September 2018, Figure 3.5), it can
be seen that prices across Central Lancashire have risen at a similar rate since 1996, broadly
holding station with the England growth rate until a clear gap appears over the last five years.
Chorley followed this breakaway trend for a few years, suggesting a market running relatively
hot in the sub national context, but has since fallen back to the Central Lancashire trend.
Figure 3.5 Indexed Median Prices, England, Chorley, South Ribble and Preston
England, y.e Sep
2019, 1.35

1.60
1.40
1.20
1.00
0.80

Chorley, y.e Sep
2019, 1.21

0.60
0.40
0.20
0.00

England

Preston

South Ribble

Chorley

Source: ONS 2020

3.16

In absolute terms, South Ribble and Chorley maintain a median price premium over Preston,
as shown in Figure 3.6. Reflecting on the high proportion of terraced housing and flats and

3

See Appendix JD.01 for analysis of sales by dwelling type
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low proportion of detached homes in Preston, relative to South Ribble and Chorley, this is to
be expected.
Figure 3.5 Median Prices, England, Chorley, South Ribble and Preston
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Source: ONS 2020

3.17

Focusing on new build only and focusing on the median prices carted in Figure 3.6, based on
price trends, it appears that Chorley recovered quickly from the last recession assisted by
strategic land at Buckshaw Village. Preston, on the other hand, appears to have taken longer
to recover. Nevertheless, it has recovered lost ground in the last five years, initially exceeding
prices in Chorley and presently close behind.
Figure 3.6 New Build Median Prices, England, Chorley, South Ribble and Preston
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3.18

Postcode mapping of new build sales in 2018 and 2019 presented at Figure 3.7 and hotspot
mapping of sales over the last five years, presented at Appendix JD.02 of this Proof reveals a
concentration of new build sales to the North West of Preston, in proximity to the Preston
Western Distributor road scheme, for which final funding was approved in late 2019.
Figure 3.7 New house sales 2018-2019

Source: Land Registry and Barton Willmore

3.19

The Preston Western Distributor will link Preston and southern Fylde to the M55 motorway.
Scheduled to open early in 2023, this £200m road scheme is the biggest new road programme
in the Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal. It will help to promote new housing
and business development in the area, while increasing capacity on the existing local road
network. Of note is that the scheme includes two new roads connecting to the current and
future development of thousands of homes in the North West Preston strategic housing site 4.
The success of which hinges upon the investment secured and now being delivered, not on
constraining development in Chorley.

4

https://www.lancashire.gov.uk/council/strategies-policies-plans/roads-parking-and-travel/major-transportschemes/preston-western-distributor/ and https://www.placenorthwest.co.uk/news/final-funding-secured-for-200mwestern-distributor/
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Completions analysis
3.20

Chorley played a key role in delivering a supply of new homes as the Central Lancashire Core
Strategy progressed through adoption and immediately post adoption, but it was only when
new build activity increased in South Ribble and Preston in that the Central Lancashire
authorities consistently exceeded the plan target for 1,350 homes per year.

3.21

Mirroring the story told by new build sales, net completions in Chorley have progressed at a
reasonably consistent level annually since 2011, averaging 600 per annum up to 2019 5. Again,
as per the new build sales trajectory, South Ribble and Preston completions languished
somewhat post Core Strategy adoption, picking up in steps from 2014.
Figure 3.8 Net Additional Dwellings, Chorley, South Ribble and Preston
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Source: MHCLG 2020

3.22

As can be seen from Figure 3.7, net additions have surged in Preston since 2016, averaging
776 over the last three years. Over the same period, net additions in Chorley have averaged
584, providing further evidence that each district can sustain a consistently high level of
housing delivery. One that, in combination with South Ribble net additional dwellings, now
comfortably exceeds the annualised 2012 Core Strategy target of 1,341 dwellings per annum
(additions average 1,660 since 2015), raising questions about using standard method minimum
need of 1,010 dwellings per annum as a new Joint Plan housing requirement.

5

MHCLG Live Tables 125 (Dwelling Stock) and 122 (Net additional dwellings)
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Migration and commuting analysis
3.23

Migration and commuting patterns provide an insight into the catchment areas for new housing
in Preston, South Ribble and Chorley.

Migration tells us where people move to and from,

commuting tells us the about the relationship between workplace and place of residence. In
combination, they provide a basis for understanding each districts sphere of influence.
3.24

Based on analysis of internal migration data for the 2017 and 2018, the two years that inform
the latest (2018-based) population projections, I make the following observations (further
detail from the analysis is presented at Appendix JD.04).

3.25

Of the 11,870 people who moved into Chorley, 2,540 originated from South Ribble (21% of the
total), 2,240 people (19% of the total) originated from the Greater Manchester districts of
Bolton and Wigan immediately to the south of Chorley and 840 (7%) of the total originated
from Preston. The number of moves from Preston is relatively small and the overall picture is
of a district where 72% of migrants originate from outside Central Lancashire, notably to the
south.

3.26

Of the 10,140 people who moved into South Ribble, 2,410 originated from Preston (24% of the
total), 2,170 people (21% of the total) originated from Chorley. As might be expected for a
district sandwiched between Preston and Chorley, 45% of moves into South Ribble originated
from these two Central Lancashire districts and 55% from outside the Core Strategy area.

3.27

Of the 17,270 people who moved into Preston, 1,810 originated from South Ribble (10% of the
total), 790 people (5% of the total) originated from Manchester and 680 (4%) of the total
originated from Chorley. The number of moves from Chorley is relatively small and the overall
picture is of district where 86% of migrants originate from outside Central Lancashire.

3.28

Preston’s influence on migration is evidently more widely dispersed than that of both South
Ribble and Chorley.

Migration from 52 districts is counted before 75% of all migrants into

Preston are counted. This compares to 17 for South Ribble and 20 for Chorley.
3.29

As can be seen from Figure 3.9, Pennine Lancashire, the Fylde Coast and Lancaster to the
north of Preston supplied a significant 19% of movers to Preston. Nevertheless, Preston draws
from a widespread catchment across which numbers decline in relatively small increments, the
further from Preston the originating district is (See Appendix JD.04 for equivalent South Ribble
and Chorley maps).
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Figure 3.9 Migration into Preston, 2018 to 2019 (districts contributing 75%)

Source: ONS and Barton Willmore
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3.30

Through analysis of migration, a picture emerges of limited interaction between Preston and
Chorley, with Preston drawing from a wide catchment area, with a notable contribution of
‘feeder’ districts to the west, north and east. As with the approach taken to Preston, based
on reaching 75% containment by ranking authorities in the order of the number of movers to
Chorley, Chorley’s catchment is more tightly defined with a notable concentration of origin
authorities immediately to the south.

3.31

Focusing on migration by age group, addressing 2018 only, the limited interaction between
Preston and Chorley and the greater is again evident.

Figures 3.10 and 3.11 show in and out

migration for ages 25 to 39 (a broad first-time buyer / mover group) and 40 to 54 (a broad
second mover group). Note the limited exchange between Preston and Chorley and the excess
moves out of Central Lancashire from all Central Lancashire authorities in the 40 to 54 year
age group, compared to moves in and out that are relatively balanced in the 25 to 39 age
group.

Figure 3.10: Origin of migrants to and destinations from Central Lancashire, age 25-39
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31851/A5/JD

18

February 2020

Agenda Item 4a

Agenda Page 1048

Chorley’s Housing Market Characteristics

Figure 3.11: Origin of migrants to and destinations from Central Lancashire, age 40-54
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3.32

A further insight can be gained from examining commuting patterns, which describe the
physical relationship between place of residence and place of work. The data is now relatively
old, compared to the migration data discussed above, and is taken from the 2011 Census.

3.33

From the perspective of Preston residents (in 2011), 76% of all commuters and home workers
(60,590 in total) worked within Central Lancashire, the vast majority working in Preston. 9%
of the total worked in Blackpool Fylde and Wyre and 4% in either the Manchester or Liverpool
City Region. 2% worked in Chorley and 9% in South Ribble.

3.34

From the perspective of South Ribble residents (in 2011), 76% of all commuters and home
workers (52,550 in total) worked within Central Lancashire, the majority working in South
Ribble followed by Preston. 6% of the total worked in Blackpool Fylde and Wyre and 7% in
either the Manchester or Liverpool City Region. 8% worked in Chorley and 26% in Preston.

3.35

From the perspective of Chorley residents (in 2011), 69% of all commuters and home workers
(50,230 in total) worked within Central Lancashire, the majority working in Chorley followed
by South Ribble. 3% of the total worked in Blackpool Fylde and Wyre and 16% in either the
Manchester or Liverpool City Region. 13% worked in South Ribble and 9% in Preston.
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3.36

The commuting analysis corroborates the migration analysis, confirming that Preston and
Chorley are effectively peripheral to the Core Strategy area.

Consequently, they relate to

wider, partially overlapping catchment areas, such as illustrated in the 2012 Core Strategy (see
Figure 3.12).
3.37

This is a highly relevant consideration for the purpose of determining housing requirements in
each district and as a test of the distribution proposed by Iceni. The key questions being, first,
what strategic objective is the distribution expected to enable, second, is it likely to do so.
This is plainly plan making territory, not something that can be rushed through, absent the
procedure and scrutiny of the plan making process and the all-important examination in public.

Figure 3.12: Central Lancashire in a North West context

Source: 2012 Central Lancashire Core Strategy, page 19
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Demand Pressures
3.38

The final part of this section addresses the demand pressures that inform the calculation of
standard method minimum need. To that end, I have reviewed population projections since
2012, which underpin the household projection starting point and the median affordability
ratios for each district which underpins the uplift to address undersupply, noting that:
The affordability adjustment is applied in order to ensure that the
standard method for assessing local housing need responds to price
signals and is consistent with the policy objective of significantly
boosting the supply of homes. The specific adjustment in this
guidance is set at a level to ensure that minimum annual housing
need starts to address the affordability of homes.
PPG Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 2a-006-20190220

3.39

There have been four population projection series published by ONS between 2014 and 2020,
the 2012-based, the 2014-based (which underpin the standard method), the 2016-based and
the 2018-based. Chorley consistently accounts for in excess of 50% of projected population
growth in Central Lancashire over a ten-year measurement period (from the base year),
ranging from 59% (2012-based) to 90% (2016-based), the 2014-based resulting in 73% of
Central Lancashire population growth in Chorley and the most recent, the 2018-based, resulting
in 66% of population growth in Chorley.

3.40

The fact that from 2014 to the present, population projections have consistently resulted in
Chorley accounting for in excess of 59% of population growth across Central Lancashire, raises
serious questions about a proposed distribution of housing need that reduces standard method
minimum based apportionment of 56% net new homes down to 27.5% (278 homes per annum).

3.41

Notwithstanding, in light of the evidence presented above, the question as to whether the
distribution will work in practice, the national policy confounding matter of planning to fail to
address minimum housing need in the context of an out of date Core Strategy housing policy
remains; noting the number of homes needed in Chorley (569 pa) just to begin to address the
affordability of homes. Affordability analysis is presented at Figure 3.13.
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Figure 3.12: Central Lancashire ratio of house price to workplace-based earnings (median)
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4.0

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE MOU DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING NEED

4.1

The Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Cooperation: Relating to the Provision
and Distribution of Housing Land, April 2020 [CD7.23] (hereafter referred to as the MOU)
presents joint position on the distribution of a Central Lancashire housing requirement between
the authorities party to the MOU, namely Preston, South Ribble and Chorley.

4.2

The MOU acknowledges that to housing requirements set out in Policy 4 of the Core Strategy
are now out of date and are superseded by standard method minimum need. Nevertheless at
an early stage of the plan making process (Issues and Options), significantly ahead of
estimated adoption in 2022, the Central Lancashire authorities have elected to redistribute
housing away from where, according to the Government’s preferred method for calculating
minimum housing need, it is needed in Chorley and towards Preston and South Ribble.

4.3

The MOU refers to analysis reported in the Central Lancashire Housing Study [CD8.11],
specifically an assessment of various factors influencing the most appropriate distribution of
housing need, but does not explain why the factors were chosen, why the resultant distribution
is more appropriate, whether it is realistic, what the consequences would be for each authority,
whether they would cause harm, the significance of said harm the extent to which it either
conforms to or conflicts with national planning policy.

4.4

Of particular significance is the Government objective to significantly boost the supply of
housing and the aim, by the end of the current parliament (a few years after the expected
adoption date of a new Central Lancashire Joint Plan) to deliver 300,000 new homes a year.
Not only will the MOU significantly reduce the current rate of new supply across Central
Lancashire (from about 1,660 to 1,010 per annum, as shown in Section 3) but it risks worsening
the affordability problem.

4.5

In Chorley, based on demographic projections and affordability (see Section 3) and where the
proposed distribution will deliver less than half the minimum number of homes needed, one
consequence is likely to be chronic undersupply and a worsening of the affordability problem
there.

4.6

This runs counter to national planning policy.

Furthermore, in deciding the distribution there has been no consideration of the co-operation
required from neighbouring authorities out with Central Lancashire, nor the consequences and
implications for said neighbouring authorities that quite clearly exert influence over Preston
and Chorley, both in terms of where people migrate to and from and where people work (see
Section 3).

4.7

The analysis presented in Section 3 clearly identifies an extensive catchment area for movers
to Preston that extends beyond the borders of Central Lancashire, to the north, west and east
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of the district.

Furthermore, the relationship between place of work and the residents of

Preston is focused primarily on Preston but relates more to the west and north of Preston than
it does to the Liverpool and Manchester city regions. However, interactions with Chorley are
relatively weak both on a migration and travel to work basis. For Chorley, the migration and
commuting interactions are greater with the districts to the south of Central Lancashire than
they are with Preston. Exchanges with Preston are relatively weak.
4.8

Chorley and Preston interact with separate but overlapping catchments and whilst Preston has
a clear Lancashire focus and exerts wider influence than Chorley, Chorley is at the junction of
Lancashire Liverpool and Manchester, and draws more movers from Bolton and Wigan than it
does Preston, which accounts for only 7% of migrants to Chorley in 2017 and 2018.

4.9

This raises important questions about the MOU and its concern that housing growth in Chorley,
at the level implied by standard method minimum need, is a threat to housing development in
Preston and the objectives of the Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City deal. The MOU
provides the following explanation.
6.7 …
… applying the standard method figure to each individual authority,
as calculated, would serve to undermine the key principles
underpinning the Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal
(the City Deal). The City Deal, agreed in 2013, is a growth deal with
Government, securing investment in infrastructure to support
housing and economic growth.
6.8 To date, the City Deal has unlocked the development potential
of land in Preston and South Ribble and will continue to support
significant housing growth in both authority areas. A distribution
of housing in Central Lancashire which is more reflective of City
Deal aspirations is therefore a key outcome of this revised MOU.
[MOU page 8]

4.10

The assertion that the standard method distribution will undermine the city deal is
unsubstantiated and does not stand up to scrutiny. Ahead of delivery of the £200m Western
Distributor scheme, the flagship City Deal project, Preston is delivering new homes at pace,
with a notable concentration to the north west of Preston, where the City Deal is expected to
unlock delivery.

4.11

As discussed in Section 3, net additions to housing supply have surged in Preston since 2016,
averaging 776 over the last three years, significantly exceeding the level of delivery that would
result from the MOU redistribution (404 pa). Over the same period, net additions in Chorley
have averaged 584 (exceeding current standard method minimum housing need), providing
further evidence that each district can sustain a consistently high level of housing delivery.
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4.12

In combination with South Ribble net additional dwellings (also, on average, in excess of MOU
need since 2016), supply across Central Lancashire has comfortably exceeded the annualised
2012 Core Strategy target of 1,341 dwellings per annum (additions average 1,660 from 2016).

4.13

This confirms the ability of Preston and Chorley to sustain growth simultaneously and counters
the assertion that the City Deal is compromised by housing delivery in Chorley. Furthermore,
it raises fundamental questions about using standard method minimum need of 1,010 dwellings
per annum as a new Joint Plan housing requirement, which represents a substantial reduction
compared to the Core Strategy requirement and in light of recent levels of delivery.

4.14

Furthermore, addressing paragraph 3.5 of the MOU and the statement that a continuation of

the application of Policy 4 would help to address net out-migration from Preston to other parts
of the Housing Market Area I note that migration from Preston to Chorley is not significant,
accounting for 7% of moves into Chorley from Preston in 2017 and 2018, and 4% of moves
from Preston in 2018. In light of the evidence, preventing migration to Chorley from Preston
will not address an issue of out migration from Preston
The Central Lancashire Housing Study analysis
4.15

The analysis carried out by Iceni in the Central Lancashire Housing Study gives rise to Table 1
of the MOU and presented below.

4.16

The above distribution relates to standard method minimum need as follows.
•

For Preston, the minimum need is for 25% of the Central Lancashire total, the distribution
results in a requirement that is 40% of the total.

•

For South Ribble, minimum need is for 19% of the total, the distribution results in a
requirement that is 32.5% of the total

•

For Chorley, minimum need is for 56% of the total, Iceni proposes a requirement that is
27.5% of the total.
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4.17

The justification redistributing need to set district requirements in advance of the plan making
process is founded on PPG 2a-013-20190220. This guidance is for plan making, specifically,
following the letter of the guidance where strategic policies are being produced jointly.

It

should not be used for decision taking purposes ahead of the relevant policies being tested
and found sound, because the plan making process, examination and proper scrutiny may
result in changes the requirement.
4.18

The MOU recognises this and refers to the distribution as a new interim arrangement (MOU
paragraph 6.4) subject to review and change; that is, not set in stone:
8.1 Preston City Council, South Ribble Borough Council and Chorley
Council hereby agree:
…
(c) to review the recommended distribution of homes set out in (b)
no less than every three years or upon the adoption of a new Central
Lancashire Local Plan, whichever is sooner, unless new evidence
that renders this document out of date emerges.
[MOU page 9]

4.19

The Central Lancashire Housing Study (hereafter referred to as the Study) concludes that it
would not be appropriate for the MOU to trespass on plan making territory by proposing a
housing requirement for Central Lancashire, as PPG permits, above standard method minimum
need [the Study, page 18 paragraph 3.38 to 3.39]:
3.38 In bringing together evidence through the plan-making
process, the authorities should recognise that they will need to
further consider whether high housing provision should be made to
support the economy, infrastructure delivery or affordable housing.

4.20

Nevertheless, the Study [page 19, paragraph 4.3] is content that the MOU can redistribute
housing need ahead of plan making and, as per the MOU, cites PPG (2a-013-20190220) relating
to the preparation of joint strategic policies. Guidance that permits, for the purpose of policy
making, an assessment that covers more than one area that is at least the sum of the local
housing need for each local planning authority in the area. The guidance states that it will be

for the relevant strategic policy-making authority to distribute the total housing requirement
which is then arrived at across the plan area.
4.21

I understand this second stage, moving from district level need to a requirement, to be the
preserve of plan making, just as the Study argues the case for going above minimum need
would be. The legal precedent for the requirement, including the consideration of constraints
when addressing how housing need should be addressed, being the preserve of plan making
is addressed in Section 5 of this report.
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4.22

Whilst the Study addresses distribution, like the MOU, it characterises its suggested distribution
as intended to provide an interim basis for agreeing how the HMA’s housing needs might be

distributed [the Study page 93]. Evidently it is not intended to be the final word:
It will be necessary to review this as the plan-making process
progresses to take account of further evidence including related to
land availability, development constraints, infrastructure and the
testing of options for the distribution of housing through the
Integrated Appraisal process. Iceni consider that robust strategic
planning should be undertaken on a ‘boundary blind’ basis with
potential strategic spatial options developed and tested for Central
Lancashire as a whole.
[the Study page 93, paragraph 10.11]
4.23

The evidence presented in Section 3 of this report and summarised above in response to the
MOU, provides a basis for setting the distribution aside for decision taking purposes.

The

distribution proposed should be part of the plan making process, where it will be properly
scrutinised and developed, ultimately to inform adopted policy that will have full force one it
is adopted.
4.24

Until that time, standard method minimum need should be the basis for benchmarking housing
delivery in Chorley, as it is for the purpose of the Housing Delivery Test from 2018/2019
onwards, according to the Housing Delivery Test Measurement Rulebook [CD7.39].

4.25

There are fundamental problems with the approaches to distributing housing need presented
in the Study. No explanation is provided as to why they have been used. Their bearing on
housing need is not explored.

They clearly have no bearing on housing need because the

result of applying them shifts need away from where it is most needed. The only explanation
provide is this:
There are a number of ways to approach the distribution of housing
need between the three authorities across the plan area. These are
explored below.
[the Study page 19, paragraph 4.4]
4.26

The factors each distribution approach addresses have no bearing on housing need. Three of
the factors; snapshots of population, workforce and jobs tell us nothing about change in need
and demand, past or future. They have no part in the assessment of need. Their bearing on
a housing requirement depends on planning policy objectives that are not articulated by the
Study, that have not yet been formulated and are part of the ongoing plan making process.

4.27

A further factor, affordability, is summed across Central Lancashire, creating a false impression
of affordability, and contradicting the use of affordability ratios in the assessment of housing
need, to uplift housing need where the ratio is above 4.
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4.28

The remaining factors all relate to constraints on development, which again have no bearing
on need, but instead relate to housing policies yet to be formulated.
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5.0

COURT JUDGMENTS ON ADDRESSING HOUSING NEED AT APPEAL

5.1

Since the publication of the first NPPF, there have been numerous decisions of the Courts which
have identified the reason why, and the extent to which, objectively assessed housing need
(OAHN) can be examined at a planning appeal.

5.2

The first major decision of the Court of Appeal was in the case of St Albans City and District
Council v Hunston Properties [2013], [CD11.12]. This case followed shortly after Judgment was
given in the case in the High Court. The earlier case was known as Hunston Properties v SSCLG
and St Albans City and District [CD11.11]. The Court of Appeal upheld the Judgment of the
High Court, given by HHJ Pelling.

5.3

In the High Court, the Judge quashed the Inspector’s decision for her failure to identify the
OAHN for the purpose of calculating the five-year supply of housing land. He summarised the
approach to be adopted as follows:

“30. For those short reasons, I consider that the approach adopted by the
I nspector in this case w as w rong in law . The proper course involved
assessing need, then identifying the unfulfilled need having regard to the
supply of specific deliverable sites over the relevant period. Once that had
been done it w as necessary nex t to decide w hether fulfilling the need in
fact dem onstrated (in com m on w ith the other factors relied on in support
of the developm ent) together clearly outw eighed the identified harm to
the Green Belt that w ould be caused by the proposed developm ent.”
5.4

In terms of the subsequent Judgment of the Court of Appeal Court [CD11.12] Sir David Keene
said this:

“24.
The Council contends that the inspector used the form er East of
England plan figure for housing requirem ents w hile recognising that it
w as not ideal. But she w as doing her best to arrive at an assessm ent
w hich reflected the w hole of paragraph 47(1) and not just part of it, so
as to include the constraints flow ing from other policies as w ell as the
household projections. The m ere fact that this w as a developm ent
control situation as opposed to local plan form ulation does not, it is said,
underm ine the need to reflect the w hole of paragraph 47(1). The policies
in the Fram ew ork provide guidance, as paragraph 13 states, both for the
draw ing up of plans and in the determ ination of planning applications.
25. I see the force of these argum ents, but I am not persuaded that the
inspector w as entitled to use a housing requirem ent figure derived from
a revok ed plan, even as a prox y for w hat the local plan process m ay
produce eventually. The w ords in paragraph 47(1), “as far as is
consistent w ith the policies set out in this Fram ew ork” rem ind one that
the Fram ew ork is to be read as a w hole, but their specific role in that
sub-paragraph seem s to m e to be related to the approach to be adopted
in producing the Local P lan. I f one looks at w hat is said in that subparagraph, it is advising local planning authorities:
“to ensure that their Local P lan m eets the full,
objectively assessed needs for m ark et and affordable
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housing in the housing m arket area, as far as is
consistent w ith the policies set out in this
Fram ew ork.”
That qualification contained in the last clause quoted is not qualifying
housing needs. I t is qualifying the ex tent to w hich the Local P lan should
go to m eet those needs. The needs assessm ent, objectively arrived at, is
not affected in advance of the production of the Local P lan, w hich w ill then
set the requirem ent figure.
26.
M oreover, I accept M r Stinchcom be QC‟s subm issions for Hunston
that it is not for an inspector on a Section 78 appeal to seek to carry out
som e sort of local plan process as part of determ ining the appeal, so as to
arrive at a constrained housing requirem ent figure. An inspector in that
situation is not in a position to carry out such an ex ercise in a proper
fashion, since it is im possible for any rounded assessm ent sim ilar to the
local plan process to be done. That process is an elaborate one involving
m any parties w ho are not present at or involved in the Section 78 appeal.
I appreciate that the inspector here w as indeed using the figure from the
revok ed East of England P lan m erely as a prox y, but the governm ent has
ex pressly m oved aw ay from a “top-dow n” approach of the kind w hich led
to the figure of 360 housing units required per annum . I have som e
sym pathy for the inspector, w ho w as seeking to interpret policies w hich
w ere at best am biguous w hen dealing w ith the situation w hich ex isted
here, but it seem s to m e to have been m istaken to use a figure for housing
requirem ents below the full objectively assessed needs figure until such
tim e as the Local P lan process cam e up w ith a constrained figure.
27.
I t follow s from this that I agree w ith the judge below that the
inspector erred by adopting such a constrained figure for housing need.
I t led her to find that there w as no shortfall in housing land supply in the
district. She should have concluded, using the correct policy approach,
that there w as such a shortfall. The supply fell below the objectively
assessed five-year requirem ent.”
5.5

In paragraph 26, the Judge was making clear that it is the issue of constraints which cannot
be applied in the context of an appeal until an up to date NPPF compliant Local Plan is adopted.
In other words, the Council cannot identify an OAHN and then seek to reduce it to some lower
level in the context of an appeal outside of the plan making process. The Judge was not saying
one cannot examine the OAHN in the context of an appeal, and plainly that is exactly what the
case was about. Also, at the time of this case, the PPG had not been published.

5.6

Prior to the Hunston case, there was an earlier High Court case which confirmed an appellant’s
right to submit evidence on OAN to a public inquiry. This is the case of Stratford DC v SSCLG
and Bloor [CD11.14] This is important because some LPAs appear to misread paragraph 26 of
Sir David Keene’s Judgment in the Huston case and continue to argue that OAN can only be
assessed through the local plan process. In the Stratford case, the Council argued in the High
Court that the Inspector (and the Secretary of State) were not entitled to identify the OAHN
outside of the core strategy process. The Council also argued that to do so would prejudice
the Core Strategy process and would also tie the hands of other Inspector’s in other appeals.
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5.7

The Judge, Mr Justice Hickinbottom addressed each of these issues as follows:

“37.
Of course, an assessm ent of future housing requirem ents is
essential for the purposes of the developm ent plan. B ut, equally, the
housing requirem ent position m ust be considered w hen a planning
application is m ade for housing developm ent. First, such consideration is
required by NP P F paragraphs 47-49, because, if the supply is less than five
years plus buffer, then that favours grant for the reasons given above (see
paragraphs 11-12): there is a presum ption in favour of granting
perm ission. Second, in the case of Stratford-upon-Avon, at the relevant
tim e the developm ent plan required consideration of housing supply on
an application for housing developm ent because, under the Local P lan
Review (w hich form ed part of the developm ent plan), release of
greenfield land such as the Site w as triggered by unm et need for housing
land. Unm et housing need is a product of housing requirem ent and supply
(see paragraphs 18-20 above).
“38. There is therefore no doubt that, in the ex ercise of considering the

issues he identified for the purposes of the inquiry, the I nspector had to
determ ine the housing supply issue. Unsurprisingly, it w as the second
issue in his list in paragraph 476 of his report (see paragraph 7 above),
and the parties addressed him on that issue at som e length (those
argum ents being sum m arised by the I nspector in paragraphs 80-90 and
191192 respectively in his report). I ndeed, M r Cairnes accepts as m uch in
his skeleton argum ent (at paragraphs 4.4 and 4.6):
“The first issue for determ ination w as w hether the
circum stances had arisen w hereby the release of the
Site w as justified pursuant to those saved
developm ent plan policies due to significant unm et
need for housing w ithin the district… The question
of unm et need is necessarily dependent upon an
assessm ent of the Council’s housing land supply
against its requirem ent… ”
That necessarily m eant determ ining w hat the housing requirem ents and
supply w ere at the tim e of his report.
39. How ever, in com ing to that necessary assessm ent in the contex t of a
specific planning application/ appeal, the I nspector w as of course not
binding the Council as to the relevant housing requirem ent so far as the
developm ent plan (now , in the form of the Council’s Core Strategy) w as
concerned. I ndeed, the I nspector m ade it clear that he understood the
Council’s role in considering housing supply in the contex t of the Core
Strategy, and w as not seeking to assum e that role. He w ell-appreciated
that:
“W eighing the options w ith their differing
environm ental, econom ic and social im plications for
the District is a m atter for the Council to consider
through the em erging Local P lan” (I nspector’s R eport,
paragraph 491).
40. On the part of the I nspector, these w ere not
m erely em pty w ords; because he also m ade clear that
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he cam e to his assessm ent of housing need on the
basis of the evidence before him – and, particularly,
the absence of evidence before him as to if and w here
the displaced dem and w ould be taken up (see
paragraph 43(iv) below ).
This w as also stressed by the Secretary of State in his decision letter:
“For the reasons given by the I nspector on the
inform ation currently before him , he considers that
the figure of 11,00012,000 dw ellings for the period
2008-2028
m ore
closely
accords
w ith
the
requirem ents of the [NP P F]” (paragraph 14: em phasis
added).
41. The Core Strategy w as not so constrained. I t w ould necessarily
develop on the basis of evolving data and other evidence in respect of the
future housing requirem ent, and any assessm ent of future housing
requirem ent w ould necessarily be tak en on evidence different from that
before the I nspector in this case. As w e shall see, that is ex actly w hat
happened (see paragraph 46(iii) below ).
42. Equally, in deciding on the housing requirem ent for the district on the
evidence before him and for the purposes of the particular planning
application he w as considering, the I nspector w as not seeking to (and did
not in fact) bind the Council, or another inspector or the Secretary of State,
as to the housing requirem ent figure in other applications or appeals. The
relevant housing requirem ent figure in another case w ould depend upon
a separate ex ercise of judgm ent on the basis of the evidence available in
that other case, at the tim e of the relevant decision, including relevant
policy docum ents such as the local Core Strategy at w hatever stage that
process had reached.
43. Having, rightly, tak en the view that he had to assess the housing
requirem ent to enable him properly to determ ine the appeal in accordance
w ith both the NP P F and the developm ent plan (w hich still included the
saved parts of the Local P lan Review ), the I nspector’s approach to
determ ining that figure is unim peachable, for these reasons.
i) The determ ination of the housing supply involves planning judgm ent,
and the discretion of the I nspector in ex ercising that judgm ent w as w ide.
ii) M r Cairnes criticises the I nspector for not grappling w ith the figure for
housing supply w hich the Council favoured, nam ely 8,000. How ever, he
did deal w ith that figure, in term s. I n paragraph 491 of his report, he said:
“… [The] Hearn study is clear that the low er option is
based on an approach of restraint and requires
‘displaced
dem and’,
w ith
im plications
for
neighbouring authorities, to be addressed… There is
no apparent evidence base dealing w ith this in
support of the Core Strategy. The 8,000 figure has yet
to be tested through the Core Strategy ex am ination
process.
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The w eight to be given to the em erging P lan is dealt
w ith below … but at this stage the adoption of the
restraint figure in itself carries lim ited w eight.”
iii) He also dealt w ith the Council’s particular reason for adopting the
low er figure, nam ely that the m aintenance of the environm ent w as
particularly im portant because the district relied upon tourism w hich itself
w as dependent upon the environm ent. He dealt w ith tourism specifically
in a section w ith that cross-heading at paragraphs 544-547, finding that
the contention that this housing schem e w ould detract from the attraction
of the near-by Anne Hathaw ay’s Cottage and park, and thus reduce the
num ber of visitors, w as “lacking in any tangible analysis” (paragraph
546), the ex pert evidence show ing that tourism in the district had
“relative resilience” (paragraph 547). He concluded (at paragraph 638):
“[T]here is no substantive evidence to indicate that
the proposal w ould have any m aterial adverse effect
on visitor num bers, and the generalised assertion of
consequent econom ic harm carries very little w eight.”
On the evidence, that w as undoubtedly a conclusion w hich the I nspector
could properly draw .
iv) As Hearn stressed in its report, the absence of any evidence w as a
serious shortcom ing in the 8,000 figure, especially as paragraph 47 of the
NP P F (quoted at paragraph 11 above) requires assessm ent of “the full,
objectively assessed needs for m arket and affordable housing in the
housing m ark et area”. The evidence before the I nspector included, for
ex am ple, a response to the Council’s Core Strategy from W ychavon
District Council (the authority for an adjacent district), w hich objected to
the Council’s Draft Core Strategy because the necessary displacem ent
could put undue pressure on its housing supply (paragraph 2.1.7 of its
report dated 29 M arch 2012). That evidence w as before the I nspector,
and w as specifically referred to by him in his report (see, e.g., paragraphs
81 and 98). The I nspector therefore gave proper, evidence-based and,
indeed, com pelling reasons for not accepting the Option 3 figure, as the
Council had done.
v) Having dealt w ith the Council’s figure of 8,000, and w hy he w as not
persuaded to adopt that figure, the I nspector w ent on, in paragraph 492
of his report, to give reasons for using the figure of 11,000-12,000,
nam ely:
a) The figure w as based on a m ore up-to-date
evidence base than the Regional Spatial Strategy
figure of 7,500.
b) The Hearn report recom m ended the figure of
11,000-12,000, and that recom m endation w as on the
basis of a “properly prepared independent
assessm ent”.
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c) The figure w as consistent w ith the separate
analysis of P rof Dave K ing in respect of an appeal in
relation to a different reserve site, nam ely land south
of K ipling Road, Stratford upon Avon. That analysis
used the w ell-established Chelm er P opulation and
Housing M odel, upon the basis of w hich a housing
requirem ent for the period 2006-2026 of 12,125 w as
assessed. That evidence w as before the I nspector,
and w as not the subject of any challenge.
d) The figure had the support of the Council’s ow n
P lanning Officers (w ho did not support the figure of
8,000).
44. Therefore, in sum m ary, for the purposes of responding to the appeal,
the I nspector w as required to assess unm et housing need; that required
him to assess housing requirem ents, on the basis of the evidence before
him ; he concluded that the figure of 8,000 preferred by the Council w as
not sufficiently evidence-based and that, on all the evidence before him ,
the requirem ent for the period 2008-2028 w as 11,000-12,000; and he had
at least adequate reason for that assessm ent. For the reasons I have
given, that analysis and conclusion are unim peachable as a m atter of law .
5.8

A further decision of the Court of Appeal is the case of Gallagher Homes Limited and Lioncourt
Homes Limited v Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council [CD11.13]. This upheld the Judgment
of Mr Justice Hickinbottom in the High Court who quashed the adoption of the Solihull Local
Plan. Paragraph 88 of the Judgment of Lord Justice Laws highlights the impact of the Hunston
case:

“I respectfully agree w ith Sir David K eene (at [4] of Hunston): the drafting
of paragraph 47 is less than clear to m e, and the interpretative task is
therefore far from easy. How ever, a num ber of points are now , follow ing
Hunston, clear. Tw o relate to developm ent control decision-taking.
Although the first bullet point of paragraph 47 directly concerns planm aking, it is im plicit that a local planning authority m ust ensure that it
m eets the full, objectively assessed needs for m arket and affordable
housing in the housing m arket, as far as consistent w ith the policies set
out in the NP P F, even w hen considering developm ent control decisions.
W here there is no Local P lan, then the housing requirem ent for a local
authority for the purposes of paragraph 47 is the full, objectively assessed
need.”
5.9

The importance of up-to-date evidence means that even when there has been a very recently
adopted Core Strategy it may still be appropriate to adopt evidence on the OAHN. This was
the case in West Berkshire v SSCLG and HDD [CD11.15], where the Core Strategy was adopted
in 2012.
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5.10

The case addresses two key points. Firstly, that a decision maker is free to depart from the
adopted Core Strategy or Local Plan housing requirement (which is not a point which Telford
dispute). Secondly, that if an Appellant produces an OAHN report, the Inspector is required
by law to consider it as it is a material consideration which must be taken in account. On the
facts of that case the Appellant submitted a report from a planning consultant specialising in
OAHN (Mr Bateman) in the same way as I present this evidence.

5.11

Mr Bateman adopted an employment based OAHN figure and for the reasons explained by the
Inspector in his appeal decision [CD10.21 – Firlands Farm] and upheld in the High Court, this
was considered appropriate evidence in the context of a planning appeal. As in the Stratford
case, the Court emphasized the fact that Inspector was judging the OAHN on the basis of the
evidence before him.

Mr Justice Supperstone addressed these issues in dismissing the

Council’s challenge to the Inspector’s use of the OAHN figure put forward by the Appellant’s
consultant:
“Ground 2: The I nspector w as w rong to identify the housing need figure

as 833 dw ellings per year, and to treat that figure as an absolute
consideration rather than the one that is a relative m atter of w eight.
44. M r Upton subm its (1) the I nspector erred in reaching his conclusion
on w hat the housing requirem ent figure w as, and that this error
underm ines any conclusion that w as then reached on the level of that
need; and (2) w hatever figure the I nspector did conclude w as the housing
requirem ent figure, he erred w hen he treated that figure as an absolute
consideration rather than one that is a relative m atter of w eight.
45. I n relation to the assessm ent of the housing land supply, M r Upton
accepts that the I nspector w as correct to identify that the P P G w ould
advise that the starting point for the housing need figures w ould be the
Sub-National Household P rojections 2012 (“SNHP 2012”) “although
clearly they have not been tested or m oderated against constraints”
(DL27). How ever, the I nspector did not rely on the SN HP 2012 figures,
rather he relied on the evidence of M r Batem an (DL33). I n so doing M r
Upton subm its the I nspector erred in three respects. First, there is no
support in national policy for using a figure w hich is not a substitute for a
full assessm ent of housing needs to assess those needs. The I nspector
acknow ledges that M r B atem an’s evidence is not based on the HM A as a
w hole (DL28), but he goes on to use it for a full assessm ent of housing
needs. Second, he does not ex plain w hy it is acceptable to use a different
tim efram e than the one used in the developm ent plan. The figure of 833,
says M r Upton, is no m ore than w hat the m aths produces if you divide
16,067 (betw een 2011 and 2031) by 20 years. Third, he bases his choice
of the 833 figure on a m isunderstanding of the Council’s evidence against
m igration periods. M r Upton suggests that a significant part of the reason
the I nspector gives for using “the shorter m igration trend” (DL30, 33) is
because “The Council m aintains that m igration trends over five years
should be used”, how ever that is not w hat the Council’s case w as. Further
the figure of 833 is taken from a scenario of M r Batem an w here he applied
grow th in the labour force w hich uses its ow n higher m igration figure.
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Hence there w as a m isunderstanding of the evidence, and errors of fact
w hich, M r Upton subm its, am ount to an error of law .
46. I n relation to the second lim b of the second ground M r Upton m ak es
tw o points: first, that the I nspector failed to consider w hat w eight to
attach to the 833 figure w hich w as an untested and unconstrained figure.
He used the OAN figure as the figure for housing requirem ents but closed
his eyes to the other factors, and the need to consider w hat w eight to be
attached to any housing shortfall figure (see Hunston at para 29). Second,
he failed to consider the w eight to be attached to the developm ent plan
policies. M r Upton suggests that all the I nspector does is disapply the
policies he considers are out of date.
47. Further the I nspector w as w rong, M r Upton subm its, to treat the figure
of 833 dw ellings per year as an absolute consideration. The DL is silent
about the w eight to be attached to the indicative/ OAN figure that he
derived. I t is a reasonable conclusion, M r Upton subm its, that the
I nspector m ade no assessm ent of the w eight to attach to the 833 figure
he has identified.
48. I n response to Ground 2 M r Blundell m ak es five prelim inary points
(skeleton argum ent, para 46): i) the assessm ent of the housing
requirem ent position w as as im portant for the purposes of planning
decision-taking as it w as for plan-m aking (Stratford-on-Avon, per
Hickinbottom J at para 37); ii) this w as a m atter of planning judgm ent for
the I nspector and his discretion w as w ide (Stratford-on-Avon, per
Hickinbottom J at para 43(i)); iii) nothing in the NP P F or P P G requires the
decision m ak er to ignore relevant evidence on housing requirem ents in
the situation w here the figures in the developm ent plan are out of date,
or requires only that regard be had to national household projections,
since such an approach w ould be contrary to s.70(2)(c) of the 1990 Act;
iv) the Claim ant’s suggestion that the I nspector should have lim ited
him self to considering the SNHP 2012, and w as w rong to consider M r
Batem an’s evidence, w ould am ount to a failure to have regard to m aterial
considerations, contrary to s.70(2)(c) of the 1990 Act(see para7 above);
and v) the Council did not provide any alternative evidence on m igration
or em ploym ent grow th trends, or any detailed assessm ent of housing
requirem ents, to rebut HDD’s analysis.
49. I n m y view it is clear that the I nspector did not treat the figure of 833
dw ellings per annum as the equivalent of an OAN figure for the HM A as a
w hole (DL28-29). HDD had produced evidence on housing need for the
purposes of this appeal w hich the I nspector considered to be m aterial to
his decision. That, as I have said, w as in the circum stances the correct
approach for him to adopt (see paras 37-38 above). M r Batem an put
forw ard the figure of 833 and tw o alternative figures for consideration.
The I nspector favoured the scenario w hich adopted 0.6% econom ic
grow th rather than 0.8% for the reason given in DL31. He also rejected
the scenario based on the 10-year m igration trend. The Council offered
no up to date assessm ent of housing needs. The 525 dw ellings per annum
figure w as very m uch out of date. M r Batem an’s update note to the
I nquiry w as based on the 2012-based household projections. The
I nspector ex plained in his decision, “Significant new evidence in term s of
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population and household projections along w ith job grow th forecasts is
now available” (DL24).
As M r Young observes, the choice for the I nspector w as betw een the
figure in the Core Strategy w hich w as not an OAN figure or M r Batem an’s
evidence w hich did suggest an appropriate OAN figure. I n those
circum stances, he w as required by s.70(2)(c) of the 1990 to have regard
to M r Batem an’s evidence; and w as entitled to find, as he did, that the
evidence produced specifically in relation to this appeal w as “a reasonable
approach” (DL29).
50. The I nspector acknow ledged that the period covered by M r Batem an’s
evidence w as different from the plan period(DL32). He gave tw o reasons
for relying on it: first, the particular circum stances in W est Berkshire
(w hich, as M r B lundell observes, in the contex t of this decision m eans the
absence of up to date figures in the Core Strategy and the absence of a
SHM A); and second, the fact that the I nspector w as concerned w ith an
individual planning appeal, rather than the plan-m aking process. These
are both, in m y view , sound reasons (see Hunston, per Sir David K eene at
paras 29-32; and Stratford-on-Avon, per Hickinbottom J at paras 36-42).
51. I agree w ith M r Blundell that the Claim ant’s argum ent in relation to
m igration trends is an attem pt to re-argue the m erits of the case. The
Defendant accepts that the I nspector’s observation about the m igration
trend in one scenario considered in the evidence is m isconceived, but that
w as irrelevant because the I nspector did not adopt the 0.8% econom ic
grow th scenario (sk eleton argum ent, para 47(3) and footnote 1). The
Claim ant has identified no m aterial error of fact that satisfies the test in E
v Secretary of State for the Hom e Departm ent [2004] QB 1044, per
Carnw ath LJ at para 66.
52. The I nspector w as required to identify an annual housing requirem ent
in the District. I f he failed to do so, he w ould not have been able to identify
w hether the Council w as able to dem onstrate w hether it had a five-year
supply of housing land. Having rejected the Core Strategy figure the
I nspector ex plained w hy he favoured the figure of 833 dw ellings per
annum “as an appropriate point in calculating a five-year housing
requirem ent for the purposes of this appeal” (DL33).
53. M r Upton’s com plaint that the I nspector failed to consider the question
of w eight that arises w ith regard to the application of the Developm ent
P lan policies appears to be a com plaint in relation to P olicy HSG.1. The
I nspector did not consider the proposal to be in conflict w ith any of the
relevant policies, so the precise w eight to be given to the policies w as, as
M r Young observes, academ ic. The w eight that he gave policy HSG.1
w hich w as out of date w as a m atter of planning judgm ent for the
I nspector.
54. For all these reasons Ground 2 fails.”
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MOSAIC ANALYSIS
1.

Mosaic, developed by Experian is a consumer classification tool based upon each individuals
lifestyle characteristics. The population and households across the Country are categorised by a
series of groups and types dependant on those lifestyle characteristics.

2.

The profile for the area immediately surrounding the proposed development (Euxton / Chorley
Town), Chorley, South Ribble, Preston, Central Lancashire and the North West is presented at
Table 1.

Table 1: Summary Mosaic Profile
Mosaic Lifestyle Groups
A City Prosperity
B Prestige Positions
C Country Living
D Rural Reality
E Senior Security
F Suburban Stability
G Domestic Success
H Aspiring Homemakers
I Family Basics
J Transient Renters
K Municipal Tenants
L Vintage Value
M Modest Traditions
N Urban Cohesion
O Rental Hubs

Euxton/ Chorley MSOAs Chorley
0%
0%
13%
8%
2%
6%
0%
7%
13%
8%
22%
13%
13%
11%
20%
16%
3%
7%
0%
8%
3%
3%
6%
6%
2%
6%
0%
0%
2%
1%

Source: Experian. Mosaic household group profile

1

Preston
0%
4%
4%
1%
7%
7%
7%
9%
11%
15%
8%
6%
5%
5%
12%

South Ribble Joint LPAs North West
0%
0%
0%
7%
6%
6%
3%
4%
4%
2%
3%
3%
14%
9%
9%
15%
11%
8%
11%
9%
6%
19%
14%
10%
7%
8%
10%
8%
11%
12%
1%
4%
7%
4%
5%
8%
8%
6%
7%
0%
2%
3%
1%
5%
6%
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Core Mosaic Groups encompassed within Chorley and Euxton (as defined by MSOA
Chorley 005 and 008)
Group B. Prestige positions, 13% of all households within Euxton/ Chorley MSOAs
3.

Prestige Positions are affluent married couples whose successful careers have afforded them
financial security and a spacious home in a prestigious and established residential area. While
some are mature empty-nesters or elderly retired couples, others are still supporting their teenage
or older children.
Group E. Senior security, 13% of all households within Euxton/ Chorley MSOAs

4.

Senior Security are elderly singles and couples who are still living independently in comfortable
homes that they own. Property equity gives them a reassuring level of financial security. This
group includes people who have remained in family homes after their children have left, and those
who have chosen to downsize to live among others of similar ages and lifestyles.
Group F. Suburban stability, 22% of all households within Euxton/ Chorley MSOAs

5.

Suburban Stability are typically mature couples or families, some enjoying recent empty-nest
status and others with older children still at home. They live in mid-range family homes in
traditional suburbs where they have been settled for many years.
Group G. Domestic success, 13% of all households within Euxton/ Chorley MSOAs

6.

Domestic Success are high-earning families who live affluent lifestyles in upmarket homes situated
in sought after residential neighbourhoods. Their busy lives revolve around their children and
successful careers in higher managerial and professional roles.
Group H. Aspiring homemakers, 20% of all households within Euxton/ Chorley MSOAs

7.

Aspiring Homemakers are younger households who have, often, only recently set up home. They
usually own their homes in private suburbs, which they have chosen to fit their budget.

2
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Other Groups

Group A. City Prosperity
8.

City Prosperity work in high status positions. Commanding substantial salaries, they are able to
afford expensive urban homes. They live and work predominantly in London, with many found in
and around the City or in locations a short commute away. Well-educated, confident and ambitious,
this elite group is able to enjoy their wealth and the advantages of living in a world-class capital
to the full.
Group C. Country Living

9.

Country Living are well-off homeowners who live in the countryside often beyond easy commuting
reach of major towns and cities. Some people are landowners or farmers, others run small
businesses from home, some are retired, and others commute distances to professional jobs.
Group D. Rural Reality

10.

Rural Reality are people who live in rural communities and generally own their relatively low cost
homes. Their moderate incomes come mostly from employment with local firms or from running
their own small business.
Group I. Family Basics

11.

Family Basics are families with children who have limited budgets and can struggle to make ends
meet. Their homes are low cost and are often found in areas with fewer employment options.
Group J. Transient Renters

12.

Transient Renters are single people who pay modest rents for low cost homes. Mainly younger
people, they are highly transient, often living in a property for only a short length of time before
moving on.
Group K. Municipal Tenants

3
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Municipal Tenants are long-term social renters living in low-value multi-storey flats in urban
locations, or small terraces on outlying estates. These are challenged neighbourhoods with limited
employment options and correspondingly low household incomes.
Group L. Vintage Value

14.

Vintage Value are elderly people who mostly live alone, either in social or private housing, often
built with the elderly in mind. Levels of independence vary, but with health needs growing and
incomes declining, many require an increasing amount of support.
Group M. Modest Traditions

15.

Modest Traditions are older people living in inexpensive homes that they own, often with the
mortgage nearly paid off. Both incomes and qualifications are modest, but most enjoy a reasonable
standard of living. They are long-settled residents having lived in their neighbourhoods for many
years.
Group N. Urban Cohesion

16.

Urban Cohesion are settled extended families and older people who live in diverse city suburbs.
Most have bought their own homes and have been settled in these neighbourhoods for many
years, enjoying the sense of community they feel there.
Group O. Rental Hubs

17.

Rental Hubs contains predominantly young, single people in their 20s and 30s who live in urban
locations and rent their homes from private landlords while in the early stages of their careers or
pursuing studies.

4
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1.0

SUMMARY PROOF OF EVIDENCE

1.1

My name is James Donagh. I am a Member of the Institute of Economic Development (‘IED’),
a Master of Civic Design and a Director at Barton Willmore in the Development Economics Team
leading on economic issues. I have 20 years’ professional experience in housing, planning and
economic development and have regularly appeared at Local Plan Examinations to present
housing need and market evidence and regularly given evidence at S78 Appeals in my capacity
as a housing need expert witness.

1.2

My Proof of Evidence relates to overall housing need in Chorley, my key points and conclusions
are as follows.
Sales analysis

1.3

Evidently, since 2007, sales volumes in Chorley, South Ribble and Preston have been closely
matched, presenting a range of 1,600 to 1,700 sales per annum on average since 2008, with
Preston and Chorley only 30 sales apart.

1.4

Prior to 2007, it is evident that sales in Preston tended to exceed those in Chorley and South
Ribble. The reason why Preston has not sustained higher annual sales after 2007 appears to
be grounded in the type of properties available, a city characteristic.

1.5

In absolute terms, sales of terraced housing and flats (51% of Preston’s stock in 2011)
accounted for the greater part of the Preston’s sales volume advantage up to 2007. Whereas
Preston always sold fewer detached homes (16% of Preston’s 2011 stock) and kept more in
step with Chorley on semi-detached sales volumes.

1.6

Housing stock characteristics, the context of Preston’s urban offer and the complexity of
regenerating urban areas are factors likely to have shaped sales, buyer behaviour and investor
sentiment towards Preston. The Preston offer holds the key to changing buyer sentiment, not
constraining development elsewhere. A Preston offer that is being revitalised and made more
attractive by the impact of City Deal investment (£434m, to which Chorley is not a party), the
£200m UCLAN investment programme, transport and public realm improvements.

1.7

Turning to new build sales values, Chorley recovered quickly from the last recession assisted
by strategic land at Buckshaw Village. Preston, on the other hand, appears to have taken longer
to recover. Nevertheless, it has recovered lost ground in the last five years, initially exceeding
prices in Chorley and presently close behind.
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1.8

In 2018 and 2019, there has been a notable concentration of new build sales to the North West
of Preston, in proximity to the Preston Western Distributor road scheme. The scheme will link
Preston and southern Fylde to the M55 motorway and is scheduled to open early in 2023. This
scheme will support further housing development on strategic sites, including the North West
Preston strategic housing site. The success of which hinges upon the investment secured and
now being delivered, not on constraining development in Chorley.
Completions analysis

1.9

Chorley played a key role in delivering a supply of new homes as the Central Lancashire Core
Strategy progressed through adoption and immediately post adoption, but it was only when
new build activity increased in South Ribble and Preston in that the Central Lancashire
authorities consistently exceeded the plan target for 1,350 homes per year.

1.10

Net additions have surged in Preston since 2016, averaging 776 over the last three years. Over
the same period, net additions in Chorley have averaged 584, providing further evidence that
each district can sustain a consistently high level of housing delivery. Central Lancashire
delivery comfortably exceeds the annualised 2012 Core Strategy target of 1,341 dwellings per
annum (additions average 1,660 since 2015), raising questions about using standard method
minimum need of 1,010 dwellings per annum as a new Joint Plan housing requirement.
Migration and commuting analysis

1.11

Through analysis of migration, a picture emerges of limited interaction between Preston and
Chorley, with Preston drawing from a wide catchment area, with a notable contribution of
‘feeder’ districts to the west, north and east. Whereas Chorley’s catchment is more tightly
defined with a notable concentration of origin authorities immediately to the south.

1.12

From June 2016 to June 2018, of the 11,870 people who moved into Chorley, only 840 (7%)
of the total originated from Preston. In contrast, 72% of in-migrants to originated from outside
Central Lancashire, notably from the south.

1.13

Of the 17,270 people who moved into Preston, 680 (4%) of the total originated from Chorley,
whereas 86% of migrants originate from outside Central Lancashire. Pennine Lancashire, the
Fylde Coast and Lancaster to the north of Preston supplied a significant 19% of movers.

1.14

Turning to the relationship between place of residence and place of work described by 2011
Census data, the following is evident. 76% of Preston based commuters and home workers
(60,590 in total) worked within Central Lancashire, the vast majority working in Preston. 9%
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of the total worked in Blackpool Fylde and Wyre and 4% in either the Manchester or Liverpool
City Region. 2% worked in Chorley and 9% in South Ribble.
1.15

From the perspective of Chorley residents (in 2011), 69% of all commuters and home workers
(50,230 in total) worked within Central Lancashire, the majority working in Chorley followed
by South Ribble. 3% of the total worked in Blackpool Fylde and Wyre and 16% in either the
Manchester or Liverpool City Region. 13% worked in South Ribble and 9% in Preston.

1.16

The commuting analysis corroborates the migration analysis, confirming that Preston and
Chorley are effectively peripheral to the Core Strategy area. Consequently, they relate to wider,
partially overlapping catchment areas, such as illustrated in the 2012 Core Strategy (Central
Lancashire Core Strategy, page 19).
Demand pressures

1.17

From 2014 to the present, the official population projections (2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
based) have consistently resulted in Chorley accounting for in excess of 59% of population
growth across Central Lancashire.

This indicates that Chorley consistently experiences the

greatest underlying demographic need. This fact raises serious questions about a proposed
distribution of housing need that reduces standard method minimum housing need based
apportionment of 56% net new homes down to 27.5% (278 homes per annum).
1.18

Notwithstanding, in light of the evidence presented above, the question as to whether the
distribution will work in practice, the national policy confounding matter of planning to fail to
address minimum housing need in the context of an out of date Core Strategy housing policy
remains; noting the number of homes needed in Chorley (569 pa) just to begin to address the
affordability of homes.
The Memorandum of Understanding and Central Lancashire Housing Study

1.19

The Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Cooperation: Relating to the Provision
and Distribution of Housing Land, April 2020 (MOU) presents joint position on the distribution
of a Central Lancashire housing requirement between the authorities party to the MOU, namely
Preston, South Ribble and Chorley.

1.20

The MOU refers to analysis presented in the Central Lancashire Housing Study 2020 (CLHS)
which introduces various factors that are said to influence the most appropriate distribution of
housing need, but does not explain why the factors were chosen, why the resultant distribution
is more appropriate, whether it is realistic, what the consequences would be for each authority,
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whether they would cause harm, the significance of said harm the extent to which it either
conforms to or conflicts with national planning policy.
1.21

Of particular significance is the Government objective to significantly boost the supply of
housing and the aim, by the end of the current parliament (a few years after the expected
adoption date of a new Central Lancashire Joint Plan) to deliver 300,000 new homes a year.

1.22

The analysis summarised above clearly identifies Preston and Chorley at the centre of
overlapping areas of influence, with more in common with districts outside of Central
Lancashire than each other. Preston exerting the wider influence, notably to the north west
and east, Chorley a narrower influence, notably to the south.

1.23

This raises important questions about the MOU and its concern that housing growth in Chorley,
at the level implied by standard method minimum need, is a threat to housing development in
Preston and the objectives of the Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City deal.

This is

unsubstantiated and does not stand up to scrutiny.
1.24

There are fundamental problems with the CLHS approach to distributing housing need. No
explanation is provided as to why they have been used. Their bearing on housing need is not
explored. They clearly have no bearing on housing need because the result of applying them
shifts need away from where it is most needed, according to the Standard Method and the last
four official population projections.
Conclusion

1.25

The redistribution ensures minimum need will not be met in Chorley (the redistribution ensures
that half the number of homes needed will be provided for).

1.26

The Council has provided no evidence to support their claim that meeting Chorley’s need in
Chorley will result in delivery failure in Preston / undermine the Preston and South Ribble
Growth Deal.

1.27

The analysis I have carried out demonstrates a weak relationship between Preston and Chorley,
relatively strong external influences (neighbouring authorities to Central Lancashire).
Moreover, it is evident that all three authorities are capable of simultaneous delivery at pace,
a matter of fact in recent years.

1.28

The rationale for the criteria used by the Central Lancashire Housing Study to redistribute need
and the objectives of said criteria are not explained in the Study and the MOU. They have no
bearing on need and have all the hallmarks of an approach to establishing a housing
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requirement, for example, by reference to constraints. This is plan making and should be the
preserve of the plan making process where the implications and consequences can be examined
in public and rigorously tested.
1.29

My analysis and findings amount to a case to be answered through the plan making process.
The Council’s present case for the MOU redistribution is unsubstantiated and should not be
relied upon at this time.
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1

PREAMBLE

1.1

Qualifications

1.1.1

I am Christien Lee, BSc (Hons) MCD MRTPI.

1.1.2

I am a chartered Town Planner. I hold an upper second class BSc (Hons) in Geography from
the University of Bristol and a MCD with Distinction in Town and Regional Planning, from the
University of Liverpool.

1.1.3

I have been employed by Gladman Developments Ltd (GDL) since March 2014 and I am
currently a Planning Manager leading one of the strategic Project Teams. My role primarily
consists of the promotion of strategic residential sites for development. This includes site
appraisals, planning policy scrutiny, statistical analysis of housing demand and land supply,
authoring reports, managing the submission of planning applications and negotiation of S106
agreements and attending Local Plan examinations.

1.1.4

To be clear, I have no legal qualifications and where references are made to court judgments,
my evidence does not represent legal submissions but sets out my professional understanding
of the implications of such judgments in so far as they clarify the correct interpretation of
policy. Given the nature of my role, I have had the benefit of advice from a number of solicitors
and barristers in reaching this professional understanding.

1.1.5

I have been to site on numerous occasions and am familiar with its context.

1.1.6

The scope of my evidence is set out in Section 1.3 below, responding to the planning policy
position of the council and the sustainability of the site and settlement.

1.2

Statement of Truth

1.2.1

The evidence that I shall provide for this appeal (reference APP/D2320/W/20/3247136) has
been prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance of my professional institution. I
confirm that the opinions expressed are my true professional opinions. In providing expert
evidence to the Inquiry, I am fully aware that my duty is to the inquiry and to provide my
honestly held professional view, irrespective of by whom I am employed.

1.3

Scope of my Evidence

1.3.1

My evidence relates to matters of planning policy, sustainability and I also undertake the
overall planning balance for the appeal proposals.
5
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I do not produce a separate ‘Summary Proof’ but for ease of reference my ‘Summary and
Conclusions’ are produced at Section 11 of this proof of evidence.

1.3.3

A separate proof of evidence and related reports are also produced with regard to the
following specific matters:

1.3.4

1.3.5

•

Local Housing Need (Mr James Donagh)

•

Affordable Housing (Mr James Stacey)

•

Self-Build Housing (Mr Andy Moger)

Statements of Common Ground have been produced in respect of the following matters:
•

Planning

•

Housing Land Requirement & Supply

•

Ecology

•

Landscape

•

Highways

•

Heritage

In arriving at my overall conclusions, I have relied upon the professional view of these
witnesses, as expressed in their own proofs of evidence submitted to this inquiry.

1.4

Structure

1.4.1

My evidence is set out as follows:
•

Section 2 sets out the background to the appeal

•

Section 3 identifies the key issues for the appeal

•

Section 4 sets out the make-up of the Development Plan for Chorley and explores
whether it is up to date

•

Section 5 assesses the appeal scheme against the policies of the development plan

•

Section 6 provides an analysis of the other material considerations in this appeal

•

Section 7 addresses the main representations made by third parties in this appeal

•

Section 8 considers the benefits of the appeal scheme, and any harm

•

Section 9 sets out my view of the planning balance

•

Section 10 looks at local housing need and five year housing land supply

•

Section 11 outlines my summary and conclusions
6
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2

THE APPLICATION

2.1

Outline

2.1.1

This proof of evidence is prepared in respect of an outline planning application for up to 180
residential dwellings on land off Pear Tree Lane, Euxton1. Permission is sought for:
“The erection of up to 180 dwellings including 30% affordable housing, with
public open space, structural planting and landscaping, surface water flood
mitigation and attenuation and vehicular access points from School Lane. All
matters reserved except for means of vehicular access.”

2.1.2

The site comprises 7.34ha of agricultural land which is designated as ‘Land safeguarded for
future development’ in the development plan. It is bordered by existing housing to the west
beyond School Lane, along with the new Rowland Homes residential development to the
north. To the east of the site is open countryside within the Green Belt beyond Pear Tree Lane,
and to the south is open countryside under the control of Homes England which is also
designated as ‘Safeguarded Land’. The site description and location are an agreed matter in
the Planning Statement of Common Ground (SoCG).

2.1.3

The planning application was supported by a suite of reports which informed the preparation
of the proposals. The supporting reports, together with the related updated reports,
demonstrate that subject to the imposition of appropriate planning conditions, there are no
technical impediments that should prevent the successful implementation of the
development.

2.1.4

Full details of the supporting reports are contained within the application documents in Folder
1 (CD1.1-1.19 and CD2).

2.1.5

1

The plans for which approval is sought are as follows:
•

Location Plan (5219-L-04) (CD1.2)

•

Proposed Access Arrangements (1318/09/F) (CD1.8)

LPA ref. 19/00654/OUTMAJ.
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2.2

Planning Application

2.2.1

The planning application was validated by the local planning authority on 8 July 2019 with
reference 19/00654/OUTMAJ.

2.2.2

The Council’s Planning Committee decided to refuse the application on 12 November 2019
and the application was formally refused the following day.

2.2.3

The reason for refusal (RfR) is as follows:
1.

The proposed development would be located within an area of Safeguarded Land as
defined by the Chorley Local Plan 2012 - 2026. The Council has a five year housing
land supply as required by the National Planning Policy Framework. The proposal
therefore conflicts with policy BNE3 of the Chorley Local Plan 2012 - 2026. It is not
considered that the material considerations put forward in favour of the development
are sufficient to outweigh the presumption against it.

2.2.4

The appellant lodged an appeal against this refusal, which will be heard at a public inquiry
commencing in June 2020.

2.2.5

The appellant wrote to the Council on 7th May 2020 seeking an update to the proposals, to
incorporate 10% of the proposed dwellings for self-build or custom housebuilding, to meet
an identified local need. While the appellant does not consider this necessary, a full public
consultation has been undertaken on the proposed amendment. The provision of the selfbuild and custom housebuilding element will be secured through the S106 agreement.

2.3

Planning History

2.3.1

An appeal relating to a previous outline application for up to 165 dwellings was dismissed on
30th November 2017 as it was considered that as the site constituted Safeguarded Land, the
presumption in favour of sustainable development (‘tilted balance’) was not engaged and the
proposal was contrary to the development plan.

2.3.2

Issues raised in the first appeal decision will be addressed throughout this proof at the relevant
point.

2.4

Planning Context

2.4.1

The site lies immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary of Euxton, an Urban Local
Service Centre in the current Core Strategy. The site lies approximately 3.4km north west of
Chorley and 3.3km south east of Leyland.
8
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The site’s location enables future residents to access a good range of facilities utilising a
variety of sustainable transport modes. Services and amenities within walking distance of the
site include a primary school, nursery, church, community centre, health centre and dentist.
Bus stops within walking distance provide a half hourly Monday-Saturday daytime service to
Chorley and Preston. The railway stations at Buckshaw Parkway and Euxton Balshaw Lane are
within cycling distance and provide services to Manchester, Liverpool and Preston among
other destinations. Further details are set out in the Planning Statement of Common Ground.

2.4.3

A wide range of employment opportunities exist within walking and cycling distance of the
appeal site, with a number of large employers based at Buckshaw Village and local business
parks including Xton Business Park, Matrix Industrial Park and Common Bank Industrial Estate.
I include at CD7.34 a map showing a 3km radius around the site. Within this radius, BRES 2018
data suggests that there is a very good level of employment, with a total of 13,715 jobs in the
Middle Super Output Areas covered by this area.

9
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3

KEY ISSUES

3.1.1

This section of my proof outlines the key issues in respect of the determination of this planning
appeal having regard to the development plan, national planning policy and other material
considerations including technical and site-specific issues.

3.1.2

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) refers to the development
plan and states that:
“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purposes of any
determination to be made under the Planning Acts the determination must
be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise.”

3.1.3

As such, the relevant test in respect of this appeal is thus:
1) Does allowing the appeal accord with the statutory development plan taken as a whole?
2) Do other material considerations indicate that a decision should be taken other than in
accordance with the plan?

3.1.4

The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) is an important material
consideration in the determination of planning applications/appeals. The presumption in
favour of the development plan is confirmed in the Framework. The Framework acknowledges
the importance of the plan-led approach, with paragraph 12 noting that the presumption at
paragraph 11 does not remove the statutory presumption that the development plan is the
starting point for decision making. That said, the Framework makes clear that development
plans should be up to date and in accordance with the Framework, which is a material
consideration in the decision-making process.

3.1.5

As such, in preparing this proof, I first consider whether the appeal proposals conform with
the development plan for Chorley.

3.1.6

I then go to consider other material considerations and whether the tilted balance applies in
this case.

3.1.7

The Inspector has helpfully outlined the key issues for the determination of this appeal in his
note following the pre-inquiry case management conference, namely:
a) The current housing requirement for Chorley Borough, having regard to the provisions
of the development plan and national policy;
10
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b) Whether the Council can demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land
against the housing requirement;
c) Whether or not the most important policies of the development plan for determining
the appeal are out of date, having regard to the 5 year housing land supply position and
relevant national policy;
d) Whether this, or any other material consideration, would justify the development of
safeguarded land at this time.
3.1.8

The above matters will all be discussed in this proof of evidence, having regard to the evidence
of the appellant’s other expert witnesses.
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4

THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

4.1

Introduction

4.1.1

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that applications
for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.

4.1.2

4.1.3

The statutory development plan comprises:
•

Central Lancashire Local Plan 2012 (2010-26)

•

Chorley Borough Local Plan 2015 (2010-26)

•

Joint Lancashire Minerals and Waste Plan (not pertinent to the appeal proposals)

For the avoidance of doubt, it is not considered that the Joint Minerals and Waste Plan is
relevant to the determination of this appeal.

4.1.4

This section and the following chapter describe the adopted Development Plan for the site
and considers the relevance and weight that should be attributed to the policies contained
within it.

4.2

The Central Lancashire Core Strategy (July 2012)

4.2.1

Chorley Borough Council, South Ribble Borough Council and Preston City Council prepared a
Core Strategy which was adopted in July 2012. The Core Strategy sets out the spatial strategy
for Central Lancashire from 2010 up to 2026. The Core Strategy had been prepared in
accordance with the North West Plan (RSS) which has since been revoked.

4.2.2

The Core Strategy provides the overarching framework for the more detailed policies and sitespecific proposals to be contained within other documents that make up the Local Plan.

4.3

Chorley Local Plan 2012-2026 (July 2015)

4.3.1

The Chorley Local Plan 2012-2026: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies
Development Plan Document was adopted in July 2015 and identifies the scale of
development in each settlement and allocates sites to meet the identified needs of Chorley
over the plan period, in order to achieve the vision for growth as outlined in the Central
Lancashire Core Strategy.
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4.4

Is the Development Plan up to date?

4.4.1

Paragraph 11 of the Framework sets out the Government’s presumption in favour of
sustainable development and outlines how it should be applied. Part c) of the paragraph
confirms that proposals which accord with an up to date development plan should be
approved without delay.

4.4.2

Part d) of Paragraph 11 sets out:
“Where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most
important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting permission unless:
i.

The application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development
proposed; or

ii.

Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a
whole”

4.4.3

Neither part of the development plan is up to date, so paragraph c) does not apply. Both the
CLCS and CLP are based on out-of-date housing requirements that pre-date the NPPF.
Furthermore:
1.

The Framework states that where development plans are more than five years old, the
strategic policies therein should be reviewed to see whether they require updating. The
CLCS is evidently over five years old, and has been reviewed and found to need updating.
CLP itself will also be over five years old by the time that a decision is made in this appeal.

2.

It is clear that the policies of the existing development are simply not working to address
current local housing needs. Numerous housing sites, outwith those allocated in the
current development plan, have come forward for development across Central Lancashire
and indeed are earmarked for development as part of the emerging Central Lancashire
Local Plan.

4.4.4

Nevertheless, while a policy may pre-date the Framework, this of course is not enough to
make it out-of-date. Paragraph 213 of the Framework makes clear that “existing policies
should not be considered out-of-date simply because they were adopted or made prior to
the publication of this Framework”. The test is whether the policies are consistent with the
Framework, as emphasised in paragraph 213.
13
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However, it must be recognised alongside this that the Framework contains numerous
references to the need for local plans to be up-to-date. Therefore, an immediate overarching
conflict between a plan which is not up-to-date and the Framework itself arises from the very
fact that a plan is not up to date.

4.4.6

Other indicators of whether a plan is consistent with the Framework are whether it embraces
the presumption in favour of sustainable development, seeks to boost significantly the supply
of new homes, and seeks to identify and meet full local housing need. If a plan fails to do this,
following the wording of Lord Carnwath in the Suffolk Coastal Supreme Court judgment, the
decision maker would be entitled to reduce the weight to a given policy in a plan. Such policies
include not only the housing-related policies, but environmental and other restrictive policies.
This is not necessarily because they are textually inconsistent with the Framework (although
they may be so), but because they are restricting development in the context of a plan which
is not properly addressing the full up-to-date local housing need for an area. This is clearly
the case in Central Lancashire, where the Core Strategy is based upon a housing target
established through the long-rescinded North West Regional Spatial Strategy, which
themselves were based on household projections dating from 2003. The CLP designates land
to meet those outdated requirements, along with applying restrictive policies on land not
designated for housing, so it itself is inextricably linked to the housing requirement of the
CLCS and the spatial strategy therein which sought to distribute that requirement.

4.4.7

It is important to note that the approach to be taken to planning policy in both the context of
the development plan and the NPPF has been subject of much consideration by the Courts in
recent years. This arises from the judgment in Tesco v Dundee2, in which the Supreme Court
held that the interpretation of policy is a matter of law. This has been followed by a series of
cases in which planning policies, and the content of the Framework, have been subject to
judicial interpretation. As outlined in my introduction I do not seek to impinge upon matters
of law, which will be a matter for legal submissions by Counsel in this appeal. However, some
of the recent cases do offer a structure which assists in understanding how to approach the
handling of planning policy in situations, as here, where the development plan is clearly outof-date being based on pre-Framework policy and housing requirements which themselves
are hopelessly outdated:

2

Tesco v Dundee [2012] UKSC 13 (CD11.16)
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Bloor Homes v SoS for Community and Local Government and Hinckley and Bosworth
District Council [2014] EWHC 754 (Admin) [CD11.14]
4.4.8

In this case, Mr Justice Lindblom, (as he then was) addressed the wording used in the
presumption in favour of sustainable development adopted in the 2012 version of the NPPF.
In paragraph 45 he focussed in particular on the words “where the development plan is absent,
silent or relevant policies are out-of-date”. That wording has changed and the words absent
or silent no longer feature, albeit they have been replaced by a phrase of very similar meaning,
namely “where there are no relevant development plan policies”. For the avoidance of any
doubt, it is not part of the Appellant’s case to suggest that there are no relevant development
plan policies in this case. But the phrase “out-of-date” which was discussed by Lindblom J
remains part of the present version of the presumption:
“These are three distinct concepts. A development plan will be “absent” if none of it has
been adopted for the relevant area and the relevant period. If there is such a plan, it
maybe “silent” because it lacks policy relevant to the overall project under consideration
and if the plan does have relevant policies these may have been overtaken by
things that have happened since it was adopted, either on the ground or in some
change in national policy, or for some other reason, so that they are now “out–
of– date”. Absence will be a matter of fact. Silence will be either a matter of fact or a
matter of construction, or both, and the question of whether relevant policies are no
longer up to date will be either a matter of fact or perhaps a matter of both fact
and judgement”. (my emphasis)

4.4.9

The judgment makes clear that a policy may become out-of-date if its provisions have been
overtaken by events, either in the purpose or intent of national policy or changes in
circumstances in the local planning authority to which the policy applies.
Suffolk Coastal District Council v Hopkins Homes Ltd: Richborough Estates Partnership
LLP v Cheshire East Borough Council [2017] UKSC 37 [CD11.09]

4.4.10

In this case the Justices of the Supreme Court made a similar point.
“it has to be borne in mind also that Paragraph 14 is not concerned solely with housing
policy. It needs to work for other forms of development covered by the development plan,
for example employment or transport. Thus, for example there may be a relevant policy
for the supply of employment land, but it may become out-of-date perhaps because of
the arrival of a major new source of employment in the area. Whether that is so, and with
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what consequence, is a matter of planning judgement, unrelated of course to Paragraph
49 which dealt only with housing supply. This may in turn have an effect on other related
policies, for example for transport. The pressure for new land mainly in turn that other
competing policies will need to be given less weight in accordance with a tilted balance.
But again that is a matter of pure planning judgement, not dependant on issues of legal
interpretation.” – Lord Carnwath, para 55
4.4.11

Lord Carnwath also addressed the situation where a decision maker is faced with
environmental and other restrictive policies (such as settlement boundary policies) in the
context of a plan based on out of date housing requirements:
“63. It is convenient to begin with the Willaston appeal, where the issues are relatively
straightforward. On any view, quite apart from paragraph 49, the current statutory
development plan was out of date, in that its period extended only to 2011. On my
understanding of paragraph 49, the council and the inspector both erred in treating policy
NE.2 (“Countryside”) as “a policy for the supply of housing”. But that did not detract
materially from the force of his reasoning (see the summary in paras 44-45 above). He
was clearly entitled to conclude that the weight to be given to the restrictive
policies was reduced to the extent that they derived from “settlement boundaries
that in turn reflect out-of-date housing requirements.” (my emphasis)
Wavendon Properties Ltd and SoS for Housing Communities and Local Government and
Milton Keynes Council [2019] EWHC 1534 Admin [CD11.10]

4.4.12

In this case Mr Justice Dove addressed the wording of the presumption in the present
Framework which states that decision makers are required to consider “the policies which are
most important for determining the application are out-of-date”. The issue of deciding which
policies are most important for determining the application (or appeal) is new. Mr Justice Dove
outlined the approach to take in paragraph 56 of the judgment;
“Mr Honey contended that there was no warrant for the interpretation that once one of
the most important policies for determining the application had been found out of date
the tilted balance would apply. He observed that the policy specifically does not say that
the tilted balance would apply when “one of” or “any of” the important policies for
determining the application has been found to be out-of-date. To answer the question
proposed by Paragraph 11 (d) it is necessary, having identified those policies which are
most important for the determination of the application to examine them individually
and then consider whether taken in the round, bearing in mind some maybe consistent
16
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and some inconsistent with the framework, and some may have been overtaken by events
and others not, whether the overall assessment is that the basket of policies is rightly to
be considered out-of-date. That will, of course, be a planning judgement dependent upon
the evaluation of the policies for consistency with the framework (see Paragraph 212 and
213) taken together with the relevant facts of the particular decision at the time it is being
examined.”
Monkhill Ltd and SoS HCLG and Waverley, July 2019 (CD11.07)
4.4.13

In this case Mr Justice Holgate considered aspects of the interpretation of the presumption in
favour of development for decision-taking in paragraph 11(d) of the Framework, with
reference to Footnote 6 which defines areas or assets of particular importance. At paragraph
45 of his decision Mr Justice Holgate provides the following summary text to assist in how to
determine such schemes;
“It is, of course, necessary to apply s.38(6) in any event;
If the proposal accords with the policies of an up-to-date development plan taken as a
whole, then unless other considerations indicate otherwise, planning permission should
be granted without delay (paragraph 11(c) of the NPPF);
If the case does not fall within paragraph 11(c), the next step is to consider whether
paragraph 11(d) applies. This requires examining whether there are no relevant
development plan policies or whether the most important development plan policies for
determining the application are out-of-date;
If paragraph 11(d) does apply, then the next question is whether one or more "Footnote
6" policies are relevant to the determination of the application or appeal (limb (i));
If there are no relevant "Footnote 6" policies so that limb (i) does not apply, the decisiontaker should proceed to limb (ii) and determine the application by applying the tilted
balance (and s.38(6));
If limb (i) does apply, the decision-taker must consider whether the application of the
relevant "Footnote 6" policy (or policies) provides a clear reason to refuse permission for
the development;
If it does, then permission should be refused (subject to applying s.38(6) as explained in
paragraph 39 (11) to (12) above). Limb (ii) is irrelevant in this situation and must not be
applied;
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If it does not, then the decision-taker should proceed to limb (ii) and determine the
application by applying the tilted balance (and s.38(6)).”
Peel Investments (North) Ltd v (1) SoS (2) Salford City Council [2019] EWHC 2143
(Admin) (CD11.08)
4.4.14

This case determined whether a policy should be considered out of date under paragraph 11
of the Framework, if the wider development plan it formed part of had expired. The Court held
that it could be up to date beyond the end of a plan period if it remained consistent with the
NPPF
Cornwall Council v Corbett [2020] EWC Civ 508 (CD11.05)

4.4.15

In this case Lord Justice Lindblom found that Cornwall Council were legally able to grant
planning permission to provide new lodges in a location Cornwall designated as an Area of
Great Landscape Value (“AGLV”) within the development plan. The Council had found that
the proposal would cause harm (albeit limited harm) to the AGLV, contrary to Saved Policy
14 (of the Restormel Local Plan, 2001), but the development was in accordance with the
development plan as whole.

4.4.16

Lord Justice Lindblom mused that the Policies in Local Plans often pull in different directions
and the failure to comply with one policy within the plan does not automatically result in
non-accordance with the plan when considered as a whole.
Conclusions

4.4.17

It is therefore clear that in addressing development plan policies, the following questions
should be asked:
1.

Is the policy one of the most important for determining the planning application (or
appeal)?

4.4.18

2.

Does the proposal conflict with the policy?

3.

Is the policy out-of-date?

4.

What weight should be afforded to the policy and any conflict with it?

It is of course important to identify which policies are the most important regardless of
whether there is any alleged conflict with the policy. The decision of Mr Justice Dove in the
Wavendon case is clear that the decision taker must look at the basket of policies which are
most important and decide if, collectively, they are out-of-date before deciding whether the
18
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tilted balance at paragraph 11 d) (ii) applies. It is clear to me that the policies most important
for determining an appeal must include all those policies identified in the reason(s) for refusal,
but it must also include other policies such as housing policies, which may not form specific
reasons for refusal but are plainly important for determining a residential application.
4.4.19

Furthermore, it is important that each policy is assessed as to whether it is up to date- with
specific regard to paragraph 213 of the Framework.

4.4.20

Thirdly, one ought to look at whether there is conflict with the policy.

4.4.21

Finally, it is important to consider the weight to be afforded to the policy and any conflict with
it. That will require consideration of the extent to which a policy is consistent with the
Framework but also wider issues, such as the extent to which the plan in which it features
addresses present development needs such as up-to-date housing requirements.

4.4.22

Clearly, were a Local Planning Authority to have an up-to-date development plan, the above
process would not be necessary. However, this is not the case in Chorley, and therefore in
order to establish whether the tilted balance applies, it seems to me that this is the process to
which the decision-taker must apply themselves.
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DEVELOPMENT PLAN & CONSIDERATION OF
INDIVIDUAL POLICIES

5.1

Introduction

5.1.1

In this Section, I consider the degree of conformity of the appeal proposals with the relevant
policies of the development plan and the weight to be attributed to these policies in decision
making.

5.1.2

I assess the appeal proposals against all policies cited in the Council’s reasons for refusal,
along with other policies which are considered to be important for the determination of the
application; the Statement of Common Ground between CBC and the appellant sets out all
other relevant policies and unless specifically stated it is considered that there is agreement
that the proposals comply with all policies not elaborated in this chapter.

5.1.3

I then go on to consider which policies are ‘most important’ for the determination of the
appeal and conclude as to whether they are out of date.

5.2

Central Lancashire Core Strategy 2010-26

5.2.1

No policies in the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (CLCS) are cited in the Council’s Reason
for Refusal of the appeal proposals. However, the following policies are considered to be
particularly important in the determination of this application:

5.2.2

•

Policy MP- Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development;

•

Policy 1- Locating Growth;

•

Policy 4- Housing Delivery;

•

Policy 7- Affordable and Special Needs Housing

I assess the appeal proposals against each of these policies below. I address policy 4, which
outlines the housing requirement, before policy 1, which sets out the spatial strategy, as the
conclusions from my analysis of policy 4 flow logically into my analysis of policy 1.
Policy MP

5.2.3

This policy reflects the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development in the Framework.
It sets out that the Council will take a positive approach and will always work proactively with
applicants to jointly find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever
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possible, and to secure development that improves the economic, social and environmental
conditions in the area. Planning applications that accord with policies in the plan will be
approved without delay, unless material considerations indicate otherwise, and when there
are no policies relevant or relevant policies are out of date the Council will grant permission
unless material considerations indicate otherwise, in line with the approach in paragraph 11
d) of the Framework.
5.2.4

For reasons which will be set out below, I consider that for numerous reasons the policies of
the CLCS are out-of-date and thus if the adverse impacts of the appeal proposals are not
considered to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, the proposals will be in
accordance with Policy MP and should be approved.
Policy 4- Housing Delivery

5.2.5

This policy states that the Councils will provide for and manage the delivery of new housing
by setting and applying “minimum” requirements as follows:

5.2.6

Preston

507 dwellings per annum

South Ribble

417 dwellings per annum

Chorley

417 dwellings per annum

The policy also states that the Councils will ensure there is enough deliverable land suitable
for house building capable of providing a continuous forward looking 5 year supply in each
district from the start of each annual monitoring period and in locations in line with Policy 1
(inter alia).

5.2.7

The supporting text for the policy explains the origin of the respective minimum housing
targets. It is explained that the requirement is set out in the North West RSS (2008), and is
informed partly by future household projections as well as economic growth assumptions. It
is further explained that the proposed revocation of the RSS (at the time of the adoption of
the CLCS) would give LPAs the scope to produce locally derived housing requirement figures
and that the Councils will therefore monitor and review the housing requirements in the Core
Strategy for the lifetime of the plan. The text outlines that the RSS requirement is lower than
the household projections for Central Lancashire, however it is considered that the household
projections would be skewed by the effects of the then economic recession. A housing
trajectory is set out which shows, broadly, delivery levels increasing over the plan period to a
peak in 2020/21, then falling and with an increasing focus on the delivery of greenfield sites.
A target of 70% delivery on brownfield sites in line with RSS guidance is outlined.
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In my view, and in accordance with paragraph 213 of the Framework, Policy 4 is inconsistent
with the Framework for a number of reasons:
•

RSS-derived housing requirements do not represent the Local Housing Need required
to underpin strategic policies by the 2018 version of the Framework.

•

Use of such outdated requirements does not fulfil the national policy imperative to
boost significantly the supply of housing;

•

The Central Lancashire authorities have themselves acknowledged that the housing
requirements outlined in the CLCS, as derived from the RSS, do not represent the full
local housing need for the area in accordance with paragraph 60 of the Framework,
informed by the a local housing need assessment conducted using the standard
method outlined by government. The “Memorandum of Understanding and
Statement of Co-Operation Relating to the Provision and Distribution of Housing
Land” (CD7.23. signed by all three LPAs in April 2020) states “The Councils consider
that maintaining the use of the housing requirements set out in Policy 4, which is now
out of date…is not appropriate and has been superseded by the standard housing
methodology” (para 2.4)3.

5.2.9

The fact that Policy 4 is out of date is not expected to be a disputed point in this inquiry. It is
established in the December 2019 Chain House Lane appeal decision relating to a residential
development in South Ribble (CD10.29), which notes that the evidence base underpinning the
RSS dates from 2003, and states at paragraph 37 “having regard to paragraphs 33, 73 and
212-213 of the NPPF, and the PPG paragraph 062, I conclude that the figure within Policy 4 of
417 dwellings per annum is out-of-date on several counts”, including the ‘significant change’
resulting from the introduction of the standard method in the 2018 Framework. Furthermore,
at paragraph 85 of the decision, “policy 4 is contained within a plan which is more than five
years old, but this strategic policy is not out-of-date simply because of its age. I conclude that
it is out-of-date due to the significant change identified above; the publication of the
Framework in 2018 which introduced…the standard method, and the significant difference in
the housing requirement generated by that calculation for local housing need”. I am aware
that this appeal decision is currently subject to a legal challenge by the developer, however I
consider that the publication of the 2020 MoU places the issue of whether Policy 4 is out-of-

3

It should be noted that until April 2020, CBC continued to use the policy 4 housing requirement for the purpose of measuring
5 year housing land supply, however as confirmed in the May 2020 Housing Land Supply Statement it is clear that this has
now been superseded by the use of the 2020 MoU, so it is beyond doubt that Policy 4 is out-of-date.
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date beyond doubt- the policy has been assessed by the LPAs and found to need updating as
it is out-of-date.
5.2.10

I shall expand further on the implications of this conclusion for the housing land supply
calculation at chapter 10, however it is sufficient for the purpose of the policy analysis that
this policy is significantly out-of-date and, in my view, carries very limited weight.
Policy 1- Locating Growth

5.2.11

Policy 1 sets out the spatial strategy for the CLCS area over the plan period. It states that
growth will be focused on well located brownfield sites, the strategic location of Central
Preston, the Key Service Centres of Chorley and Leyland and the other main urban areas, in
South Ribble whilst protecting the character of suburban and rural areas. The policy is clear
that “some greenfield development will be required on the fringes of the main urban areas”,
and that “to promote vibrant local communities and support services, an appropriate scale of
growth and investment will be encouraged in Local Service Centres, providing that it is in
keeping with their local character and setting”. Euxton is identified as an Urban Local Service
Centre (ULSC), where “some growth and investment will be encouraged… to help meet
housing and employment needs”.

5.2.12

The supporting text to the policy sets out the expectation that the 6 ULSCs will be expected
to deliver 9% of the total growth of the plan over the plan period, equating to 2100 net
additional dwellings. The supporting text explains that ULSCs are distinct from rural service
centres as they are located close to the Key Service Centre towns of Chorley and Leyland, and
benefit from short transport connections with services in those towns.

5.2.13

In my view, Policy 1 should be considered out-of-date in accordance with paragraph 213 of
the Framework. This is because in my view, as will be elaborated in chapter 10, and supported
by the conclusions of Mr Donagh, the correct housing requirement for the purpose of
measuring five year housing land supply in Chorley is the application of the standard method
requirement of 569dpa. Self-evidently, this requirement is significantly higher than the RSS
requirement outlined in Policy 4. Moreover, the application of standard method requirements
across Central Lancashire would mean that Preston’s requirement was considerably lower than
that outlined in the Core Strategy, with South Ribble’s requirement also lower. As such, it is
clear that the application of standard method would result in a markedly different spatial
approach to development across the housing market area than that outlined in Policy 1. The
application of standard method suggests that the distribution of development across the HMA
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is no longer a sound approach, and it is for this reason that I consider that policy 1 is out-ofdate and should be afforded limited weight.
5.2.14

I acknowledge that it is the intention of the Councils to continue to progress a similar spatial
strategy to that outlined in policy 1 in the emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan, as outlined
in the 2020 MoU. However, as I will explain forthwith, I consider that the emerging Local Plan
(including the MoU as part of its evidence base) is at an early stage of preparation and can
only be afforded limited weight.

5.2.15

I understand that the appellant in the Chain House Lane appeal decision advanced the case
that if policy 4 was considered to be out-of-date, then policy 1 would also be out-of-date.
However, the appeal decision did not consider this point in any detail. As described above, it
is my understanding that this decision is currently subject to legal challenge, and that one of
the grounds laid out by the claimant is that the Inspector failed to grapple with this assertion
(see CD7.43). Furthermore, I understand that in relation to this ground of challenge, the
Secretary of State has consented to judgment (CD7.44). As such, the point is clearly arguable
in a legal sense and the Inspector in this case must consider it.

5.2.16

Notwithstanding the above, I consider that the appeal proposals are largely consistent with
the provisions of Policy 1. The appeal site is located in a greenfield location on the edge of a
sustainable ULSC, an area where development is supported in principle. While I recognise the
Councils’ intention to utilise a plan-led approach to delivering its spatial strategy, for reasons
which will be developed I consider the CLCS to be out-of-date and therefore settlement
boundaries cannot be applied with full rigour. In such circumstances, the appeal site’s location
in an area which the CLCS spatial strategy supports as suitable for development is a material
consideration in favour of the appeal proposals.
Policy 7- Affordable and Special Needs Housing

5.2.17

Policy 7 sets out that the Councils will enable sufficient provision of affordable and special
housing to meet needs by setting a target of 30% in the urban parts of Preston, South Ribble
and Chorley on sites of 15 dwellings or more. The policy outlines that an SPD will set out the
detailed affordable housing requirements on sites.

5.2.18

The supporting text to the policy states that the Central Lancashire SHMA set out an annual
average shortfall of 1780 affordable houses per year up to 2014 across the HMA, higher than
the total annual CLCS housing requirement. The accompanying Housing Viability study found
that market housing developments in the HMA could support a 30% rate of affordable
housing.
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I consider that the appeal scheme conforms with the requirements of policy 7 in providing
30% affordable housing, to be delivered through the S106 agreement. While the weight to be
afforded to this policy is tempered the age of the evidence base, as explained by Mr Stacey,
the more up-to-date evidence suggests that affordability continues to be a significant issue
in Central Lancashire (and in particular Chorley), and therefore I consider that the provision of
affordable housing in line with policy 7 should be afforded significant weight.

5.3

Chorley Local Plan 2012-26

5.3.1

A single policy in the Chorley Local Plan (CLP) is cited in the Reason for Refusal of the appeal
proposals:
•

5.3.2

5.3.3

Policy BNE3-Areas of Land Safeguarded for Future Development Needs

I consider the following policies to also be relevant in the determination of the application:
•

Policy V1- Model Policy

•

Policy HS1- Housing Site Allocations;

•

Policy BNE2- Development in the Area of Other Open Countryside

Policy V1 reflects both policy MP of the CLCS and therefore my conclusions on this policy
reflect those outlined at paragraph 5.2.3 above. I assess the appeal proposals against each of
the other policies below.
Policy BNE3- Areas of Land Safeguarded for Future Development Needs & Policy BNE2Development in the Area of Other Open Countryside

5.3.4

I consider these policies together as they are linked.

5.3.5

Policy BNE3 states that “Development other than that permissible countryside whether Green
Belt or Area of Other Open Countryside will not be permitted on Safeguarded Land as shown
on the Policies Map”. Site BNE3.9 as identified on the policies map (CD7.51) is entitled Pear
Tree Lane, Euxton and includes the appeal site.

5.3.6

The supporting text states that “in order that the Green Belt boundaries should be long lasting,
land between some major settlements and the Green Belt is safeguarded for future
development needs beyond the plan period”, referencing (then) paragraph 85 of the
Framework, now largely replicated in paragraph 139 to be discussed in Appendix 1 of this
proof. The text states that the policy identifies Areas of Safeguarded Land and outlines the
restrictions on development in such areas that will be pursued over the period of the plan.
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In order to establish what is considered to be permissible development under the auspices of
this policy, I have considered policy BNE2 regarding Development in the “Area of Other Open
Countryside” (essentially land outside settlement boundaries which is not Green Belt or
Safeguarded Land). This policy states that in these areas development will be permitted
providing that the applicant can demonstrate that:
a) It is needed for the purpose of agriculture or forestry or other uses appropriate to a rural
area;
b) It involves the rehabilitation and re-use of existing rural buildings where their form, bulk
and general design are appropriate to the character of the surrounding countryside.

5.3.8

While BNE3 makes references to green belt policy, this is clearly more restrictive than
development in the open countryside so there is no need to consider it.

5.3.9

The Council’s Reason for Refusal of the appeal scheme states that as the LPA is able to
demonstrate a five year housing land supply, the proposal conflicts with policy BNE3 and it is
not considered that the material considerations put forward in favour of the development are
sufficient to outweigh the presumption against it. Chorley Council’s Statement of Case in
respect of this appeal outlines that as the Council still consider they are able to demonstrate
a 5 year housing land supply, and Framework paragraph 139 advocates that planning
permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should only be granted
following an update to the plan which proposes the development, policy BNE3 is not out-ofdate and significant weight therefore attaches to the conflict with it. They do however confirm
that if the Council is found not to be able to demonstrate a supply, this policy would be outof-date.

5.3.10

I concede that as the appeal proposals do not meet either of the criteria outlined in a) or b)
above, they are not in technical conformity with policy BNE3. However, as considered above,
the spatial strategy outlined in the CLCS, which informed the CLP, is out-of-date as it does not
reflect the updated housing need evidence. It thus follows that restrictions on development
outside settlement boundaries should be afforded less weight than would be the case if the
strategic policies were up to date.

5.3.11

The Council’s Statement of Case states at paragraph 6.21 that CBC will rely upon the reasoning
and conclusions of the previous inspector in relation to the safeguarded land (CD10.01), at
paragraphs 37 to 39 and 70 in particular. However, in my view there are important distinctions
to be made with the conclusions of the previous inspector:
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Firstly, the previous appeal decision was made in the context of safeguarded land being
a specific policy in the Framework which restricted development and thus disapplied the
tilted balance. The 2018 Framework contains no such elevated protection for safeguarded
land in the way that it does for Green Belt land, or areas subject to flood risk, for example.
This implies that at the very least safeguarded land policies should not attract elevated
weight to those relating to ‘normal’ open countryside.

2.

I respectfully disagree with the inspector’s conclusions as to the importance of preserving
safeguarded land and her apparent elevation of its importance above ‘normal’ greenfield
land. She correctly identifies that much of Chorley borough is Green Belt land. In
circumstances where the local plan is out of date, it is for that very reason that safeguarded
land should be the next ‘logical’ place to locate sustainable development. The land has
been removed from the Green Belt as it does not fulfil the functions of the Green Belt, and
does not warrant perpetual protection. It has been designated specifically for the purpose
of meeting future housing need. Land which is not safeguarded for this purpose has not.
Therefore, if there is a current housing need which is not being met through the plan, it is
logically to safeguarded land that one should look to meet that need, in line with a planled approach, as local residents are well aware that it has been designated for that purpose
and (in this case) has been for a number of years. I therefore respectfully reject the
assertion that when the local plan was adopted it was envisaged that Safeguarded Land
would be protected until 2026, per se. The land was not protected for its own sake, but
designated to meet future development needs, and if there is a demonstrable housing
need, it cannot be said that the public would not anticipate the land being used for that
purpose ahead of a local plan review. I accept that designating land as safeguarded does
not make its future allocation or development inevitable, but its designation as thus is
clearly a positive weighting with regard to the principle of development in such a location
if there is a need to fulfil. Rather than release of the site being “contrary to the prudent
use of land and resources in an area where much of the borough is designated Green
Belt” (per the Council’s Statement of Case 6.22), it is a sensible release which ensures that
land which does fulfil the function of Green Belt is not encroached on to meet housing
needs.

5.3.12

In summary therefore, I consider that policy BNE3 is out-of-date, attracts limited
weight, and thus the accepted conflict with it should attract limited weight in the
planning balance.
Policy HS1- Housing Site Allocations
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This policy sets out housing allocations for the borough to meet the CLCS housing
requirement of 6,834 dwellings. This requirement is amended to 5,755 dwellings over the
period 2012-26, taking into account completions early in the CLCS plan period. The supporting
text sets out that the process of identifying sites for allocation has been informed by the spatial
strategy outlined in Policy 1 of the CLCS. In total, taking into account sites which already had
planning permission at the plan’s base date, and a windfall provision, sites for a total of 5,327
are allocated in Policy HS1. The policy allocates sites in Euxton for a total of 226 dwellings, or
c. 4% of the total, including the allocation of the Sylvester’s Farm site to the north of the appeal
site for 161 dwellings (which has now been largely built out by Rowland Homes). A trajectory
for housing delivery over the plan period is also outlined.

5.3.14

Clearly, I acknowledge that the appeal site is not one which was selected for allocation as part
of the CLP process. The Council’s Statement of Case places some reliance on the conclusions
of the local plan inspector that the site was not required at that stage to make the plan sound,
however this is irrelevant for the purpose of the determination of this appeal which will be
judged on its own merits. Thus, policy HS1 is neutral on the principle of development of the
appeal site, but the bringing forward of the Sylvester’s Farm allocation to the north does of
course make the site more logical in terms of the urban form of the village.

5.4

Most Important Policies

5.4.1

The specific policies of the development plan, including those identified by the Council in their
reason for refusal, are assessed below. In light of the case law referred to above, it is
considered necessary to ask the following questions when assessing each policy;
1.

Is the policy one of the most important for determining the planning application (or
appeal)?

5.4.2

2.

Does the proposal conflict with the policy?

3.

Is the policy out-of-date?

4.

What weight should be afforded to the policy and any conflict with it?

I address this in these points in the table below, before reaching my conclusions as to whether
the most important policies are out of date.
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Central Lancashire Core Strategy (July 2012)

Policy

Is the policy
one of the
“most
important for
determining
the planning
application”?

Is the policy up
to date?

Does the scheme
comply with the
policy?

Weight to be
attached to the
policy in the
planning
balance

Policy 1
(Locating Growth)

Yes

No, the policy is
inextricably linked
to an outdated
housing
requirement

Limited

Policy 4 (Housing
Delivery)

Yes

Policy 7
(Affordable
Housing)

Yes

No. Policy 4 is
inconsistent with
the Framework as
it is based on an
outdated RSS
housing target
and therefore out
of date.
No -it is based on
an outdated
evidence base.
However this is
tempered by the
government
emphasis on
provision of
affordable
housing

Yes the site is
located outside,
but adjacent to,
the settlement
boundary of
Euxton, an Urban
Local Service
Centre . an area
where
development is
supported in
principle.
Neutral

Yes

Substantial

29

Very limited

Agenda Page 1130
Land off Pear Tree Lane, Euxton

Agenda Item 4a
Proof of Evidence Mr Christien Lee

Chorley Local Plan 2012-2026 (July 2015)

Policy

Is the policy
one of the
“most
important for
determining
the planning
application”?

Is the policy up
to date?

Does the scheme
comply with the
policy?

Weight to be
attached to the
policy in the
planning
balance

Policy HS.1,
(Housing Site
Allocations)

No

No – it allocates
sites to meet an
outdated housing
requirement

Neutral

Very limited

Policy BNE.2
(Development
Yes in
the Area of Other
Open
Countryside)

Yes

No- it is related
to outdatedNo
settlement
boundaries which
are based on an
outdated housing
requirement
No- it is related to
outdated
settlement
boundaries which
are based on an
outdated housing
requirement

Policy BNE.3,
(Areas of Land
Safeguarded for
Future
Development
Needs)

5.4.3

No

Limited
Limited

On the basis of the above, and taking into account the judgments in Wavendon it is my
professional opinion that all of the policies which are most important for determining the
appeal are out-of-date and should be afforded limited or very limited weight. For this reason,
I consider that the most important policies are, as a whole, out of date.

5.5

Conclusions on the Development Plan

5.5.1

In conclusion, while I have accepted that the appeal proposals conflict with policy BNE3 of the
development plan as a result of the site’s location being outside of the development limit in
safeguarded land where new development is restricted, I consider that the proposals conform
with the development plan as a whole. This is because as outlined, of all the relevant policies
described in the Planning Statement of Common Ground, policy BNE3 is the only policy which
the appeal scheme does not comply with. While BNE3 is a “most important” policy, it is outof-date and carries limited weight.

30

Agenda Page 1131
Land off Pear Tree Lane, Euxton

5.5.2

Agenda Item 4a
Proof of Evidence Mr Christien Lee

However, as I have outlined in this chapter, it is clear that the strategic policies of the
development plan are out of date irrespective of the Council’s housing land supply position. I
consider that the most important policies of the plan are, taken as a whole, out of date and
carry limited or very limited weight in the determination of the appeal.
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6

OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS

6.1

Introduction

6.1.1

This chapter sets out other material considerations which I consider should be taken into
account in the planning balance and ultimately the decision making process.

6.2

National Planning Policy Framework & Planning Practice Guidance

6.2.1

Paragraph 2 of the NPPF sets out that the Framework is an important material consideration
in the determination of planning applications. The Framework is supplemented by the PPG.
At Appendix 1 of my evidence, I consider in detail the appeal scheme’s conformity with the
relevant sections of the Framework. I also make reference throughout this proof of evidence
to those paragraphs of the Framework, and PPG, which are of direct relevance to the appeal.

6.3

Emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan 2021-36

6.3.1

The Central Lancashire authorities began work on their new Local Plan in 2019. The plan will
be a full local plan covering all three authorities, and including both strategic and nonstrategic policies. To date, the plan is at a relatively early stage of progress, with three call for
sites exercises having been undertaken, and consultation on the Issues & Options version of
the plan in late 2019/ early 2020.

6.3.2

The most recent version of the Councils’ Local Development Scheme, as reported to the
Central Lancashire Joint Advisory Committee on 28th January 2020, outlined that timescales
for the production of the emerging local plan have slipped. Preferred Options consultation
will now not be undertaken until mid-2021, with submission to the Planning Inspectorate
anticipated in early 2023 and adoption in late 2023.
Issues & Options Document

6.3.3

The Issues & Options document (CD7.02) sets out the vision, objectives and key issues for the
three authorities over the plan period of 15 years to 2036. A key objective is to provide a mix
of housing types and sizes to create healthy, vibrant, safe and sustainable communities that
deliver the City Deal and meet the changing housing needs of Central Lancashire’s population,
and support a range and variety of tenures alongside a range of family homes and any
potential need for the traveller community, with affordable housing delivery being a high
priority.
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The document sets out that “it is likely that the number of homes we must deliver for this plan
period…will be different to our existing policy”. The document states that in line with
government guidance, the starting point for the housing requirement will be the combined
standard methodology figure for the three authorities. It is stated that “the three Councils are
still looking into the number of homes we need in Central Lancashire and how these will be
spread across Preston, Chorley and South Ribble”, and that further information will be brought
forward at subsequent stages. It is explained that the three Councils have agreed to work
together to agree where new homes are needed, taking account of things like investment and
locations where new jobs can be created.

6.3.5

Alongside the Issues & Options document, a number of site suggestions for future
development were consulted upon. In respect of Chorley, the site suggestions have been
assessed in the Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment for housing
and employment use. The appeal site, along with a further parcel of land to the south (part of
the current safeguarded land designation) is suggested to be allocated for housing use (see
CD7.48, site reference 19C264x). Furthermore, elected members from CBC were consulted on
the proposed site suggestions and their comments were published alongside the Issues &
Options document (CD7.49). In respect of the proposed allocation of the appeal site, it can be
seen that a Councillor T Gray commented that he had concerns regarding the site; the officer
response is that it is recommended the site remains a suggestion for housing.

6.3.6

I acknowledge that in accordance with paragraph 48 of the Framework, the emerging Local
Plan can only be afforded limited weight at this stage, as it is at an early stage of preparation
and there are numerous unresolved objections. Nevertheless, the proposed allocation of the
site is a material consideration which carries weight in favour of the appeal proposals.

6.4

Site Submission and Collaborative work with Homes England

6.4.1

The appeal site has been promoted through the local plan process and has been submitted
to the Call for Sites for the emerging CLLP. Through this process, Gladman has adopted a
collaborative approach, working with the adjoining site promoters Homes England in our
mutual interest to ensure that the entire safeguarded land parcel can be delivered in a
cohesive and comprehensive manner. At CD7.53 I have included a copy of the Vision
Document submitted by Gladman for the Issues & Options consultation, which includes a joint
foreword and joint masterplan prepared in conjunction with Homes England.
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6.5

Supplementary Planning Documents

6.5.1

I can confirm that the Appellant has had regard to the following SPDs in the preparation of
evidence for this inquiry:
-

Central Lancashire Affordable Housing SPD (Oct 2012)

-

Central Lancashire Employment Skills SPD (Sep 2017)

-

Central Lancashire Design Guide SPD (Oct 2012)

-

Central Lancashire Open Space and Playing Pitch SPD (Aug 2013)

6.6

Chorley CIL

6.6.1

The Chorley Community Infrastructure Levy was adopted on 16th July 2013 and charging
commenced on 1st September 2013. The schedule provides that CIL is chargeable on all
dwelling houses, excluding apartments, and therefore the appeal scheme will be chargeable
for CIL at the Reserved Matters stage at the rate applicable at that time.

6.7

Steve Quartermain’s Final Chief Planner Letter

6.7.1

In March 2020 Steve Quartermain, the Chief planner issued his final letter to planners (CD7.37).
In this, Mr Quartermain addressed the challenges the Covid-19 outbreak, which was very much
in its infancy, would likely have on the planning system. Mr Quartermain asked fellow planners
to take an innovative approach, using all options available to continue to provide a service.
While he acknowledged that there would be many practical challenges, he encouraged
planners to continue to be pragmatic and to work proactively with others.

6.8

Written Ministerial Statement

6.8.1

On 13th May 2020 MHCLG released a Written Ministerial Statement (CD7.38) responding to
Covid-19 and setting the Government’s expectations for how the planning system should be
operating during the Covid-19 outbreak. Mr Jenrick stated that:
“The planning system has a vital role to play in enabling the delivery of housing and economic
growth that will support the UK’s economic recovery. It is important that the system continues
to operate effectively, ensuring that all those involved, including local authorities, the Planning
Inspectorate, developers, statutory consultees, local communities and others can engage in the
process while adhering to the Government’s guidance on social distancing.”
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Mr Jenrick also reiterated his support for virtual events and his desire for the Inspectorate and
Planning authorities to make use of technology to minimised the impacts of delays to
planning decisions.

6.10

Gladman Track Record

6.10.1

The proposed development would make a significant contribution to the delivery of housing.
The proposals would create up to an additional 180 dwellings, including up to 54 affordable
dwellings and 18 custom and self build plots. I believe that the vast majority of the dwellings
would be delivered within the five year period, with all dwellings completed by 2026/27 at the
latest. This is an important factor given the national housing crisis currently being experienced
and the general imperative to ‘boost significantly’ the supply of housing, as set out in the
Framework; the urgent need to address a shortfall in CBC’s five-year housing land supply
position; and the need to address affordability issues and the shortfall in affordable housing.

6.10.2

The Gladman track record supports my view that the grant of planning permission for the
appeal proposal will lead to the construction of the majority of the proposed development
within the five-year period. In terms of the ownership position, Gladman is acting as site
promoter, on behalf of the landowner. The nature of the legally binding, contractual
agreement between Gladman and the landowner means that once permission is secured,
Gladman works with the landowner to sell the site on the open market to a housebuilder. It is
in the interests of both Gladman and the landowner to market the site expeditiously to receive
a capital receipt. In addition, because the site is purchased by a housebuilder in a competitive
process, they are equally motivated to secure a reserved matters approval and commence
construction to begin making a return on their investment as soon as possible. In short, this
is not a scenario where an outline permission is being sought to meet obligations within a
lengthy option agreement, for valuation purposes or to ‘land bank’ the site. All those involved
in the process are motivated to see an outline permission converted into occupied new homes
as quickly as possible.

6.10.3

In terms of track record, Gladman, as a land promotion business, has secured planning
permissions for housing for more than 15,000 dwellings. All of these have been outline
permissions and many have been granted on appeal, where delivery within the five-year
period has been a key factor in the decision of appeal inspectors and the Secretary of State.
The Gladman site delivery table (Appendix 2) illustrates this strong track record of delivery
sites within the five-year period.
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I note that the land team at Gladman has good market intelligence and sites are generally not
taken forward and promoted through the planning process unless there is a very good
prospect of it being attractive to the market. The land team also keeps in regular contact with
housebuilders that are active in the local market or have aspirations to enter the market.

6.10.5

In order to provide further assurances that the site can be brought forward quickly and
contribute to addressing CBC’s five-year housing land supply position, GDL is prepared to
accept conditions reducing the standard time periods for the submission of reserved matters
applications and the commencement of development. Specifically, conditions requiring
applications for approval of reserved matters to be made within 2 years and for development
to take place within 1 year from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters are
suggested as being appropriate. Indeed, paragraph 76 of the Framework suggests that local
planning authorities should consider imposing such conditions where this would expedite
development.
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7

THIRD PARTY REPRESENTATIONS

7.1.1

A number of issues have been raised by third parties both during the course of the application
process and subsequently since the appeal was lodged. Below, I have listed the broad matters
raised and how they have been satisfactorily addressed by the main parties in this appeal.
Highways, Access and Transport

7.1.2

A Statement of Common Ground has been agreed between the Appellant and Lancashire
County Council, as Local Highways Authority, which addresses the issues raised and outlines
the agreement that the appeal scheme can be delivered without significant adverse impact in
respect of access, highway safety or highway capacity. It is the Appellant’s intention that Mr
Ben Jackson of Ashley Helme Associates be made available for the first day of the inquiry to
orally respond to any queries from members of the public.
Infrastructure, Services and Facilities

7.1.3

Matters raised in relation to the above are addressed through the main Planning Statement
of Common Ground. The main parties agree that the appeal site is situated in a sustainable
location within walking and cycling distance of a range of essential services and facilities, and
with a good level of public transport provision to access higher level service centres.

7.1.4

The Planning Statement of Common Ground also outlines the agreed position that any
identified adverse impact upon local services such as education and healthcare can be
mitigated through S106 contributions and CIL payments.
Ecology

7.1.5

An Ecology Statement of Common Ground has been prepared between the Council and the
Appellant which explains the agreed position that the appeal scheme can be delivered without
significant impact upon designated biodiversity sites, habitats or protected species.
Landscape

7.1.6

A Landscape Statement of Common Ground has been agreed between the Council and the
Appellant which sets out the agreed position between the main parties that the appeal scheme
can be delivered without significant adverse landscape or visual impacts.
A more detailed response to third party representations raised through the application
process is provided as an appendix to the Appellant’s Statement of Case. The Appellant
reserves the right to respond to any additional issues raised at the inquiry.
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8

BENEFITS AND HARM

8.1

The Benefits of the Scheme

8.1.1

The appellant submits that the considerable significant and demonstrable benefits of the
appeal proposals include:
•

The provision of up to 180 dwellings, the majority of which are capable of being
delivered within the next five years.

•

The provision of 30% affordable housing (54 dwellings) as agreed with the Council,
will be delivered without subsidy intervention. This is a significant material planning
benefit considering the substantial backlog, under-delivery and affordable housing
need within the district.

•

The provision of 10% custom or self-build units (18 dwellings) on site, in line with a
clear need for this type of housing in Chorley which is not being met

•

The proposals provide a considerable amount of open space (totalling 2.25ha, or 30%
of the site), including accessible open space, a children’s play facility, and ecological
habitat enhancement. The scheme provides an opportunity for net gains in
biodiversity.

•

In addition, the significant areas of public open space will help to achieve the
Framework’s aim of encouraging healthy communities and facilitating access for all.

•

Substantial economic benefits as outlined in the Socio-economic Sustainability
Statement (CD1.7), which include:
I.

An investment in construction of circa £19.9 million;

II.

Approximately 169 FTE construction jobs spread out over a four-year build
out period and an additional 184 FTE indirect jobs in associated industries;

III.

180 residential dwellings, which could be home to around 414 new residents,
228 of whom will be expected to be economically active and in employment;
and

IV.
•

Combined annual household expenditure of around £4.9million.

The control of surface water run-off from the site, through the implementation of a
sustainable urban drainage system which will help to control the run off from the site.
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8.2

Affordable Housing

8.2.1

Mr Stacey’s Proof of Evidence considers the clear and pressing need for more affordable
homes in Chorley Borough.

8.2.2

A useful marker of affordability is the ratio of average house prices to average earnings in a
particular area. A ratio of 3.5 is considered to be the marker of an affordable housing market
i.e. the ability to purchase is based on a mortgage 3.5 times’ gross income.

8.2.3

The average affordability ratio in Chorley Borough now stands at 7 and the local quartile
affordability ratio, typically considered to be the ‘more affordable’ segment of the housing
market, is now 6.88. The lower quartile affordability ratio has risen by a 10% increase since the
start of the plan period where it stood at 5.82. and is at its highest level on record.

8.2.4

A contributing factor to this has been the under-delivery of affordable housing in the borough.
The council failed to meet the identified affordable housing needs in the 2009 SHMA every
year in the five year period between 2009/10 and 2014/15. With just 820 net affordable
housing completions at an average of 164 a year, compared to an annual need of 723. The
shortfall was enormous at 2,795 affordable homes. In the following seven years there was an
additional shortfall of 101 affordable homes. Furthermore, Mr Stacey has identified that the
council can only demonstrate a supply of 63 affordable homes over the next five years, which
must be painful news for the 655 households currently on the housing registered.

8.2.5

There is a need to address this issue by offering a wider range of house types which are more
affordable, thus encouraging young start-up families to the area. If the cost of housing
remains high, younger families are unable to enter the housing market, or a higher percentage
of their income is spent on mortgage or rental payments and household bills leaving little
disposable income to spend locally. The appeal proposals will provide the opportunity for a
range of family houses that reflects market demand and will also deliver a range of affordable
housing for which there is a clear need in the district. The provision of 30% affordable housing
should therefore be afforded substantial weight in the determination of this appeal.

8.3

Self-Build Housing

8.3.1

Mr Moger’s proof of evidence outlines the need for self-build and custom housing in Chorley
borough. He outlines the national policy imperative for local planning authorities to make
provision in their local plan for this type of housing, and explains how the Council has failed
to grasp the nettle thus far in attempting to meet this need.
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Mr Moger states that the Central Lancashire Housing Study (2020) identifies levels of demand
for plots which are substantially in excess of that on the Council’s own self-build register. Mr
Moger has analysed secondary data sources to identify that within a 10 mile radius of the
appeal site there are 481 registrants who wish to create their own homes and 1,874 people
who have indicated that they wish to live in that location by either building a home or
commissioning one.

8.3.3

Mr Moger also considers the Council’s current five year land supply statement, from which he
learnt that there are a total of just 49 self-build and custom housebuilding plots that the
Council anticipated delivery of within the next five years.

8.3.4

Contrary to national guidance, there is no policy mechanism either in the adopted
development plan, or to date in the emerging local plan which makes provision for housing
to meet the need of this specific group. As such, I agree with Mr Moger than the provision of
18 self and custom build plots on the appeal site will make a significant contribution to
meeting the outlined need and that therefore no less than substantial weight should be
afforded to it.

8.4

Harm

8.4.1

I accept that there is harm in relation to the following issues. Where I do not agree with the
level of harm alleged by the parties, I have explained why.
•

The harm associated with the loss of a green field

•

Heritage – a very minor level of less than substantial harm to the significance of the
grade II listed Houghton House Farmhouse, as a result of change to setting.

•

Policy conflict – I accept that there is a conflict with policy DBE3 of the adopted
development plan however for the reasons outlined in this proof of evidence I
consider that such conflict should very limited weight in the planning balance.

8.4.2

In addition to the above, I also consider that during the construction stages of the
development there may be some effects which are short-term, temporary in nature, and local
to the site and immediate area. In any event best practice measures will be put in place to
mitigate any adverse temporary impacts in terms of noise, the operation of construction
traffic, plant and machinery or the management of any other related disturbance or nuisance.
This is likely to include controls on working hours and dust suppression measures.
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The appellant will submit a s106 agreement that will cover all mitigation measures required
which cannot adequately be secured by way of planning condition.

8.5

Sustainable Location

8.5.1

As discussed in chapter 2 of this proof, it is considered that the appeal site’s location on the
edge of a sustainable settlement located on the edge of Euxton, with good access to services
and facilities, weighs in favour of the proposal. The locational sustainability of the site is
expected to be agreed in common ground with the Council. There is no evidence that allowing
the appeal would result in any detrimental impacts upon services and facilities, subject to
mitigation measures which will be secured by condition and/or obligation.

8.6

Sustainable Development

8.6.1

The proposals are sustainable when assessed against the social, economic and environmental
dimensions of sustainability.
An Economic Role

8.6.2

The demonstrable beneficial economic impacts of the appeal proposal are included within the
Socio-economic Sustainability Statement. Delivery of new homes now in locations such as
Euxton is one component which will enable the Council to promote and sustain a strong,
responsive and competitive economy, particularly in the context of the need for economic
recovery in the coming years following the Coronavirus Pandemic.
A Social Role

8.6.3

The appeal proposals will deliver new homes of the right type, in the right place and at the
right time to meet market and affordable housing need and will assist CBC towards improving
its current significant housing land supply deficit. Without a sufficient supply of new homes,
CBC cannot meet the housing needs of present or future generations. The site is located close
to key services and facilities in a sustainable location on the edge of a sustainable village in
Chorley.
An Environmental Role

8.6.4

The proposals do not give rise to any material harm in terms of ecology and biodiversity, air
quality, contaminated land or flood risk and drainage. Whilst some minimal harm is identified
in respect of landscape and visual impacts, this is considered to be an inevitable consequence
of releasing greenfield land on the edge of settlements in Chorley in order to meet future
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needs. Heritage harm is limited. The Council accept that the landscape impacts of the appeal
scheme do not warrant refusal and do not allege (and never have alleged) that the appeal site
forms part of a valued landscape as understood by paragraph 170 of the Framework. As a site
which is earmarked for release for future development needs, it clearly sits at the lowest end
of the scale of protection to be afforded to landscape areas.
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9

PLANNING BALANCE

9.1

Introduction

9.1.1

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) indicates that development
proposals should be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. I have set out in chapter 5 of my evidence that I consider
that despite the acknowledged conflict with policy BNE3 of the CLP, I consider that the appeal
scheme is in accordance with the development plan as a whole. It is therefore my view that
section 38(6) indicates that planning permission should be granted in this case, unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.

9.1.2

I now go on to consider the material considerations in this case. I consider these both in the
context that a) I am correct that the proposals accord with the development plan; b) it is
considered that, contrary to my evidence, the proposals do not accord with the development
plan taken as a whole.

9.2

Material Considerations if the Proposals are in conformity with the
Development Plan

9.2.1

I have set out the myriad benefits associated with the appeal proposals at chapter 8 of my
evidence, and the weight afforded to them. At section 8.4, I consider that the only harm
associated with the scheme is conflict with a single policy in the out-of-date development
plan, less than substantial harm to Houghton House Farmhouse at the lowest end of the
spectrum, and the inevitable harm associated with the loss of a greenfield site, and the weight
to be afforded to the harm. In my professional opinion, the benefits of the appeal scheme far
outweigh any adverse impacts. As such, it is abundantly clear that if the proposals are in
conformity with the development plan, there are no material considerations which would
indicate a decision other than to grant planning permission in this case.

9.3

Material Considerations if the Appeal Proposals are in Conflict with the
Development Plan

9.3.1

If I am incorrect that the appeal proposals conform with the development plan, then I consider
that the myriad benefits set out at section 8 of my evidence alone are strong material
considerations, to which very substantial weight attaches, which indicate that planning
permission should be granted in this case.
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However, I also consider that the tilted balance set out at paragraph 11 d) of the Framework,
which is an important material consideration, is triggered in this case.

9.3.3

Paragraph 11 d) sets out that, inter alia:
where…the policies which are most important for determining the application are
out of date, [application of the presumption in favour of sustainable development
means] granting permission unless:
(i)

The application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets
of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the
development proposed; or

(ii)

Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this
Framework taken as a whole

9.3.4

I have outlined at chapter 5 of my evidence my conclusion that the policies which are most
important for determining this application are out-of-date, and the reasons for this, with
reference to recent case law.

9.3.5

The next step, therefore, is to consider whether there are any policies in the Framework which
protect areas or assets of particular importance that provide a clear reason for refusing the
development.

9.3.6

Footnote 6 of the Framework provides a closed list of the policies of the Framework which
protect assets of particular importance. As I have found that there would be less than
substantial harm to the significance of the grade II listed Houghton House Farmhouse, I
consider that policies relating to heritage assets are engaged in respect of this appeal. I assess
the appeal proposals against the relevant policy below.

9.4

NPPF 196: Heritage Assets

9.4.1

Paragraph 196 of the Framework states:
Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the
significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against
the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its
optimum viable use.
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As such, I am required to undertake a simple, ‘un-tilted’ planning balance of the public benefits
of the proposal against the harm to heritage assets, being mindful of the duty at S.66 of the
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (which is repeated in policy at
paragraph 193 of the Framework) to afford great weight to the preservation of the asset.

9.4.3

On the basis of the Heritage Statement submitted with the planning application (CD1.17) ,
and the agreed Heritage Statement of Common Ground, I consider that there is potential for
a very minor degree of harm to the significance of Houghton House Farmhouse through
changes to setting, which is clearly less than substantial and at the lower end of the spectrum.
It is important to note that there are no references to harm to the significance of the listed
building in the Officer’s consideration of the planning application,

and harm to the

significance of heritage assets does not form part of the Council’s reason for refusal.
9.4.4

Applying the statutory duty to afford considerable weight to the preservation of listed
buildings and their setting, I consider that the harm to designated heritage assets is plainly far
outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal. This is agreed by the Council in the
Heritage Statement of Common Ground. As such, paragraph 196 does not provide a clear
reason for refusing the appeal proposals.

9.4.5

In light of the above conclusions, it is clear that there are no policies in the Framework which
indicate that the development should be restricted, and therefore the tilted balance at
paragraph 11(d) (ii) comes into play.

9.5

The Tilted Balance

9.5.1

Having found that there are no specific policies in the Framework which provide a clear reason
for refusing the appeal scheme, I now undertake the tilted balance at paragraph 11(d)(ii) of
the Framework.

9.5.2

In respect of public benefits, I afford very significant weight to the provision of up to 54
affordable dwellings, up to 18 self or custom build units, and up to 108 market dwellings,
given the Framework’s emphasis on boosting significantly the supply of housing, the outdated
local plan, and recent national policy announcements. I also afford significant weight to the
provision of new accessible open space, the potential for biodiversity benefits on site, and the
considerable economic benefits of the proposals, all of which meet key Framework objectives.
I afford moderate weight to benefits relating to the provision of a sustainable drainage system,
in line with the Framework’s objectives in relation to flood risk. I also afford some limited
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weight to the appeal site’s potential allocation for residential development in the emerging
local plan.
9.5.3

Against this, in terms of adverse impacts, I acknowledge that there will be some limited harm
as the proposals involve built development on a greenfield site, however as established the
site is safeguarded for future development and is not considered to fall within a designated
or valued landscape, and as such it should receive the lowest level of protection in accordance
with paragraph 170 of the Framework. I therefore afford limited weight to this harm.

9.5.4

Added to this, I afford considerable weight (as required by statute and the Framework) to the
very limited harm to the significance of nearby heritage assets as described above.

9.5.5

I have identified that the appeal proposals conflict with out-of-date policy BNE3 of the
development plan, however I only afford very limited weight to this conflict for the reasons
outlined above. It is also notable that the appeal scheme complies with all other relevant
policies in the development plan, which can be weighed in the tilted balance as determined
in the recent Gladman v SSCLG case (CD11.01).

9.5.6

I have also concluded that there would be a small amount of short-term adverse impact in the
construction phase, albeit this can be mitigated to some extent by condition.

9.5.7

In my view, the identified harm does not come close to significantly and demonstrably
outweighing the benefits of the provision of up to 180 homes, including 30% affordable
housing and 10% custom or self-build housing, in a borough with an out of date local plan,
and in a sustainable settlement. The reasons for refusal in respect of the appeal can therefore
not be substantiated and the balance clearly tips in favour of the grant of planning permission.

9.6

Summary

9.6.1

To conclude, it is my view that planning permission should be granted for the following
reasons:
a) In accordance with section 38(6) of the Act, the appeal proposals comply with the
development plan as a whole, and there are no material consideration which indicate that
the development should not be permitted in accordance with the plan.
b) Even if the appeal proposals are found not to comply with the development plan as a
whole, there are significant material considerations in this case which indicate that the
application of section 38(6) would favour the grant of planning permission.
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A further material consideration is the application of the tilted balance, in which the
adverse impacts of the proposal do not come close to significantly and outweighing the
benefits of the proposal.
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LOCAL HOUSING NEED AND FIVE-YEAR HOUSING LAND
SUPPLY

10.1

Introduction

10.1.1

In this chapter I shall provide a summary of the appellant’s positions in relation to the local
housing need and, against this, the current five year housing land supply position.

10.2

Local Housing Need

10.2.1

Paragraph 73 of the Framework states, inter alia:
Local planning authorities should identify and update annually a supply of
specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of
housing against their housing requirement set out in adopted strategic policies,
or against their local housing need where the strategic policies are more than five
years old4. The supply of specific deliverable sites should in addition include a
buffer (moved forward from later in the plan period) of:
a) 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land
b) 10% where the local planning authority wishes to demonstrate a five year
supply of deliverable sites through an annual position statement or recently
adopted plan, to account for any fluctuations in the market during that year;
or
c) 20% where there has been significant under delivery of housing over the
previous three years, to improve the prospect of achieving the planned
supply5.

10.2.2

Chorley’s strategic policies are more than five years old and have been reviewed and found to
need updating (through the emerging local plan and 2020 MoU). As such, the Framework is
clear that local housing need should be calculated using the standard methodology set out in
national planning guidance. Recent changes to the PPG also make it clear that the 2014-based

4

Unless these strategic policies have been reviewed and found not to require updating. Where local housing need is used as the
basis for assessing whether a five year supply of specific deliverable sites exists, it should be calculated using the standard
method set out in national planning guidance.

5

From November 2018, this will be measured against the Housing Delivery Test, where this indicates that delivery was below 85%
of the housing requirement.
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household projections should be utilised in calculating the requirement through the standard
methodology. The resulting 5-year requirement is 569dpa.
10.2.3

The 2019 Housing Delivery Test results were published in February 2020 and confirm that
delivery in Chorley over the previous 3 years was not below 85%, thus the authority’s buffer
for the coming year should be 5%. It is noted that the housing need figure applied by the
government for the purpose of the HDT in year 3 was the Chorley standard methodology
housing requirement.

10.2.4

CBC rely on the 2020 MoU (CD7.23) as the basis of their housing need figure for the purpose
of five year housing land supply assessment. This figure effectively pools the three separate
standard method derived minimum local housing need figures then re-distributes the pooled
need across the three LPAs based on a methodology set out in the 2020 Housing Needs Study
(CD7.05), produced by the Central Lancashire authorities to inform the emerging local plan
process.

10.2.5

There is no support in national policy for such an approach to assessing local housing
need to be established, for the purpose of the five year housing land supply calculation,
outside of the local plan making process. Framework paragraph 73 is quite unequivocal on
the point; if the Council’s strategic policies are over 5 years old, the land supply calculation
must be assessed using the Local Housing Need figure for that authority as established by the
standard method. The only exception is where the Council has reviewed its existing housing
requirement and found it does not need updating; this is clearly not the case in Chorley, as
the 2020 MoU is unambiguous that the Core Strategy requirement is out-of-date.

10.2.6

Further support to my position on this point is provided in the Planning Practice Guidance.
The Guidance is clear that the application of the standard method to produce the LHN figure
is not compulsory in the plan-making process; if it is felt that circumstances warrant an
alternative approach this is allowed but will need to be scrutinised at examination (CD7.56,
para. 003). The Guidance also explains that the standard method should be seen as a
minimum and may be higher if, for example, growth deals are in place (para. 010)- this may
be the case in Preston and South Ribble, for example, as they are covered by a City Deal that
requires 17,000 homes to be delivered from 2014-24. Paragraph 013 of the Guidance allows
for local housing needs assessments to take place across a joint Housing Market Area, and
that in such cases it will be for the relevant strategic policy-making authority to distribute the
requirement across the plan area. This is of course what the Central Lancashire authorities are
seeking to do, but it is important to note that such an approach can only be confirmed as
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sound through the local plan examination process. Furthermore, as outlined in paragraph 015
of the Guidance, where an alternative approach to the application of standard method results
in a lower LHN figure than the standard method produces, the strategic policy making
authority will need to demonstrate, using robust evidence, that the figure is based on robust
assumptions of demographic growth and that there are “exceptional local circumstances that
justify deviating from the standard method”. It is made plain that “this will be tested at
examination”.
10.2.7

All of the above excerpts of the Guidance are referred to by the Councils in the MoU to justify
the use of the requirements therein for the purpose of decision-making. However, this is planmaking guidance, there is no such guidance regarding exceptional circumstances for the
purpose of decision making. Paragraph 005 of the guidance relating to five year housing
land supply assessments (CD7.55) states quite clearly that in the circumstances outlined at
8.2.5 above, authorities should measure their five year housing land supply “against the area’s
local housing need calculated using the standard method”; with no exceptions.

10.2.8

Indeed, as noted above, the most recent Housing Delivery Test calculation for Chorley was
made against the LHN figure for the borough. If delivery is measured against this figure, then
supply should also be calculated against it.

10.2.9

In summary, it is perfectly legitimate for the Council to pursue the approach outlined in the
2020 MoU through the emerging local plan process, where it can be examined for soundness
in due course. However, the five year housing land supply should be calculated against the
LHN figure for Chorley until a joint apportionment approach is found sound at a local plan
examination. It is not for individual section 78 inquiries to examine the soundness of this
document, nor should it be.

10.2.10

Nevertheless, as the Council seeks to utilise the 2020 MoU as the basis for its five year housing
land supply assessment in this appeal, that MoU is a material consideration. I rely on Mr
Donagh’s evidence which explains that the proposed redistribution ensures that minimum
need will not be met in Chorley (indeed, only half the required number of homes will be
provided). The 2020 Housing Needs Study, upon which the MoU is based, does not support
the claim that meeting Chorley’s need in Chorley will result in delivery failure in Preston, or
indeed undermine the Preston and South Ribble City Deal. Mr Donagh’s analysis suggests that
there is a weak relationship between Preston and Chorley, relatively strong external influences,
and that all three authorities are capable of simultaneous delivery at pace. Mr Donagh explains
that the rationale for the criteria used to redistribute need and the objectives of said criteria
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are not explained, they have no bearing on actual need and suggest that constraints are being
used to establish a housing requirement. This is a plan-making process and should not
impinge upon decision-taking in the absence of an up-to-date, sound plan. Therefore, in my
view, irrespective on my primary position that the decision-taker should not deviate from the
standard method for Chorley in this case, the 2020 MoU is not a robust document and should
only be afforded very limited weight at this stage, if any.
10.2.11

In their Statement of Case, the Council contend that by applying the standard method figure
in Chorley it will somehow distort the housing market area and direct housing towards Chorley
at the expense of Preston and South Ribble. However, the fact remains that the standard
method indicates a need to be met in Chorley. If the Council wish to argue for that need to
be met elsewhere, they are entitled to do so through the plan making process. Similarly, the
Council imply that proceeding on the basis of standard method in Chorley will frustrate the
aims of the Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal to deliver accelerated housing
growth in Preston and South Ribble. It is true that the standard method figures for Preston
and South Ribble will not allow them to achieve the City Deal targets, but neither will the MoU
requirement figures. It must be remembered that the standard method requirement is a
minimum, and a five year housing land supply is a minimum, so if Preston and South Ribble
wished to boost housing supply in line with the City Deal they would be perfectly entitled to
permit further housing development in excess of their five year requirement on the basis that
the City Deal is a significant material consideration in those boroughs.

10.2.12

I therefore proceed to consider my five year housing land supply assessment upon the basis
of the Chorley LHN requirement.

10.3

Five Year Housing Land Supply

10.3.1

As outlined above, paragraph 73 sets out that local planning authorities should identify and
update annually a supply of “specific deliverable” sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five
years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement.

10.3.2

The Council’s most recent published position in relation to five-year housing land supply was
released in May 2020 (CD7.21). It identifies that, based on the re-distributed MoU housing
requirement of 278dpa, and applying a 5% buffer as required in light of their Housing Delivery
Test 2019 results, the Council claims a five year housing land supply of 5.7 years, which
represents a surplus of 203 dwellings.
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Assessing the Council’s claimed supply against the standard method figure, which in my view
is the correct approach, this results in a five year housing land supply of 2.8 years, or a deficit
of 1,327 dwellings against the five year requirement.

10.3.4

The Statement of Common Ground on Housing Requirement and Supply sets out the
respective positions of the Council and the Appellant in respect of housing land supply. As
explained above, I consider that the housing requirement for the purpose of the five year
housing land supply calculation should be based on the standard method figure for Chorley
of 569dpa. I agree with the Council that a 5% buffer should be added to the five year
requirement to ensure choice and competition in the market for land, in accordance with
paragraph 73 of the Framework. I have analysed the sites within the Council’s five year supply
and consider that the following deduction should be made:
Cowling Farm, Chorley (HS1.5)

10.3.5

This site sits within the category “allocated sites without planning permission”. The Council
claims that 158 dwellings will be delivered on the site within the five year period.

10.3.6

I have assessed the site against the definition of a deliverable site set out within the glossary
of the Framework, which states that “to be considered deliverable, sites for housing should be
available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a
realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years” [my
emphasis]. In particular, in respect of sites which are allocated in development plans but do
not have detailed planning permission, the definition states that sites “should only be
considered deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin
on site within five years”.

10.3.7

The Council’s five year land supply statement states that:
“A land exchange has taken place between the Council and Homes England, with
Homes England now owning the residential part of the allocation. A masterplan has
also been prepared for the site. Homes England have confirmed that the site will be
delivered in the five year period with development scheduled to commence by the end
of 2021/early 2022”

10.3.8

I do not consider that the above justification provides “clear evidence” that housing
completions will begin on site within five years. To be clear, a masterplan was prepared by
Chorley Council and Homes England in 2018, and was opened up to public consultation. Since
this date, it appears that little progress has been made on progressing the site through the
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planning process. There is no planning application for the site lodged with the LPA. The
Council’s justification relies on a statement from Homes England confirming their intention
that development will be scheduled to commence by early 2022. In my view, this does not
come close to clearing the bar of “clear evidence” which would be required for the site to be
included in the five year land supply assessment at this time.
10.3.9

As such, I consider that the whole site, or 158 dwellings should be deducted from the housing
land supply. I therefore consider that the Council’s deliverable supply is a total of 1,505
dwellings over the five year period

10.3.10

In light of the above, I have reassessed the Council’s five year land supply, and I consider that
the actual position is 2.5 years, or a shortfall of 1,485 dwellings over the five year period.

10.3.11

This of course represents 1,485 households in Chorley whose needs are not being met. These
are real households, in real need, right now. As such, significant weight should be afforded to
any proposals which can deliver housing within the five-year period.

10.4

The Consequence of the Five Year Housing Land Supply Position

10.4.1

As I have made clear in my evidence, the Appellant’s case in this appeal is not dependent on
a five year housing land supply deficit. Indeed, a five year housing land supply should always
be considered as a minimum, and therefore the ability to demonstrate a five year housing
land supply should not be a bar to further sustainable development coming forward in line
with the government’s ambition to boost significantly the supply of housing. There are
countless examples of appeal decisions from both Planning Inspectors and the Secretary of
State where planning permission has been granted in spite of there being a five year housing
land supply. I list a few below:

10.4.2

•

Land off Station Road, Long Melford (CD10.24)

•

Land at Sibford Road, Hook Norton (CD10.25)

•

Land at Fountain Lane, Davenham (CD10.26)

•

Land north of Upper Chapel, Launceston (CD10.27)

Nevertheless, I do consider that the lack of a five year housing land supply in this case makes
the appellant’s case even more compelling. It of course provides a further route to the “tilted
balance”, as footnote 7 of the Framework clarifies that the policies which are most important
for determining the application, within the auspices of paragraph 11d) of the Framework, are
automatically deemed out-of-date in circumstances where the LPA cannot demonstrate a five
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year housing land supply, which of course triggers the tilted balance. It also affects the weight
to be afforded to the provision of new housing, and the weight to be afforded to policies
which restrict the delivery of that new housing.
10.4.3

In particular, the weight afforded to policy BNE3, relating to safeguarded land, should be
reduced further as a result of the lack of a five year housing land supply. As I have alluded to
already in my evidence, when there is a demonstrable need for housing which is not being
met, either through the local plan process or indeed through the granting of planning
permissions, then it is to sites which have been safeguarded to meet future development
needs that we should turn. This further reinforces my view that any conflict with policy BNE3
can only be afforded limited weight in this appeal.

10.4.4

On this point, I am supported by numerous appeal decisions, all of which have found that in
circumstances where a Council (Leeds City Council in all of these cases) had an out-of-date
plan and a lack of five year housing land supply, limited weight should be afforded to the
restriction of development of safeguarded land and that the relevant policy is out of date:
•

Ridge Meadows, Linton, Leeds (CD10.30)

This decision was made in the context of the updated NPPF. The Inspector sets out
their reasoning on whether the policy within the development plan which concerns
Safeguarded Land (Policy N34) can be considered up to date at paragraph 44 of the
decision letter which states:
“The revised Framework6 is clear that where the Council cannot demonstrate a five year
supply of deliverable housing sites, as in this instance, policies which are ‘most important
for determining the application’ are rendered out-of-date. Since Policy N34 was relied
on in the Council’s putative reasons for refusal, it self-evidently falls within that
category, and must be considered out-of-date.”
At paragraph 46 the Inspector continues and states:
“Development of the appeal site would conflict with Policy N34 to the extent that it
effectively safeguards land for potential future development rather than at present.
That said, the policy anticipates the possibility of development at some future point.
There is a current need for housing land, and the release of the site for that purpose
would be consistent with the policy’s original objective of meeting development

6

Framework, Paragraph 11(d)
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needs beyond 2016. In any event, it must now be considered out-of-date in terms of
the updated Framework, given the absence of a five year supply of housing.
Furthermore, the effect of its application is to constrain the delivery of housing
contrary to the Framework’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes7.
In my judgement, this diminishes the weight that can be attached to any conflict with
this policy.”
•

East of Scholes, Leeds (CD10.31)

Paragraph 15 of this appeal decision found that the lack of housing land supply
rendered Policy N34 out of date according to the Framework. While at Paragraph 17
the Inspector found that as the Council were failed to meet their housing needs, now
was the time to make use of such (safeguarded) land and stated:
“After all, the PAS land has been identified as suitable for development in principle
and specifically removed from the Green Belt accordingly. To restrict much needed
development due to a conflict with Policy N34 would serve no useful or logical
purpose, it would simply frustrate development. For this reason, I attach very limited
weight to the conflict with Policy N34 in this case.”
The Inspector continues at Paragraph 18 and says:
“The Council suggests that the appeal should fail having regard to paragraph 139(d) of
the Framework alone. However, this is not a restrictive policy of the Framework
contained in the closed list footnoted to paragraph 11 and which seeks to protect areas
or assets of importance. Furthermore, paragraph 139 is clearly framed with reference to
plan-making as opposed to decision-taking. It is nonetheless a material consideration
to which I have had regard in reaching the above conclusion. For the reasons I have set
out, it would not be appropriate to withhold planning permission in this case pending
an update to a plan.”
•

South of Selby Road, Garforth, Leeds (CD10.32)

This Appeal was heard by the same Inspector as the Appeal at Land East of Scholes
above, unsurprisingly the Inspector came to the same conclusions at Paragraph 13 of
their Appeal Decision that the due a shortfall of housing land Policy N34 was out of

7

Framework, Paragraph 59
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date according to the Framework as it does not support the Framework’s objective to
significantly boost the supply of housing.

10.5

Hallam Land Judgment

10.5.1

Davis LJ, Lindblom LJ and Heckingbottom LJ in Hallam Land vs SSCLG8 (CD11.03) made clear
that the extent of the five year housing land supply shortfall is a material consideration in
determining the weight to be afforded to the benefits of providing new housing on a particular
proposal:
The policies in paragraphs 14 and 49 [as were] of the NPPF do not specify the
weight to be given to the benefit, in a particular proposal, of reducing or
overcoming a shortfall against the requirement for a five-year supply of housing
land. This is a matter for the decision-maker’s planning judgment, and the court
will not interfere with that planning judgment except on public law grounds. But
the weight to be given to the benefits of new housing development in an area
where a shortfall in housing land supply has arisen is likely to depend on factors
such as the broad magnitude of the shortfall, how long it is likely to persist, what
the local planning authority is doing to reduce it, and how much of it the
development will meet. [para. 51]

10.5.2

As such, while the tilted balance applies in any event in this case, the weight to be afforded to
the benefit of market and affordable housing, and the corresponding weight to harm resulting
from conflict with policies which restrict the supply of new housing, will depend on the extent
of the shortfall. I have explained above that I consider there is currently a shortfall of 1,485
dwellings against the five year requirement. This is a very significant shortfall to which very
considerable weight must be attached. As such, it follows that the weight to be afforded to
the benefit of new housing must be considerably increased, and the weight to conflict with
those policies which restrict the supply of housing must be decreased accordingly.

10.6

Summary

10.6.1

The positions of the respective parties on five year housing land supply is summarised in the
below table:

8

[2018] EWCA Civ 1808
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Council

Appellant

Annual requirement
Total five year requirement

278
1,390

569
2,845

Annual requirement with 5% buffer

292

598

Total five year requirement with 5%

1,460

2,990

1,663

1,505

buffer
Total five year housing supply
Available supply in years

10.6.2

5.7

2.5

It is my view that the Council’s land supply is just 2.5 years, or a shortfall of 1,485 dwellings
against the correct five year housing land requirement.

10.6.3

I therefore consider that the lack of a demonstrable five year housing land supply, and the
very considerable shortfall against the five year requirement, is a further trigger to the tilted
balance and further backs up my assertion that very significant weight should be afforded to
the benefits of the delivery of 180 new homes in Euxton at this time, with only limited weight
afforded to those policies such as BNE3 which restrict sustainable development from coming
forward when such a need exists.
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11

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

11.1

Introduction

11.1.1

I set out a summary of the key material considerations pertaining to the case in favour of the
appeal proposals and draw my conclusions in respect of each.

11.1.2

This section aims to identify the relevant material considerations and demonstrate that in the
planning balance the benefits of the proposal demonstrably outweigh the harm identified.

11.1.3

Sustainable development is about positive growth; making economic, environmental and
social progress for this and future generations. The appeal proposals strongly accord with the
three dimensions of sustainable development; economic, social and environmental.

11.2

The Development Plan

11.2.1

The development plan does not identify, nor does it plan to meet, the district’s local housing
need. It is therefore significantly at odds with the requirement of the NPPF to significantly
boost the supply of housing, and is out-of-date for this reason. Policies within the
development plan which seek to restrict development outside of settlement boundaries which
themselves are inextricably linked to the out-dated housing requirements, do not reflect the
NPPF objective to boost significantly the supply of housing, nor the emphasis on meeting
local housing need, and as such can only be afforded limited weight.

11.2.2

In the Chorley Local Plan (2015), the appeal site is designated as Land Safeguarded for Future
Development, under policy BNE3 of that plan.

11.2.3

Having tested the proposals against the material policies contained within the Chorley
development plan, and being mindful of the recent judgment in Cornwall Council case, I
consider that while there is some conflict with policy BNE3 of the Chorley Local Plan, which
seeks to restrict development on Safeguarded Land to certain forms of development, when
the development plan is taken as a whole, the appeal scheme is in accordance with it.

11.2.4

Nevertheless, even if I am wrong that the appeal scheme complies with the development plan
taken as a whole, I consider that there are considerable material considerations in this case
which warrant the grant of planning permission.
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Other Material Considerations
National Planning Policy Framework

11.3.1

I have demonstrated that the appeal proposals achieve demonstrable accordance with the
overall holistic objectives and relevant policies of the NPPF, in particular, the ‘presumption in
favour of sustainable development’ which is clearly invoked in respect of the appeal proposals.

11.3.2

The appellant’s evidence is clear that paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF is engaged and
consequently, the ‘tilted balance’ is engaged. There are no specific policies in the Framework
which indicate that development should be restricted and the presumption dis-engaged. It is
therefore my professional opinion that in accordance with the Framework, planning
permission should be granted provided that any adverse impacts of doing so would not
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in
the Framework taken as a whole.

Emerging Local Plan
11.3.3

The emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan is at a relatively early stage of preparation, having
undergone Issues & Options consultation in early 2020. In accordance with paragraph 48 of
the Framework, I accept that given its stage of preparation, and the unresolved objections to
it, the emerging plan can only be afforded limited weight in this appeal. However, it should
be noted that as part of the Issues & Options consultation, Chorley Borough Council identified
a number of potential sites for allocation in the new plan. The appeal site was included as a
potential housing allocation. I accept that this potential allocation cannot be afforded more
than limited weight at this stage, but it does weigh positively in favour of the appeal proposals.

Affordable Housing Need
11.3.4

The proposals meet an identified affordable housing need and will contribute up to 54
affordable dwellings (30% of the total dwellings proposed) which will enable people in
significant housing need to access housing in the borough. The proposals will assist in helping
to maintain and enhance the vitality of the community and will also ensure that they
contribute towards the NPPF’s objective of creating mixed and balanced communities.

11.3.5

The provision of a policy compliant level of affordable housing is a very important material
consideration that weighs heavily in favour of the appeal proposals.
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Self and Custom Build Housing
11.3.6

10% of the dwellings on the appeal site will be provided as self-build or custom build housing
plots. It has been established that there is a significant need for this form of housing in Chorley
which is not being met either through the plan-making or decision-taking process. As such,
the provision of 18 such plots is a further material consideration which weighs heavily in favour
of the appeal proposals.

Economic Impact and Benefits
11.3.7

The proposal will result in economic benefits, through construction spend, job creation and
an increase in Council Tax revenue. The proposal will attract a young, economically active
population to Euxton, creating a considerable level of new expenditure to support retailers
and other services in the area. The new residents would generate household retail and other
expenditure within the local economy and the wider housing market area.

11.3.8

Having examined the beneficial economic impacts that would arise from the appeal proposals,
these should be considered to be important material planning benefits that weigh heavily in
favour of the proposals.

Sustainable Location, Sustainable Site
11.3.9

The appeal proposals constitute sustainable development and will contribute to enhancing
the vitality of Euxton and the surrounding area. The proposals will deliver new homes of the
right type, at the right place and at the right time to support the borough’s growth aspirations
in line with their adopted and emerging spatial strategy. The development accords with these
principles in the Framework.

11.3.10

Where necessary, obligations will be secured via a Section 106 agreement, to mitigate against
the impacts of the appeal proposals.

11.3.11

A mix of housing (up to 180 new dwellings) offering 2-5 bedroom properties, comprising a
range of house types including linked townhouses and detached properties is proposed. This
will add to the choice of high quality homes available in the borough and Euxton itself. The
proposal also sets a framework to enable the delivery of a high quality residential
development.

11.3.12

Existing and new residents will benefit from the additional social infrastructure provision onsite, on land which is currently not accessible to the public. A considerable amount of public
open space is proposed on-site including accessible green space, a children’s play facility,
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recreational footpaths and ecological habitat enhancement. The scheme provides an
opportunity for net gains in biodiversity.
11.3.13

The location of the site provides the opportunity for residents to undertake journeys on foot
and by cycle, for a variety of purposes, including: school, recreation, leisure, local amenity
shopping and employment. In addition, the appeal site is served by a regular bus service, and
the additional population will result in increased usage of this public transport service. The
site also benefits from its location close to Buckshaw Village, where there is a wide range of
employment opportunities.

11.3.14

The Highways Statement of Common Ground between the Highway Authority and the
Appellant confirms that the site is located sustainably and that the proposals will not have a
detrimental impact on highway safety or capacity, subject to mitigation. Such mitigation as
outlined in the Highways SoCG will provide a material benefit to the existing community. The
proposed vehicular access onto School Lane has been agreed as appropriate by the Highway
Authority and they do not object to the proposals.

11.3.15

The Ecology Appraisal submitted with the application, and the subsequent Ecology Statement
of Common Ground, demonstrate that there will be no adverse impact of the appeal proposals
in respect of biodiversity. Indeed, it is considered that there is the opportunity at Reserved
Matters to bring forward a scheme which provides net biodiversity gains in line with a key
national policy objective.

11.3.16

The FRA demonstrates the proposed development would be operated with minimal risk from
flooding and would not increase flood risk elsewhere. All built development is outside of those
areas identified by the Environment Agency as being of high risk of flooding and a sustainable
drainage strategy will be employed. Details of this will be submitted at the reserved matters
stage.

11.3.17

The Heritage Statement of Common Ground confirms that the only harm to designated
heritage assets resulting from the appeal proposals would be a slight degree of harm, at the
lower end of the less than substantial spectrum, to the grade II listed Houghton House
Farmhouse. Heritage harm is not part of the Council’s reason for refusing the proposal, and
any harm is clearly outweighed by the public benefits of the proposals.

11.3.18

The Landscape Statement of Common Ground makes clear that the site is not situated in a
Valued Landscape or area designated for its landscape value. The level of landscape harm is
agreed between the parties and is no more than that associated with the development of a
61

Agenda Page 1162
Land off Pear Tree Lane, Euxton

Agenda Item 4a
Proof of Evidence Mr Christien Lee

greenfield site anywhere. Landscape harm does not form part of the Council’s reason for
refusing the development.

11.4

Planning Balance

11.4.1

It is my view that planning permission for the appeal proposals should be granted for the
following reasons:
d) In accordance with section 38(6) of the Act, the appeal proposals comply with the
development plan as a whole, and there are no material considerations which indicate
that the development should not be permitted in accordance with the plan.
e) Even if the appeal proposals are found not to comply with the development plan as a
whole, there are significant material considerations in this case (without applying the tilted
balance) which indicate that the application of section 38(6) would favour the grant of
planning permission.
f)

A further material consideration is the application of the tilted balance at paragraph 11d)
of the Framework, in which the adverse impacts of the proposal do not come close to
significantly and outweighing the benefits of the proposal.

11.4.2

There are very significant material considerations which indicate that planning permission
should be granted; most notably the provision of up to 54 affordable homes, 18 self and
custom build plots, and 108 market homes in a sustainable location, on land which has been
safeguarded for future development, and is earmarked as a potential housing allocation in the
emerging local plan, in an area which does not have an up-to-date local plan.

Housing Need and Supply
11.4.3

As the Council’s strategic policies are over 5 years old, in accordance with the Framework, their
five year housing land supply must be calculated against local housing need, using the
Government’s standard methodology. Against this figure, and following an analysis of the
Council’s claimed supply, CBC are only able to demonstrate a five year housing land supply of
2.5 years. This is a very significant shortfall of 1,485 dwellings.

11.4.4

In the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development, I have set out that in
accordance with case law the degree of the shortfall is material. I consider that in light of the
substantial shortfall identified, very significant weight must be afforded to the considerable
contribution that the proposals will make to addressing the housing shortfall in Chorley.
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Conclusion
11.4.5

It is submitted that the proper application of section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 requires the grant of planning permission, and it is respectfully requested
that planning permission be granted.
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1.1

Introduction

1.1.1

This appendix summarises the national planning policies of relevance to the appeal proposals and
sets out whether the appeal proposals accord or conflict with the identified policies.

1.2

National Planning Policy Framework

1.2.1

The latest version of the National Planning Policy Framework was published on the 19th February
2019 and, from the date of publication, its policies are a material consideration to be taken into
account when dealing with applications 1.

1.2.2

The Framework sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are
expected to be applied; it also sets out the requirements for the planning system only to the extent
that it is relevant, proportionate and necessary to do so.

1.2.3

Planning law requires that applications must be determined in accordance with the development
plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. This is confirmed by paragraphs 2, 12 and
47 of the Framework, which continue to place importance on the plan-led approach. The
Framework is, however, a material consideration in decision taking from the date of its publication2.

1.2.4

The Government has made clear its expectation, through the Framework, that the planning system
will positively embrace well-conceived development to deliver the economic growth necessary and
the housing needed to create inclusive and mixed communities so that sustainable development is
pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable
development.

1.2.5

For decision-taking this means approving development where it accords with an up-to-date
development plan, or where there are no relevant development plan policies or where the policies
which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting permission
unless adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, or policies in
the Framework indicate development should be restricted 3.

1.2.6

The Framework, at paragraph 48, confirms that emerging development plans may also be afforded
weight in the decision-making process according to their stage of preparation and the extent of
unresolved objections to them.

1

Paragraph 212.

2

Paragraph 212.

3

Paragraph 11

3
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My evidence finds that the presumption in favour of sustainable development set out at paragraph
11 of the Framework is engaged for the following two reasons:
(i)

Policies that are the most important for determining the appeal are out of date as they are
predicated on a housing requirement that has been informed by an out-of-date RSS which
is time expired and does not meet the current local housing need, as required by the
Framework; and

(ii)
1.2.8

on the basis of the lack of a five year housing land supply.

As stated at paragraph 11(d)(ii), with the presumption engaged the decision should be to grant
planning permission unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole.
However, I acknowledge that paragraph 11(d)(i) asserts that the presumption can be disengaged
where policies in the Framework provide a clear reason for refusing development.

1.2.9

The previous appeal was dismissed on the basis that it was judged that safeguarded land was a
policy under footnote 9 of the then (2012) Framework which disapplied the presumption. However,
the latest version of the Framework, published in February 2019 does not include safeguarded land
as one of the designations cited within the ‘closed list’ at footnote 6 of the Framework. Thus policies
do not apply which indicate the presumption should disapplied.

Achieving sustainable development
1.2.10

Paragraph 7 of the Framework summarises the objective of sustainable development as meeting
the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own
needs.

1.2.11

Paragraph 8 notes that to achieve sustainable development, there are three overarching objectives
that need to be pursued in mutually supportive ways: social, economic and environmental.

1.2.12

It is agreed through the Planning Statement of Common Ground that Euxton is a sustainable
settlement with its own primary school, a small supermarket and a community centre, which would
be reasonably accessible to the appeal site. It is also agreed that the site is located with reasonable
access to public transport. The accessibility of the site by walking, cycling and public transport is
agreed between the parties in the Highways SoCG.

1.2.13

The appeal proposals will deliver homes that are required now to meet both market and affordable
housing need at this sustainable location and allow for a choice of modes of transport to be used
to access local facilities and services.

1.2.14

The Council’s assertion that the site is locationally sustainable and a suitable location for housing is
supported by the site being designated as safeguarded land.
4
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It is therefore clear that the site is sustainable in a locational sense, with good access to local services
and facilities in Euxton.

Building a strong, competitive economy
1.2.16

Paragraph 80 of the Framework maintains that significant weight should be placed on the need to
support economic growth and productivity, taking into account both local business needs and
wider opportunities for development.

1.2.17

The economic benefits associated with the appeal proposals are set out at section 8 of my evidence
and in more detail within the Socio-economic Sustainability Statement (CD1.7) submitted with the
planning application. In my opinion, these are real benefits that are derived from the scheme and
should be given significant weight in the planning balance.

Promoting sustainable transport

1.2.18

Paragraphs 102-111 of the Framework set out how transport factors should be taken into account
when considering development. In accordance with paragraph 111 of the Framework, the
application was supported by a detailed Transport Assessment (CD1.8) and Travel Plan (CD1.9). The
submitted documents demonstrate that the development proposals are acceptable in highways
and transportation terms, in accordance with paragraph 109 of the Framework.

1.2.19

Paragraph 109 of NPPF states:
“Development should only be prevented or refused on highway grounds if there
would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative
impacts on the road networks would be severe.”

1.2.20

Following the submission of the appeal, the appellant’s highways consultant has liaised with the
Highway Authority and a Highways Statement of Common Ground has been agreed which confirms
that all matters have been addressed to the satisfaction of that authority. As such it is considered
that all relevant NPPF policies relating to highways and transportation are complied with.

Delivering a sufficient supply of homes
1.2.21

Paragraphs 59 – 79 set out how the Government’s objective of “significantly boosting” the supply
of homes is to be achieved. The appeal proposals will assist the Council by helping to boost the
supply of both market and affordable housing in an area where the Council acknowledges it has a
pressing shortage.

1.2.22

The Framework requires that councils should have a clear understanding of the land in their area
through the preparation of a strategic housing land availability assessment. Local planning
authorities should identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to
5
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provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement set out in
adopted strategic policies. The supply of specific deliverable sites should in addition include a buffer
(moved forward from later in the plan period) of either 5%, 10% or 20%. A 20% buffer should be
applied where there has been significant under delivery of housing over the previous three years,
to improve the prospect of achieving the planned supply.
1.2.23

Since November 2018, the application of the buffer has been measured against the Housing
Delivery Test. The Housing Delivery Test results indicate that there is not a record of significant
under delivery in Chorley and so it is appropriate to apply a 5% buffer.

1.2.24

Paragraph 62 of the Framework states that planning policies should also specify the type of
affordable housing required and expect it to be met on site. In this instance, the Appellant has been
guided by the Council as to the appropriate affordable tenure mix to be secured via the planning
obligation and the appellant anticipates that the appropriate affordable housing requirement will
be met in full on site. The proposal will provide for a range of market and affordable homes of
various sizes and tenures. These new dwellings will also help to free up existing dwellings that are
under-occupied, enabling more efficient use of existing housing stock to be made.

Housing Land Supply
1.2.25

Paragraph 59 of the Framework states that to support the Government’s objective of significantly
“boosting the supply of new homes”, it is important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can
come forward where it is needed that the needs of groups with specific requirements are addressed
and that land with permission is developed without unnecessary delay.

1.2.26

Paragraph 73 of the NPPF notes that local planning authorities should identify and update annually
a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum five years’ worth of housing
against their housing requirement or against their local housing need where the strategic policies
are more than five years old.

1.2.27

I consider the matter of five year housing land supply at chapter 10 of my proof, where I conclude
that CBC is currently unable to demonstrate the requisite supply.

1.2.28

The consequence of that inability to demonstrate a 5yhls is that the tilted balance must be applied:
see footnote 7 NPPF, and §039 of the PPG on “Housing and economic land availability assessment”:
“What happens if an authority cannot demonstrate a 5 year land supply?
If an authority cannot demonstrate a 5 year land supply, plus any relevant buffer, the
presumption in favour of sustainable development will apply, as set out in footnote 7 of the
National Planning Policy Framework, to enable the development of alternative sites to meet
the policy requirement.”
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Safeguarded Land
1.2.29

Paragraph 139 of the Framework states that plans should “ where necessary, identify areas of
safeguarded land between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term
development needs stretching well beyond the plan period” and “make clear that the safeguarded
land is not allocated for development at the present time. Planning permission for the permanent
development of safeguarded land should only be granted following an update to a plan, which
proposes the development.”

1.2.30

It is evident that this paragraph of the Framework is couched in terms of plan-making rather than
decision taking. The crux of the paragraph is that plans should make clear that safeguarded land is
not allocated for development at the present time, and that plans should not support the grant of
planning permission until the plan has been reviewed. This is precisely what policy BNE3 of the CLP
does.

1.2.31

My view that this is a plan-making policy rather than decision-taking one is supported by the
findings of Inspector Boniface in the Scholes appeal decision (CD10.31), where at paragraph 18 he
states “paragraph 139 is clearly framed with reference to plan-making as opposed to decisiontaking” and that “it would not be appropriate to withhold planning permission in this case pending
an update to a plan”. The same Inspector reached the same conclusions in the Garforth case
(CD10.32, p. 16). The fact that this paragraph is no longer considered to be a restrictive policy within
the auspices of paragraph 11c) of the Framework further suggests that it was not the Secretary of
State’s intention to withhold planning permission in all cases involving safeguarded land if the tilted
balance would be passed.

1.2.32

As such, it cannot be suggested that in a case like the instant appeal, where the local plan is out-ofdate and the Council has a considerable housing land supply deficit, that permission should be
withheld with reference to Framework paragraph 139.

Housing Mix and Choice
1.2.33

Paragraph 50 of the Framework states that local authorities should seek to deliver a wide choice of
quality homes and widen opportunities for home ownership, planning for a mix of housing based
on current and future demographic trends. The proposal would provide for a range of market and
affordable homes of various sizes and tenures meeting the expectations of the Framework.

1.2.34

Paragraph 60 of the Framework states that strategic policies should be informed by a local housing
need assessment, conducted using the standard method in national planning guidance, unless
exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which also reflects current and future
demographic trends and market signals.

1.2.35

The definition of local housing need is set out at Annex 2 of the Framework, as follows:
7
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“The number of homes identified as being needed through the application of the
standard method set out in national planning guidance, (or, in the context of
preparing strategic policies only, this may be calculated using a justified
alternative approach…).”
1.2.36

I cover the issue of Local Housing Need at chapter 10 of my evidence.

Achieving well-designed places
1.2.37

The Framework states that good design is a “key aspect of sustainable development”; the creation
of high quality buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning and development process
should achieve.

1.2.38

The scheme is in outline, with all matters reserved except for details of the main site access. The
Design and Access Statement (DAS) (CD1.4) demonstrates how the site will deliver a high quality
sustainable residential development.

1.2.39

The DAS provides a comprehensive appraisal of how the design of the site had evolved through an
iterative process that was informed by environmental and technical work and an understanding of
the development’s relationship with Euxton and the surrounding context. The DAS includes a vision
that incorporated an approach to place making in order that the proposal could become a ‘place’
in its own right, whilst also supplementing to the existing ‘backdrop’ to the site.

Promoting healthy and safe communities
1.2.40

Paragraph 91 of the Framework promotes the aim of achieving healthy, inclusive and safe places by
promoting social interaction, creation of places which are safe and accessible and also supporting
healthy lifestyles through the provision of green infrastructure places. The Illustrative Masterplan
that is included within the DAS demonstrates how the provision of open space, landscaping, and
informal open space and potential footpath linkages could be integrated into a detailed design for
the site at reserved matters stage.

1.2.41

The Development Framework Plan (CD1.3) shows a total of 2.25ha of green infrastructure and
public open space (circa 30% of the site), including accessible open space, a children’s play
facilityand recreational footpaths. The green infrastructure framework will allow for appropriate
landscape and ecological mitigation measures to be applied, the provision of new public open
space and the incorporation of new hedgerow and tree planting to create a firm, green edge to the
settlement.

1.2.42

These components of the scheme will enable the new resident community, together with the
existing, to use these networks in order to take exercise and thus the proposed scheme will actively
promote general well-being for the new and existing resident community.

8
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Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment
Ecology
1.2.43

Paragraph 170(d) of the Framework states that planning policies and decisions should contribute
to and enhance the natural and local environment by minimising impacts on biodiversity and
providing net gains in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are
more resilient to current and future pressures.

1.2.44

The Ecological Appraisal (CD1.10) submitted in support of the application confirms that no
significant adverse effects would be expected as a result of the proposed development.
Furthermore, subject to the delivery of proposed landscaping and ecological enhancement
measures, it is anticipated that net gains for biodiversity are achievable. Mitigation and
enhancement measures could be secured via appropriately worded planning conditions and/or
control of detailed designs for the site.

1.2.45

There is no objection from the Council’s ecology adviser on biodiversity grounds.

1.2.46

It is considered that the appeal proposals will deliver a net gain in biodiversity in accordance with
the Framework objective.

Landscape
1.2.47

Paragraph 170 of the Framework states that the planning system should contribute to and enhance
the natural and local environment by inter alia protecting and enhancing valued landscapes (in a
manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in the development plan)
and recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider benefits from
natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits of the best and
most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland.

1.2.48

The appeal site does not fall within any national or local landscape designation. The site cannot be
considered a ‘valued landscape’ within the meaning of paragraph 170. Wider landscape matters,
including the need to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, are addressed
in the Landscape Statement of Common Ground and weighed in the planning balance at chapter
11 of this proof.

Air Quality
1.2.49

Paragraph 180 of the Framework states:
“Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is
appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including
cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural
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environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to
impacts that could arise from the development…”
1.2.50

The application was accompanied by an Air Quality Assessment (CD1.16) prepared by Wardell
Armstrong. This demonstrated that the proposed development would not lead to unacceptable risk
from air pollution, as required by national policy.

1.2.51

The Council’s Environmental Health Officer has not objected to the application and air quality does
not form a reason for refusal.

Noise
1.2.52

The application was accompanied by a Noise Screening Assessment Report (CD1.15) prepared by
Wardell Armstrong. This identified road traffic on Pear Tree Lane and School Lane as the dominant
noise source that would potentially affect residents of the proposed development. The report
concludes that noise could be adequately mitigated.

1.2.53

No objections were raised by the Environmental Health Officer on noise-related grounds and noise
does not form a reason for refusal..

Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment
1.2.54

Section 16 of the Framework provides policy guidance on the conservation and investigation of
heritage assets.

1.2.55

In the Framework, heritage significance is defined as:
“The value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its
heritage interest. That interest may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or
historic. Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence,
but also from its setting.”

1.2.56

Paragraph 196 of the Framework states:
“Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the
significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the
public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum
viable use”

1.2.57

A Heritage Assessment was submitted with the application (CD1.17). The statement found that the
appeal site makes a minor contribution to the significance of Houghton House Farmhouse due to
its close physical association to the former Farm complex, and to a minimal degree, its former use
in relation to the Farmhouse and farm complex, however this relationship is now largely eroded
due to changes in use of the former Farm buildings. The historic setting of the Farmhouse has also
10
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been compromised by the expansion of Euxton and the settlement’s development to the north,
west and south of the Farmhouse since the mid-20th century. As such, it is considered that the
scheme will result in minimal, less than substantial harm to the significance of the Farmhouse by
means of impact on its setting. No significant archaeological harm is anticipated subject to
imposition of standard conditions.
1.2.58

The Council’s heritage officer has not objected to the proposal and the historic environment does
not form a reason for refusal. Nevertheless, as a result of the acknowledged harm I will weigh this
against the public benefits of the proposal at chapter 9 of my evidence.

Making effective use of land
1.2.59

Paragraph 117 of the Framework states that:
“Planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of land in
meeting the need for homes and other uses, while safeguarding and improving
the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions…”

1.2.60

The application proposals provide a suitable location for housing development and would be an
effective use of the land. The proposals also accord with paragraph 118 as they would offer
opportunities to achieve net environmental gains by both enabling new habitat creation and
improving public access to open space, not previously available.

1.2.61

As set out in the Design and Access Statement (CD1.4), the average net density of the proposals is
35 dwellings per hectare. This is considered to be an appropriate density level taking into account
the surrounding context of Euxton.

Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change
1.2.62

A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) (CD1.13) was submitted with the planning application. The FRA
considers the existing flood risk of the site and includes an assessment of the surface water drainage
requirements of the site. The FRA is clear that the appeal proposals would be at minimal risk from
flooding, would not increase flood risk elsewhere and is compliant with the requirements of the
Framework. The appeal proposals also allow for the control of surface water run-off from the appeal
site.

1.2.63

The appeal site is located entirely within Flood Zone 1, which is land considered to be at low risk of
fluvial flooding. Paragraph 155 of Framework is clear that inappropriate development should be
directed away from areas at highest risk of flooding. Framework paragraph 156 confirms that Local
Plans should be supported by a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and should take a sequential, risk
based, approach to the location of development.
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Lancashire County Council, as lead local flood authority, were consulted as part of the application
process and consider the drainage strategy put forward by the appellant to be acceptable subject
to conditions (CD3.8).

Planning Conditions and Obligations
1.2.65

Paragraphs 54-57 of the Framework restate previous advice on conditions and obligations and
Community Infrastructure Levy charges, emphasising their impact on viability. Paragraph 55
requires conditions precedent to be avoided, unless there is clear justification. Footnote 23 of the
Framework refers to a legislative requirement for applicants to provide their written agreement to
the imposition of any pre-commencement conditions.

1.2.66

The appellant will seek to agree a schedule of draft list of conditions with the Council prior to the
opening of the inquiry.

1.2.67

A draft S106 agreement has been circulated and will be agreed with the Council prior to the inquiry.

Conclusion
1.2.68

The appeal proposals have been assessed against the various relevant chapters of the Framework,
which confirms that they comprise sustainable development as a result of:
i.

Providing a deliverable housing development that will make a valuable contribution
towards national and local objectives for economic growth;

ii.

Being accessible by public transport and other sustainable means, promoted through a
Travel Plan as well as enhancements to promote travel by sustainable modes;

iii.

Making an important contribution towards meeting the five-year housing land
requirement in the district;

iv.

Contributing to housing choice and the mix of housing in the area; in particular making an
important contribution to affordable housing needs;

v.

Being capable of delivering a high quality design;

vi.

Promoting healthy communities through integration with the existing settlement and the
provision of open space;

vii.

Being located on land at low risk of flooding and ensuring that the development will not
increase flood risk downstream; and

viii.
1.2.69

Conserving and enhancing the natural environment.

Accordingly, I consider the above demonstrates the proposals amount to sustainable development.

12
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1.3

Planning Practice Guidance

1.3.1

The Planning Practice Guidance (or PPG) was first published on 6 th March 2014 and it expands and
provides additional guidance on policies within the Framework. The most recent revisions to the
PPG were published on the 26th June 2019.

1.3.2

Where necessary, this proof of evidence makes reference to relevant sections of the PPG.
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Gladman Site Delivery - August 2019

Local Planning Authority

Roes Lane, Crich
The Street, Smarden
North End Road, Steeple Claydon
North Dean Avenue, Keighley
Oak Road, Halstead
Station Road, Langford
Mill Road, Cranfield
Chapel End Road, Houghton Conquest
Barkby Road, Queniborough
Main Road, Great Leighs
Plantation Road, Boreham
Barford Road, Bloxham
Sibford Road, Hook Norton
Abbeyfields, Sandbach
Queens Drive, Nantwich
Queens Drive, Nantwich (Phase II)
Holmes Chapel Road, Congleton
Loachbrook Farm, Congleton
Padgbury Lane, Congleton
Warmingham Lane, Middlewich
Cheshire Street, Audlem
Cholmondeley Road, Wrenbury
Church Lane, Wistaston
London Road, Holmes Chapel
Chester Road, Malpas
Churton Road, Farndon
Golden Nook Farm, Cuddington
Nantwich Road, Tarporley
Rilshaw Lane, Winsford
Baly Place Farm, Adlington
Wigan Road, Clayton le Woods
Broad Marston Road, Mickleton
Cirencester Road, Fairford
Sadberge Road, Middleton St George
Byfield Road, Woodford Halse
Main Road, Brailsford
The Auberies, Froghall Lane, Walkern
Langton Hill, Horncastle
Glenfields, Whittlesey
Gloucester Road, Tutshill
Ross Road, Newent
Blackpool Road, Kirkham
Tanton Road, Stokesley
Stillington Road, Easingwold
Beeby Road, Scraptoft
Leicester Road, Great Bowden
Leeming Lane, Boroughbridge
Boroughbridge Road, Knaresborough
Ripon Road, Killinghall
Hampton Dene Road, Hereford
Leadon Way, Ledbury
North Road, Glossop
Station Road, Warboys
Rusper Road, Ifield
Higham Road, Burton Latimer
Mill Bank, Headcorn
Peninsula Way, Chattenden
Stoke Road, Hoo St Werburgh
Church Road, Stowupland
Grantham Road, Waddington
Holywell Road, Pirton
The Longshoot, Nuneaton
Plough Hill Road, Nuneaton
Uffington Road, Barnack
Whittingham Road, Longridge
Henthorn Road, Clitheroe
Langton Road, Norton
Rush Lane, Market Drayton
High Street, Linton
Wooton Road, Charfield
Poplar Lane, Wickwar
Icknield Way, Chinnor
Bush Road, Harbury
Knightcote Road, Bishops Itchington
Bath Road, Leonard Stanley
Edgmond Road, Newport
Haygate Road, Wellington
Common Road, Sissinghurst
Barnett Road, Steventon
Barnett Road 2, Steventon
Townsend Road, Shrivenham
Main Street, East Hanney
Cobblers Lane, Pontefract
Mill Road, Hailsham
Cote Road, Aston
Burford Road, Witney
New Yatt Road, North Leigh
Former Stanton Hardcourt Airfield
Beech Hill Road, Spencers Wood
Barn Road, Longwick

Outline Permission Granted Date

Number of
Dwellings

% Affordable

AVA/2014/0281
16/00045/AS
15/01490/AOP
09/03062/OUT
14/01580/OUT
CB/14/00186/OUT
CB/14/05007/OUT
CB/15/01362/OUT
P/14/0708/2
14/01791/OUT
14/01552/OUT
12/00926/OUT
14/00844/OUT
12/1463/C
12/4654N
14/5841N
14/0134C
11/0736C
13/4219C
12/0883C
13/2224N
14/5615N
14/3024N
14/5921C
13/01213/OUT
13/00283/OUT
11/01061/OUT
11/04261/OUT
15/01032/OUT
12/00741/OUTMAJ
10/00414/OUTMAJ
14/02365/OUT
13/03097/OUT
13/00940/OUT
DA/2012/0860
16/00567/OUT
3/14/2200/OP
S/086/01809/13
F/YR14/0365/O
P1530/14/OUT
P0969/14/OUT
12/0635 & 12/0419
14/00337/OUT
13/01703/OUT
14/01637/OUT
16/01942/OUT
14/04003/OUTMAJ
13/02074/OUTMAJ
16/00582/OUTMAJ
P141526/O
143116
HPK/2013/0327
1301790OUT
DC/14/2132
KET/2013/0714
15/507424/OUT
MC/15/3104
MC/16/2837
3112/15
14/0893/OUT
15/01618/1
033157
033156
15/01840/OUT
06/2011/0344
3/2010/0719
15/00098/MOUT
14/01982/OUT
9/2013/0689
PT13/4182/O
PK16/4006/O
P15/S0154/O
14/02869/OUT
14/03419/OUT
S.13/1289/OUT
TWC/2013/0297
TWC/2013/1003
14/502645/OUT
P12/V1980/O
P14/V1952/FUL
P15/V0663/O
P15/V0343/O
12/01515/OUT
WD/2016/0658/MAO
15/01550/OUT
14/1215/P/OP
15/01934/OUT
16/01054/OUT
O/2013/1221
14/06956/OUT

13/07/2015
12/06/2017
17/06/2016
12/05/2010
03/06/2016
29/06/2015
13/06/2016
02/06/2016
10/03/2015
26/09/2016
25/05/2016
23/09/2013
04/08/2016
07/10/2014
01/03/2013
16/12/2015
17/03/2015
16/08/2012
07/08/2015
09/01/2013
07/01/2015
16/03/2016
21/09/2016
31/10/2016
08/05/2014
09/12/2013
20/02/2012
29/08/2013
21/09/2015
30/08/2013
21/07/2011
23/09/2015
22/09/2014
12/01/2015
15/02/2013
11/07/2017
22/02/2016
28/11/2014
26/09/2014
14/01/2016
10/04/2017
07/11/2013
07/09/2015
08/12/2015
11/02/2016
18/10/2017
04/02/2015
09/07/2014
07/12/2016
11/08/2014
04/04/2016
12/06/2014
29/01/2015
10/09/2015
11/06/2014
24/08/2016
07/03/2016
13/02/2017
25/05/2016
09/11/2015
27/05/2016
11/04/2016
17/08/2015
27/03/2017
15/01/2014
26/03/2012
22/07/2016
18/05/2015
27/10/2014
08/06/2015
24/05/2017
23/03/2016
17/06/2015
20/06/2016
21/07/2014
23/12/2013
15/04/2016
21/03/2016
25/07/2013
09/10/2015
06/05/2016
03/05/2016
23/12/2013
26/05/2016
28/04/2016
25/08/2016
02/11/2016
06/08/2017
08/07/2015
19/05/2016

113
50
60
190
292
110
113
125
165
100
145
75
54
280
270
118
70
200
120
194
120
65
300
190
140
105
150
100
215
170
300
90
120
250
200
75
85
300
150
95
85
180
226
175
178
50
176
170
75
110
321
150
120
95
199
62
131
127
175
142
82
330
262
80
113
270
85
162
110
106
80
89
75
84
150
85
290
60
50
65
116
55
160
165
41
260
76
50
120
160

30%
35%
30%
15%
30%
35%
35%
35%
40%
35%
35%
35%
35%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
50%
50%
30%
30%
35%
40%
20%
40%
40%
40%
30%
50%
50%
40%
40%
40%
40%
40%
30%
35%
30%
40%
40%
30%
40%
25%
25%
35%
35%
40%
25%
25%
30%
30%
30%
35%
10%
30%
35%
35%
40%
35%
35%
30%
35%
25%
35%
40%
40%
40%
40%
14%
35%
50%
40%
50%
50%
40%
40%

Purchaser
Harron Homes
Countryside Properties
Bovis Homes
BDW Homes
Bloor and David Wilson
BDW Homes
Bloor Homes
Kier Homes
Davidsons Developments Ltd
Bellway Homes
Bloor Homes
Bovis Homes
Lioncourt
Anwyl & Redrow Homes
Barratt Homes & Bovis Homes
Bovis Homes
Anwyl Homes
Bovis Homes
Stewart Milne Homes
Morris Homes
Anwyl Homes
Bovis Homes
Bloor Homes
Bloor Homes
Bovis Homes
Taylor Wimpey
Bovis Homes
BDW Homes
Lane End & Laurus
Stewart Milne Homes
BDW Homes & Taylor Wimpey
Miller Homes
Bloor Homes
Story & Miller Homes
Taylor Wimpey
Avant
Mears Group
Cyden Homes
BDW Homes
Bellway Homes
Bellway
BDW Homes
Kier Homes
Kier Homes
Bellway Homes
Mulberry
Harron Homes
BDW Homes
Harron Homes
BDW Homes
BDW Homes
Taylor Wimpey
David Wilson Homes
Bovis Homes
Linden Homes
Bovis Homes
Abbey Developments
Taylor Wimpey
Bloor Homes
Jelson Homes
Cala Homes
BDW Homes
Taylor Wimpey
Linden
Prospect GB
BDW Homes & Taylor Wimpey
Keepmoat
BDW Homes
Strata Homes
Crest Nicholson
Bellway Homes
Bovis Homes
BDW Homes
Bovis Homes
BDW Homes
Bovis Homes
Bovis Homes & Anwyl
Countryside
BDW Homes
BDW Homes
Bovis Homes
Bovis Homes
Avant Homes
Linden Homes
Mears Group
BDW Homes
Bellway Homes
Hayfield Homes
Bellway Homes
Bellway Homes

Reserved Matters Planning
Application Reference
AVA/2016/0339
18/00576/AS
17/00543/ADP
10/06230/MAR
17/01665/REM
CB/16/00374/RM
CB/16/04924/RM
CB/17/01389/REM
P/15/1799/2
17/01949/REM
18/00682/REM
14/00761/REM
17/00950/REM
15/0446/C
14/1823N
16/0983/N
15/4963C
13/2604C
17/4558C
13/5297C
16/1131N
16/1700N
17/6042N
17/6123C
15/03721/REM
16/00087/REM
12/04297/REM
15/00815/REM
17/04426/REM
15/00506/REMMAJ
13/00138/REMMAJ
16/02049/REM
15/02707/REM
13/00940/RM1
DA/2014/0110
18/00397/REM
3/17/1749/REM
S/086/01208/16
F/YR15/0636/RM
P1937/17/APP
P0328/18/APP
14/0613
16/02756/REM
17/00519/REM
16/01372/REM
18/00692/REM
15/05451/REMMAJ
14/04929/REMMAJ
17/04957/REMMAJ
P151360/RM
P1604078/RM
HPK/2015/0120
15/01817/REM
DC/16/1533
KET/2015/0586
17/501093/REM
MC/16/4229
MC/18/0702
DC/17/02755
16/1682/RESM
16/02256/1
34334
34543
18/00377/REM
06/2016/0493
3/2013/0035
17/01517/MREM
16/03082/REM
9/2015/1124
PT16/1503/RM
PK17/5966/RM
P17/S2915/RM
15/04316/REM
17/01884/REM
S.16/1398/REM
TWC/2014/0401
TWC/2017/0643
17/00451/REM
P13/V2691/RM
N/A (Full Application)
P17/V0800/RM
P17/V2973/RM
14/02537/REM
WD/2017/1708/MRM
17/0782/RES
17/03338/RES
17/02463/RES
18/01611/FUL
161303
17/00691/REM

Reserved Matters
Permission Granted
Date
27/05/2016
25/02/2019
12/09/2017
25/05/2011
25/01/2018
05/07/2016
21/03/2017
26/06/2017
16/02/2016
15/03/2018
10/08/2018
09/01/2015
21/12/2017
10/09/2015
11/07/2014
28/07/2016
21/04/2016
18/10/2013
06/03/2018
21/03/2014
21/10/2016
12/08/2016
11/07/2018
14/05/2018
07/03/2016
22/02/2016
08/02/2013
26/06/2015
03/01/2018
09/09/2015
07/05/2013
13/10/2016
13/10/2015
11/03/2016
11/08/2014
12/09/2018
01/02/2018
21/10/2016
15/04/2016
11/06/2018
08/08/2018
12/12/2014
14/07/2017
27/10/2017
04/01/2017
11/10/2018
24/11/2016
06/07/2015
17/10/2018
05/08/2015
21/12/2017
31/07/2015
15/06/2016
04/01/2017
06/11/2015
15/09/2017
01/09/2017
13/07/2018
07/11/2017
23/06/2017
30/05/2017
11/01/2017
03/11/2017
06/07/2018
19/01/2017
16/04/2013
08/06/2018
21/03/2017
31/03/2016
08/08/2016
29/06/2018
06/02/2018
15/06/2016
22/03/2018
17/11/2016
20/08/2014
22/03/2018
07/08/2017
22/04/2014
09/10/2015
18/04/2018
23/08/2018
14/04/2015
24/10/2017
20/10/2017
02/02/2018
13/03/2018
22/01/2019
27/01/2017
19/10/2017

Conditioned Timescale of Reserved
Matters
3 years
3 years
18 months
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
2 years
3 years
3 years
1 year
18 months
2 years
18 months
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
2 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
5 years
3 years
2 years
5 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
18 months
3 years
3 years
2 years
2 years
3 years
18 months
18 months
3 years
3 years
5 years
3 years
2 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
2 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
2 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
5 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
18 months
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years
1 year
1 year
3 years
18 months
3 years
3 years
5 years
2 years
2 years
3 years
3 years
3 years

Commencement on Site
August 2016
August 2019
May 2018
June 2011
April 2018
July 2016
April 2017
August 2017
May 2016
March 2018
September 2018
January 2015
May 2018
October 2016
September 2014
July 2017
July 2016
December 2013
May 2018
August 2014
February 2017
October 2016
July 2018
October 2018
March 2016
June 2016
April 2014
February 2016
July 2018
January 2016
May 2013
November 2016
October 2015
March 2016
April 2015
May 2019
August 2018
June 2017
May 2016
September 2018
October 2018
February 2015
July 2017
May 2018
March 2017
January 2019
January 2017
April 2016
January 2019
January 2016
January 2018
November 2015
August 2016
July 2017
November 2015
March 2018
October 2017
February 2019
February 2018
July 2018
June 2017
September 2017
November 2017
October 2018
June 2017
April 2014
October 2018
July 2017
April 2016
August 2016
October 2018
April 2018
July 2016
August 2018
January 2017
September 2014
June 2018
October 2017
May 2014
May 2016
December 2018
May 2019
January 2016
December 2017
January 2018
April 2018
March 2018
April 2019
April 2017
December 2017

Timescale from Initial
Planning Permission to
Commencement
13 months
26 months
23 months
13 months
22 months
13 months
10 months
14 months
14 months
18 months
27 months
15 months
21 months
24 months
18 months
19 months
15 months
15 months
33 months
19 months
25 months
07 months
22 months
24 months
22 months
31 months
25 months
30 months
34 months
28 months
22 months
14 months
13 months
14 months
26 months
22 months
30 months
31 months
20 months
33 months
17 months
15 months
22 months
29 months
13 months
15 months
23 months
21 months
25 months
16 months
20 months
17 months
19 months
20 months
17 months
18 months
19 months
24 months
21 months
32 months
13 months
17 months
27 months
19 months
42 months
24 months
25 months
27 months
17 months
14 months
17 months
25 months
13 months
26 months
30 months
09 months
26 months
19 months
10 months
07 months
30 months
36 months
25 months
19 months
21 months
20 months
16 months
20 months
21 months
19 months

Agenda Item 4a

Amber Valley Borough Council
Ashford Borough Council
Aylesbury Vale District Council
Bradford Metropolitan District Council
Braintree District Council
Central Bedfordshire Council
Central Bedfordshire Council
Central Bedfordshire Council
Charnwood Borough Council
Chelmsford City Council
Chelmsford City Council
Cherwell District Council
Cherwell District Council
Cheshire East Council
Cheshire East Council
Cheshire East Council
Cheshire East Council
Cheshire East Council
Cheshire East Council
Cheshire East Council
Cheshire East Council
Cheshire East Council
Cheshire East Council
Cheshire East Council
Cheshire West and Chester Council
Cheshire West and Chester Council
Cheshire West and Chester Council
Cheshire West and Chester Council
Cheshire West and Chester Council
Chorley Council
Chorley Council
Cotswold District Council
Cotswold District Council
Darlington Borough Council
Daventry District Council
Derbyshire Dales District Council
East Hertfordshire District Council
East Lindsey District Council
Fenland District Council
Forest of Dean District Council
Forest of Dean District Council
Fylde Borough Council
Hambleton District Council
Hambleton District Council
Harborough District Council
Harborough District Council
Harrogate Borough Council
Harrogate Borough Council
Harrogate Borough Council
Herefordshire Council
Herefordshire Council
High Peak Borough Council
Huntingdonshire District Council
Horsham District Council
Kettering Borough Council
Maidstone Borough Council
Medway Council
Medway Council
Mid Suffolk District Council
North Kesteven District Council
North Hertfordshire District Council
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council
Peterborough City Council
Preston City Council
Ribble Valley Borough Council
Ryedale District Council
Shropshire Council
South Derbyshire District Council
South Gloucestershire Council
South Gloucestershire Council
South Oxfordshire District Council
Stratford-on-Avon District Council
Stratford-on-Avon District Council
Stroud District Council
Telford and Wrekin Council
Telford and Wrekin Council
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council
Vale of White Horse District Council
Vale of White Horse District Council
Vale of White Horse District Council
Vale of White Horse District Council
Wakefield Council
Wealden District Council
West Oxfordshire District Council
West Oxfordshire District Council
West Oxfordshire District Council
West Oxfordshire District Council
Wokingham Borough Council
Wycombe District Council
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Supplemental Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding Evidence of Andrew
Moger BA (Hons) MA MRTPI
Outline application for the erection of up to 180 dwellings including 30%
affordable housing, with public open space, structural planting and
landscaping, surface water flood mitigation and attenuation and vehicular
access points from School Lane

Land at Pear Tree Lane, Euxton, Chorley

Gladman Developments Ltd

June 2020

PINS REF:

APP/D2320/W/20/3247136

LPA REF:

19/0654/OUTMAJ

OUR REF:

M20/0402-07.RPT

TETLOW KING PLANNING
UNIT 2, ECLIPSE OFFICE PARK, HIGH STREET, STAPLE HILL, BRISTOL, BS16 5EL
Tel: 0117 9561916

Email: all@tetlow-king.co.uk

www.tetlow-king.co.uk

Agenda Page 1185

Agenda Item 4a

Contents
Section 1

Introduction

1

Section 2

Supplemental Self-Build and
Custom Housebuilding

2

Section 3

Conclusions

4

Appendices
Appendix AMs1

FOI Correspondence
(4 May and 3 June 2020)

Agenda Page 1186

Agenda Item 4a

Introduction
Section 1

1.1

This supplemental evidence addresses the Freedom of Information (FOI) request data
which has been received from Chorley Borough Council post exchange of evidence.

1.2

As I set out in paragraph 1.5 and 4.43 of my main Proof of Evidence, I now provide a
short supplemental statement covering the additional information received through
FOI.

1.3

The FOI request sought data relating to the number of CIL Self-Build Exemptions that
the Council are counting towards meeting demand that have achieved certification of
CIL Form 7 Part 2. This is the stage of the CIL Self-Build Exemption claim where the
claimant must provide evidence that they are eligible.

1.4

I do not comment on other matters contained within the Council’s Proofs of Evidence,
but the lack of comment should not be construed as agreement.

Introduction

1

Agenda Page 1187

Agenda Item 4a

Supplemental Self-Build and Custom
Housebuilding Evidence
Section 2

2.1

An FOI request was submitted to Chorley Borough Council on 4 May 2020 with the
response received from the Council on 3 June 2020, all correspondence relating to
this FOI is included at Appendix AMs1.

2.2

The FOI data reveals that of the 19 CIL Self-Build Exemptions initially applied for
between 1 April 2016 and 30 October 2016 which the Council are counting towards
meeting demand, just eight (less than half) have proceeded through to the CIL Form 7
Part 2 stage where evidence is produced to illustrate that the scheme has been
delivered as a self or custom build development and so certifiably qualifies for the
exemption.

2.3

The data also shows that in the period between 31 October 2016 and 30 October 2017
of the 36 CIL Self-Build Exemptions initially applied for that the Council are counting
towards meeting demand, just 16 (again less than half) have proceeded through to the
CIL Form 7 Part 2 stage.

2.4

In the period between 31 October 2017 and 30 October 2018 of the 33 CIL Self-Build
Exemptions initially applied for that the Council are counting towards meeting demand,
just 8 (less than a quarter) have proceeded through to the CIL Form 7 Part 2 stage.

2.5

Finally, in the period between 31 October 2018 and 30 October 2019 of the 28 CIL
Self-Build Exemptions initially applied for that the Council are counting towards
meeting demand, just 5 (less than one-fifth) have proceeded through to the CIL Form
7 Part 2 stage.

2.6

The data illustrates that the Council’s reliance upon an applicant indicating that they
intend to apply for the CIL Self-Build Exemption and counting this intention as a means
to addressing demand for self-build and custom housebuilding in the Borough does
not stand up to scrutiny.

2.7

In the majority of cases those who had indicated that they would seek the exemption
have not followed this through to the CIL Form 7 Part 2 stage where they must provide
evidence that they do in fact qualify to do so.

Supplemental Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Evidence

2
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I consider that serviced plots secured by legal agreement, as is the case with the
appeal proposals, are the most reliable means by which to ensure that serviced plots
are secured to meet demand for Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding within Chorley
Borough.

Supplemental Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Evidence
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Conclusions
Section 3

3.1

The FOI data provided by the Council illustrates that of those who had initially indicated
they intended to claim the CIL Self-Build Exemption, the majority had not proceeded
through to the CIL Self-Build Exemption Form 7 Part 2 stage where they must provide
evidence that they qualify for the exemption.

3.2

For the reasons set out in section 2 of this supplemental evidence, together with my
Main Proof of Evidence which illustrates that there is substantial demand for Self-Build
and Custom Housebuilding plots within Chorley, I maintain my position that nothing
less than substantial weight should be afforded to the delivery of up to 18 Self-Build
and Custom Build homes in the determination of this appeal.

Conclusions
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Gina Day
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

foi <foi@chorley.gov.uk>
03 June 2020 10:55
Andy Moger
FOI/20/194 Response

Dear Andy
I am writing in response to your request for information under the terms of the Freedom of Information Act 2000
Please find below, the details of your request and our response in blue.
REQUEST:1. It is understood that further to my FOI request of 6th April 2020 and your response of 20th April
2020 the number CIL Self-Build Exemptions granted within the District broken down by Base
Period are as follows:





1 April to 30 October 2016 – 19 exemptions – 8 CIL Form 7 Part 2 received.
31 October to 30 October 2017 – 36 exemptions – 16 CIL Form 7 Part 2 received.
31 October 2017 to 30 October 2018 – 33 exemptions – 8 CIL Form 7 Part 2 received.
31 October 2018 to 30 October 2019 – 28 exemptions – 5 CIL Form 7 Part 2 received.

Can you please advise in relation to the figures set out above how many of these have been
subject to a CIL Form 7 Part 2? Can this information also please be broken down by Base
Period?

I hope the information provided here answers your enquiry. If however, you are unhappy with the outcome, or the
way in which Chorley Council has handled your request, you may wish to make an appeal. This can be done in
writing to the Director of Governance, Chorley Council, Town Hall, Market Street, Chorley, PR7 1DP, or by e‐mail to:
foi@chorley.gov.uk clearly stating your reasons for dissatisfaction. Please quote the above reference number in all
correspondence.
If your appeal is not upheld or you remain dissatisfied with our decision, you can complain to the Information
Commissioner by completing their complaints form which can be found at:
https://ico.org.uk/make‐a‐complaint/your‐personal‐information‐concerns/personal‐information‐concerns/personal‐
information‐concerns‐report/
The completed form may be submitted by e‐mail to casework@ico.org.uk or by post to Customer Contact,
Information Commissioner’s Officer, Wycliffe House, Water Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9 5AF.
Please note that the information provided by Chorley Borough Council is intended for your personal use. If it is your
intention to re‐use the information for commercial gain, you will need to apply to the Council for a licence to re‐use
it, under the Re‐Use of Public Sector Information Regulations 2005.
Yours sincerely
FOI
Chorley Council
 01257 515151 |  chorley.gov.uk
1
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Come and enjoy a great day out for all generation of the family at Chorley Flower Show on 27 and 28 July – for more
info and advance tickets click here.
You can make service requests online at chorley.gov.uk, and it’s even faster if you use 'My Account'

This e‐mail and any attached files are confidential and may also be legally privileged. They are intended solely for
the intended addressee. If they have come to you in error you must not use, copy or communicate them to anyone.
Please advise the sender and permanently delete the e‐mail and attachments. Please note that while Chorley
Council has policies in place requiring its staff to use e‐mail in an appropriate manner, any views expressed in this
message are those of the individual sender may not necessarily reflect the views of Chorley Council. Chorley Council
may monitor e‐mails sent or received.
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Gina Day
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Andy Moger
04 May 2020 10:57
foi@chorley.gov.uk
James Stacey; Annie Gingell
Freedom of Information Request - Self Build and Custom Housebuilding Data

Follow Up Flag:
Due By:
Flag Status:

Follow up
01 June 2020 16:00
Completed

Dear Sir/Madam,
Can you please provide the following information in line with the provisions of the Freedom of Information
Act:
1. It is understood that further to my FOI request of 6th April 2020 and your response of 20th April 2020
the number CIL Self-Build Exemptions granted within the District broken down by Base Period are
as follows:





1 April to 30 October 2016 – 19 exemptions
31 October to 30 October 2017 – 36 exemptions
31 October 2017 to 30 October 2018 – 33 exemptions
31 October 2018 to 30 October 2019 – 28 exemptions

Can you please advise in relation to the figures set out above how many of these have been subject
to a CIL Form 7 Part 2? Can this information also please be broken down by Base Period?
I look forward to hearing from you. If you require any further clarification then please do not hesitate to get
in touch.
Kind regards
Andy
Andy Moger BA (Hons) MA MRTPI
Associate Director
TETLOW KING PLANNING
.

Please read our statement on COVID-19 here
T: 0117 9561916 M: 07884 667892 W: tetlow-king.co.uk
This electronic transmission is intended only for the attention of the addressee. It may contain privileged and confidential information. If you have received this
electronic transmission in error please notify us immediately by telephone, delete the transmission and destroy any hard copies. Tetlow King Planning Ltd has
used all reasonable efforts to ensure that this message and any attachments are free from viruses.
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Town and Country Planning Act 1990 – Section 78
Town and Country Planning
(Inquiries Procedure) (England) rules 2000 (As Amended)

Land between Pear Tree Lane and School Lane, Pear Tree Lane, Euxton, PR7 6QR
Appeal against decision to refuse outline planning permission:
“Outline application for up to 180 dwellings including 30% affordable housing, with
public open space, structural planting and landscaping, surface water flood mitigation
and attenuation and vehicular access points from School Lane. All matters reserved
except for means of vehicular access.”

Rebuttal Proof of Evidence of James Donagh BA (Hons) MCD MIED
Relating to Housing Need
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1.0

REBUTTAL ON HOUSING MATTERS

1.1

This rebuttal has been prepared because it is important to understand the origin of the housing
requirement in the Core Strategy. It is derived from revoked The Regional Spatial Strategy, as
considered by North West Panel Report, published in 2007. The issue was also considered
further in the Central Lancashire Core Strategy Inspector’s Report, published in 2012.

1.2

In the introduction to the RSS Panel’s Report (pages 1 to 3) the key milestones for preparing
the RSS are explained, notably that the draft RSS was submitted in January 2006 and the EiP
held between October 2006 and February 2007.

1.3

In chapter 2, titled Overview, the recommendation is made that a partial review of the RSS is
carried out as soon as possible, and no later than 2009. The review [page 6, R2.1], to include
housing policy, was an acknowledgement that the RSS with its end date of 2021 failed to look
far enough ahead. This is noted as a problem that needed rectifying but which the Panel had
insufficient information to carry out themselves. [Page 7, paragraph 2.7]

1.4

Chapter 6, Living in the North West [page 113 onwards] addresses the draft RSS policies for
housing.

1.5

Concerning the period covered by NWRSS housing policy and the need to review housing
requirements, the Panel Report has this to say:
“GONW asked us to consider the possibility of the RSS specifying
the amount of new housing to be provided up to 2026, in line with
PPS3. We recognise that by the time the RSS is adopted, it will
provide housing figures for less than 15 years into the future, and
that this will provide an unsatisfactory basis for the production of
local development frameworks. However, we have insufficient
evidence on which to roll the strategic housing provision policy
forward to 2026. In our view the appropriate solution would lie in
the early review of the RSS. In the interim, and in the absence of
other evidence, it seems to us that local planning authorities should
assume that the average annual requirement set out in Table 9.1 of
the RSS will continue for a limited period beyond 2021, for the
purpose of preparing their local development frameworks. These
could subsequently be reviewed to reflect any change in the
required provision arising from an early review of the RSS.” [Page
124, paragraph 6.34]

1.6

Introducing Greater Preston (the Central Lancashire Core Strategy area), Chapter 6 summarises
the deliberations and conclusions on the housing requirement there as follows:
“Although there was general agreement about the aggregate
housing provision proposed in Greater Preston, various views were
expressed about how this should be distributed between the three
local authorities (Preston, South Ribble and Chorley). Some private
developers thought the proposed provision in Preston was too

31851/JD
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large, while others thought it too small. Preston is a regional city,
with good public transport services, employment opportunities,
shops and other facilities. The concentration of new residential
development here would be consistent with the spatial priorities
set out in Policy RDF1 above. We conclude that the proposed
provision in Preston should remain at 9,120 net additional
dwellings [507 dpa].
However, in line with the views expressed by the local authorities,
we accept that there should be some redistribution of the proposed
housing provision between South Ribble and Chorley, to reflect the
availability of sustainable development opportunities. We propose
that provision should be made for a net increase of 7,550 dwellings
in each of these districts [417 dpa]. We accept the view that the
previously developed land target for Greater Preston should be
reduced from the 80% proposed in the draft RSS to 70%.” [Page 137
and 138, paragraph 6.85 and 6.86 and page 141 to 143 for the annualised
district housing requirements]
1.7

This settled the housing requirement for the Central Lancashire Core Strategy.

A housing

requirement that was found to be consistent with North West Regional Spatial Strategy Policy
RDF1, also formulated in 2007, which reads as follows:
“In making provision for development, plans and strategies should
accord with the following priorities:
The first priority for growth and development should be in the
Regional Centres of the two conurbations;
The second priority should be the inner areas of the two
conurbations. Residential development should be located in these
areas together with employment development where accessibility
is good, where residential and employment areas are closely
related, and where brownfield land is available. Emphasis should
be placed on areas in need of regeneration and Housing Market
Renewal Areas in particular;
The third priority for growth is in and adjoining the centres of the
other cities and towns which make up the three City Regions.
Emphasis should be placed on areas in need of regeneration and
Housing Market Renewal Areas in particular. Development in larger
suburban centres within the City Regions would be compatible with
this priority provided they are at points where transport networks
connect and where public transport accessibility is good;
The fourth priority is the need to build up the major service centres
elsewhere in the Region – notably Carlisle, Crewe and Lancaster.
These should be the focal points for development within those parts
of the Region;
The need to tackle the problems of Barrow and West Cumbria is
such that investment should also be encouraged in the centres of
Barrow, Workington and Whitehaven to provide employment
opportunities;
In the rural areas development which is required to meet the local
needs, including residential development, should normally be
located in the Key Service Centres.” [Page 54 and 55, R4.2]
1.8

In common with all NWRSS district housing requirements, the housing requirements for
Preston, South Ribble and Chorley were maximum targets, for the period 2003 to 2021 and
summed to 216,000 net new dwellings across the North West; the same as the increase in
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households projected by the CLG 2003-based household projections [page 144, paragraph
6.99].
1.9

Chapter 13 of the Panel Report addresses Central Lancashire City Region, described as a loosely
aligned grouping of four main units: Blackpool, Preston, Blackburn and Burnley.

The RSS

priorities for this City Region are out on pages 273 and 273 and growth areas identified.
Regeneration and housing market renewal feature, their relevance today is questionable. The
spatial focus for growth (including Preston) is set out on pages 274 to 276.

Key Service

Centres, of which Chorley was one, are addressed on page 277.
1.10

In the Inspector’s Report published on 7th June 2012, the Inspector examining the Central
Lancashire Core Strategy noted the significance of the RSS, and its bearing upon Preston,
South Ribble and Chorley’s housing requirements, in no uncertain terms:
“On 7 February 2011 the Court found that the statement and letter
and hence the intention to repeal the legislative provision for
regional strategies were capable of being a material consideration
and that weight to be attached to it was a matter for the decision
maker. This position was tested before the Court of Appeal and its
judgment was published on 27 May 2011. It critically distinguishes
between development control and the preparation of development
plans. For the latter, and of vital importance in the status of the RS
and the examination of the Local Plan, paragraph 24 of the
judgment states that i t w o u l d b e u n l a w f u l f o r a l o c a l p l a n n i n g

authority preparing, or a P lanning I nspect or ex am ining,
developm ent plan docum ents to have regard t o t he proposal t o
abolish regiona l strat egies. For so long as the regional strategies
continue to ex ist, any developm ent plan docum ents m ust be in
g e n e r a l c o n f o r m i t y w i t h t h e r e l e v a n t r e g i o n a l s t r a t e g y . The RS thus

remains part of the statutory development plan, and it is of especial
relevance in the matter of housing delivery in Central Lancashire.”
[Page 5, paragraph 9, Inspector’s emphasis]
1.11

Conformity with the NWRSS meant that the housing requirements for Preston, South Ribble
and Chorley had to match the requirements confirmed by the Panel Report in 2007 and which
summed, across the North West Region, to the 2003 based household projections for the period
2003 to 2021.
“The RS and Local Plan periods are not identical. The RS provides a
framework for development and investment in the region from 2003
up to a limited period beyond 2021 whereas the Local Plan period
is 2010-2026. These periods are not greatly different, they both
address the foreseeable future and they give no good reason to
justify any significant departure from the RS housing requirements.
These changes restore the annual minimum RS requirements during
the plan period and hence provide for a total of 21,456 (1,341 x 16)
dwellings.” [Page 15, paragraph 48]

1.12

The fact that the Central Lancashire Core Strategy housing requirements are orientated
towards a revoked Regional Spatial Strategy raises questions about using said requirements as
a factor for determining Chorley’s housing requirement today, in the context of NPPF 2019.
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1.1

Introduction

1.1.1

This rebuttal is submitted on behalf of the Appellant in support of a planning appeal against the
decision of Chorley Council to refuse an outline planning application for the residential
development of up to 180 dwellings on land at Pear Tree Lane, Euxton. The rebuttal specifically
addresses matters raised in the proof of evidence of Zoe Whiteside in relation to Safeguarded Land.
The rebuttal proof should be read alongside my main proof of evidence in relation to planning
matters.

1.2

Council’s Evidence on Safeguarded Land

1.2.1

Much is made in Ms Whiteside’s evidence about the importance of preserving safeguarded land as
undeveloped for the duration of the plan period. At paragraph 6.6 of her proof, Ms Whiteside states
that policy BNE3 of the Chorley Local Plan is in conformity with paragraph 139 of the Framework,
and that as such “it is the principle of not developing this site within the plan period that
is…established by the development plan”. At 6.12, she therefore states that policy BNE3 should be
afforded “full weight” and that when the local plan was adopted, “it was envisaged that
Safeguarded Land would be protected until 2026”.

1.2.2

At paragraph 6.17 and 6.18 of her evidence, Ms Whiteside states:
“Land is allocated as such to ensure that Green Belt boundaries last for a long time. It is protected
from development until a time in the future where it might be required to serve development
needs. The main purpose of designating Safeguarded Land in Chorley is to ensure that the inner
boundary of the Green Belt will endure in the long term rather than act as a land bank for
development. Designating land as safeguarded does not mean that its development is inevitable
in the long term.
Retaining this land for future development needs at this time is consistent with the purposes of
designating the site as safeguarded land within the Local Plan, in accordance with the NPPF”.

1.2.3

Ms Whiteside then goes on to quote from sections of the previous appeal decision relating to this
site to support her assertion that the identification of safeguarded land somehow elevates it above
other open countryside in terms of protection.

1.3

My Response

1.3.1

By suggesting that safeguarded land should remain free of development for the duration of the
plan period, it seems to me that Ms Whiteside is suggesting that there is a blanket restriction on
development of this land, which has specifically been removed from the Green Belt to meet future
development needs, as a) it has been objectively assessed as no longer fulfilling the five purposes
3
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of green belt and b) it is considered to be in a sustainable location where future development would
be acceptable in principle.
1.3.2

Such a blanket restriction would impose a threshold of acceptability which would exceed even that
of the Green Belt itself. It is of course a long-standing and accepted tenet of national planning policy
that if Very Special Circumstances are demonstrated, development which would normally be
considered inappropriate can be permitted (per paragraph 144 of the current Framework). Indeed,
there are numerous recent cases of sites which have been released from the Green Belt, on appeal,
where existing local plan is out of date and the sites have a draft allocation in an emerging plan,
and I list a few such examples below:
•

Land to the rear of 237-259 London Road, West Malling, Kent (Ref: 3202040)
This appeal related to the proposal for 79 extra care apartments and cottages on a site
within the Green Belt. The Inspector attached substantial weight to the harm to the Green
Belt. As well as harm by reason of inappropriateness, he found visual and spatial harm to
openness and harm derived from encroachment into the countryside. In finding there were
very special circumstances, Inspector Mellor placed substantial weight on the lack of a fiveyear supply of housing and the benefits to the health and well-being of future elderly
residents moving into accommodation better suited to their needs.
In this case the existing local plan was out of date and the site was a draft allocation for
housing in the emerging local plan. However, since it was only a proposed allocation which
was still subject to public consultation, and the plan had not yet submitted to the Secretary
of State at the time of the appeal, the Inspector gave this factor only limited weight in his
assessment of the very special circumstances.

•

South of Millfield Lane, York (Ref: 3227359)
This appeal related to a proposal for 266 dwellings on the outskirts of York. While York
does not have a formally adopted local plan, the site was treated as if it was within the
general extent of the Green Belt.
While the site was supported as a housing allocation in the submission version of the
Neighbourhood Plan, it was not carried forward into the ‘made’ version. The Inspector
therefore attributed no weight to this. The site was however a proposed site allocation for
residential development in the emerging Local Plan. The emerging Local Plan was at a
more advanced state than the one referred to in the appeal in West Malling. In this case
the Inspector attributed moderate weight.
The Inspector also found that the proposal would not result in harm to the five purposes
of the Green Belt and identified some modest economic benefits and biodiversity
enhancements in support of the proposal. After weighing all the matters before them, the
4
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Inspector concluded that the substantial harm by reason of inappropriateness and the
effect on openness would be clearly outweighed by the identified considerations. The
Inspector therefore concluded that very special circumstances existed to justify
inappropriate development in the Green Belt.
•

Oxford Brookes University, Wheatley Campus (Ref: P17/S4254)
The Secretary of State followed the recommendation of his Inspector to grant permission
to this scheme in April 2020. The scheme included the demolition of all existing structures
within the site and the erection of up to 500 units with associated works.
In Paragraph 35, the SoS states that:
“While he has concluded that the council are able to demonstrate a 5 year supply of housing
land, the Secretary of State agrees that, for the reasons given in IR13.97 to 13.102, the proposed
development would contribute significantly towards the Council’s affordable housing shortfall.
Given the seriousness of the affordable housing shortage in South Oxfordshire, described as
“acute” by the Council, he agrees with the Inspector at IR13.111, that the delivery of up to 500
houses, 173 of which would be affordable, are considerations that carry very substantial
weight.”
Following his agreement with the Inspector that the provision of affordable housing where
there is an acute need for such a provision carries very substantial weight, the SoS goes on
to agree with the Inspector on a number of other benefits. He agrees that the economic
benefits, the biodiversity benefits and impact on heritage assets and on accessibility be
given various amounts of weight. In Paragraph 39 the SoS states that the benefit to the
openness of the Green Belt alone would be enough to outweigh the harm by reason of
inappropriateness. He goes on to agree with the Inspector that the ‘other considerations’
which I have mentioned above clearly outweigh the ‘definitional harm’ to the Green Belt
by virtue of inappropriateness identified in this case.
When taking all the above into account, the Secretary of State concluded that very special
circumstances exist, which would justify development in the Green Belt.

1.3.3

It cannot logically be the case that land which has been removed from the Green Belt as it no longer
serves the functions of it, should face an even higher threshold than land within the Green Belt in
order to be released for development. Furthermore, at no point does Ms Whiteside take the point
that Very Special Circumstances must be demonstrated in order for the appeal proposals to be
released from their ‘safeguarded’ status (and this must be right as there is no support in national
policy for such a test to be imposed). It therefore must be the case that the threshold for the release
of safeguarded land is in fact lower than that of sites such as those highlighted above which were
released in spite of being in the Green Belt.

5
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1.3.4
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In this respect, the reference in paragraph 139d) of the Framework to planning permission for
permanent development of safeguarded land only being granted following an update to a plan
which proposes the development, cannot be read literally. It must be the case that where
circumstances dictate it, it is appropriate to release safeguarded land for development in advance
of a local plan review being adopted. I have set out in my main proof of evidence the reasons why I
consider that such circumstances exist in this case, and I have provided several examples of appeal
decisions on safeguarded land where such factors have led to the land being released for
development ahead of a plan review (CD10.30-10.32).
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West Malling appeal decision
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Appeal Decision
Inquiry Held on 4-7 December 2018
Site visit made on 7 December 2018
by Robert Mellor BSc DipTRP DipDesBEnv DMS MRICS MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State
Decision date: 19 December 2018

Appeal Ref: APP/H2265/W/18/3202040
Land to the rear of 237-259 London Road, West Malling, Kent ME19 5AD





The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.
The appeal is made by Retirement Villages West Malling Ltd against the decision of
Tonbridge & Malling Borough Council.
The application Ref TM/17/00506/OA, dated 23 February 2017, was refused by notice
dated 13 November 2017.
The proposal is an outline application for an extra care development of 79 units
(comprising of apartments and cottages) all within Use Class C2; associated communal
facilities; provision of vehicular and cycle parking together with all necessary internal
roads and footpaths; provision of open space and associated landscape works; and
ancillary works and structures.

DECISION
1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for an extra care
development of 79 units (comprising of apartments and cottages) all within Use
Class C2; associated communal facilities; provision of vehicular and cycle parking
together with all necessary internal roads and footpaths; provision of open space
and associated landscape works; and ancillary works and structures on land to
the rear of 237-259 London Road, West Malling, Kent ME19 5AD in accordance
with the terms of the application, Ref TM/17/00506/OA, dated 23 February 2017,
subject to the conditions set out on the attached schedule.
POLICY CONTEXT
2. I am required by statute to determine the appeal in accordance with the
provisions of the development plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise. The development plan currently includes the Tonbridge and Malling
Borough Core Strategy (2007) (the CS), and the Tonbridge and Malling Managing
Development and the Environment Development Plan Document (2010)(the
DPD).
3. It is a material consideration that the Council is preparing a new Local Plan which
will replace the existing development plan and which has recently been the
subject of a Regulation 19 public consultation prior to its submission to the
Secretary of State for Examination. However only limited weight may be
accorded to that emerging plan as there have been relevant objections to the
draft plan and the policies may change before the Plan is adopted as part of the
development plan.
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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4. The National Planning Policy Framework (2018) (the Framework) is another
important material consideration.
MAIN ISSUE
5. Since the planning application was determined there have been further
negotiations between the Appellant and the Council. As a result the Council now
advises that Reasons for Refusal 2 and 3 have been overcome. In accordance
with the use as defined in the completed Section 106 legal agreement the Council
now accepts that this would be a Use Class C2 development (Residential
Institution) and not a Use Class C3 development (Dwellinghouses). A
recalculated open space financial contribution has been agreed in the Section 106
agreement. Notwithstanding CS Policy CP17, the Council also now accepts that it
is unnecessary to provide the affordable housing required by the development
plan. Whether or not that is a correct interpretation of CS Policy CP17, the more
up-to-date Framework at paragraph 64 is a material consideration and also seeks
to preclude such specialist housing for the elderly from a requirement to provide
affordable housing.
6. Reason 4 related to the effect of the development on the ecology of the site and
bio-diversity. A revised indicative layout was submitted after the application was
determined. It shows how some of the buildings could be relocated to reduce the
impact on wildlife habitat. The Council now considers that this objection has also
been overcome subject to the application of suitable planning conditions setting
out clear parameters.
7. I agree with the Council’s conclusions on the above agreed matters. Apart from
the access the site is in the Green Belt. The parties also agree that the
development would be inappropriate in the Green Belt as defined by national
policy to which Policy CP3 here defers. At the Inquiry the parties’ witnesses also
agreed that there would be harm to the openness which is an essential
characteristic of Green Belts as well as encroachment into the countryside.
However the extent of that harm is disputed.
8. The main outstanding issue is thus whether the harm to the Green Belt by reason
of inappropriateness and any other harm, including harm to openness and
encroachment into the countryside, would be clearly outweighed by any other
considerations.
THE SITE
9. The appeal site is an approximately level area of land that was last used for
agriculture. It stands to the rear of a row of detached houses in deep plots that
front London Road (A20). The appeal site is open and undeveloped except for a
track which provides access to a backland dwelling at 237 London Road. To the
east is low density residential development on rising land between the site and
Town Hill. That residential area lies within the defined settlement boundary for
West Malling, which line also here defines the Green Belt boundary. The southern
half of the site is largely covered with self-seeded trees and shrubs. It adjoins a
low railway embankment. Beyond the railway is mainly open land including
allotments and a sports field. To the south west is other open land of rural
character forming part of the extensive curtilages of dwellings at Brickfields and
beyond which are open fields in agricultural or similar uses.

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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REASONS
Green Belt
10. CS Policy CP3 is the most relevant development plan policy and it provides that
national Green Belt policy will be applied here. That national policy is currently
expressed in the Framework which was revised as recently as July 2018.
11. It is not disputed that the development would be inappropriate in the Green Belt
as defined by the Framework (and hence also the development plan) in that it
does not qualify as any of the listed exceptions that define what development is
not inappropriate. National policy requires that substantial weight be accorded to
the harm of inappropriate development to the Green Belt and that very special
circumstances would be needed to clearly outweigh that and any other harm
including the harm to openness and of encroachment on the countryside.
12. As a substantial built development on undeveloped land the proposal would
inevitably reduce the openness which national policy describes as an essential
characteristic of the Green Belt. However the extent of that harm is disputed.
The Appellant acknowledges that there is spatial harm but there is disagreement
as to whether that is compounded by perceived visual harm to openness and, if
so, the extent of that harm. In particular, the Appellant relies on the site’s visual
containment in views from public places.
13. It is likely that the development would be little visible from London Road or Town
Hill and that the setback from the railway and partial screening by retained or
reinforced planting would mitigate other visual impacts in public views.
Nevertheless, the several substantial 2-3 storey apartment blocks indicated in the
submitted proposals would be seen from the adjoining residential areas to the
north and east and from more distant buildings on Town Hill such as Malling
House. They are also likely to be partially visible in public views both from the
railway and from the public footpath that passes close to the site’s western
boundary. The scale of the built development and associated parking areas and
the associated reduction in openness would also be very apparent to the many
residents, staff and visitors at the development itself. That visual and spatial
harm to openness would therefore constitute significant additional harm to the
Green Belt.
14. That the built development would be on undeveloped land, formerly in
agricultural use, outside the defined settlement, and adjoining other open land to
the south west and beyond the railway also means that the development would
result in encroachment into the countryside contrary to one of the Framework’s 5
defined purposes of the Green Belt.
15. Harm to openness and encroachment into the countryside must nevertheless be
distinguished from other landscape and visual effects to which the Council does
not here object. Based on the indicative layout and scale of buildings I agree with
the parties that the site’s relative containment and the opportunities for retained
and improved landscaping mean that there need be no significant harm to
landscape character. In relation to visual effects, whilst there would be some
adverse impacts on the currently open and undeveloped views as seen from
adjoining residential areas, the railway and the public footpath, I do not consider
that these would be significantly or unacceptably harmful.
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16. Neither, subject to appropriate conditions and the final design, need there be
significant harm to bio-diversity or associated policy conflict.
Other Considerations
17. National policy provides that the identified harm to the Green Belt may be
weighed with any other material considerations in order to determine if there are
very special circumstances which may justify inappropriate development. A
number of matters have been cited by the Appellant and the main considerations
are examined below.
Housing Supply
18. At the Inquiry it was not disputed that the residential units to be provided as part
of the proposed C2 residential institution would still count as housing provision
for the purposes of housing land supply calculations.
19. The Council acknowledges that it cannot identify the minimum 5 year supply of
housing land against objectively assessed housing needs that is required by
Section 5 of the Framework. The most recent figure of 4.7 years supply was
assessed in October 2017 but was based on figures as at March 2017. That data
is now 20 months old and the current supply position may be different.
Nevertheless there is no evidence to demonstrate that the housing supply
position has improved since then, and it may have worsened. In these
circumstances it is material that Paragraph 11 and Footnote 7 of the Framework
provide amongst other things that where a 5 year supply of housing land cannot
be demonstrated then the most important development plan policies for
determining the application should be considered out of date and planning
permission for the proposal should be granted. However different considerations
apply in some circumstances.
20. CS Policy CP14 defines the settlement boundary for West Malling. It seeks to
protect the countryside outside that boundary from unsuitable development. The
appeal proposal does not qualify as an exception under that policy. However that
boundary was defined in the context of a different and now outdated assessment
of housing needs derived from the withdrawn South East Regional Strategy and
its evidence base. For that reason, whereas the proposed development is in
conflict with Policy CP14, the Council accepts that, because of the shortfall
against the 5 year supply, that conflict would not be a reason to refuse planning
permission and it did not do so in this case.
21. The Appellant has suggested that the Green Belt boundary was also defined in
relation to housing land needs and should similarly be discounted as out of date.
However one of the essential characteristics of Green Belts is their permanence.
Whilst national policy does permit the alteration of their boundaries in exceptional
circumstances it also seeks that they should otherwise be set to endure beyond
the plan period.
22. There is no evidence before me that the current Green Belt boundaries were
directly related to local housing needs. Moreover before considering changes to
the Green Belt there would have been the opportunity in Tonbridge and Malling to
direct necessary development to those parts of the Borough to the east of West
Malling that are beyond the Green Belt. But in any case I am aware that the
former Regional Strategy did not seek to exactly match housing needs and supply
within each local planning authority. Rather it sought the redistribution of
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housing supply from constrained areas, including the Green Belt, to less
constrained parts of the region.
23. The Framework goes on to provide at Paragraph 11(d) (i) and Footnote 6 that
specified Framework policies to protect areas and assets of particular importance,
including the Green Belt, can still provide a clear reason for refusing the
development proposal if the Framework policies would be breached.
Notwithstanding the housing land supply shortfall it would thus remain necessary
to establish that very special circumstances existed in order for inappropriate
development in the Green Belt to proceed.
24. The parties have drawn attention to Written Ministerial Statements of 1 July 2013
and 17 December 2015 which provide in summary that an unmet demand for
housing: ‘is unlikely to clearly outweigh harm to the Green Belt and any other
harm so as to establish very special circumstances.’ However that wording would
not preclude that an unmet demand for housing may still be weighed against the
harm to the Green Belt, whether on its own or in combination with other factors.
25. I conclude that the overall shortfall in housing supply is one significant factor to
be weighed in the balance but is unlikely on its own to clearly outweigh the harm
to the Green Belt.
Housing Needs of Older People
26. Paragraph 60 of the Framework provides that local planning authorities should
prepare a local housing need assessment. Paragraph 61 provides that, amongst
other things, the amount and tenure of housing needed for different groups
should be assessed and reflected in planning policies including housing for older
people and people with disabilities. The latter provision is relevant insofar as
Extra Care housing seeks to address the needs of older people who are in need of
care due to a reduced ability to perform some tasks.
27. The Council produced a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) in 2014 as
part of the evidence base for the emerging Local Plan. Amongst other things it
seeks to estimate the need for specialist housing for older persons both now and
in the period leading up to the year 2030. At Table 59 it identified a total need in
2014 for 193 affordable extra care units, rising by 177 units to create a total
identified need for 370 units by 2030. By contrast, and relying on the on-line tool
provided by the Housing Learning and Improvement Network, it estimates the
current need for extra care market housing (such as the appeal scheme) as 0 in
2014 and 0 by 2030. Nevertheless paragraph 9.28 explains that the tenure split
between market and affordable extra care housing should be treated as only
indicative in that it is influenced by the area’s current tenure of specialist housing
for older persons. This implies that there had been an absence of extra care
market housing in the Borough in 2014 when the SHMA was prepared. The
paragraph goes on to recognise that a demand for market extra care housing is
nevertheless to be expected in Tonbridge and Malling ‘particularly given the level
of savings and equity of many older households’. However, unhelpfully, this is
not quantified in the SHMA estimates.
28. The Council has not sought to define a different tenure split or to otherwise
quantify the estimated need for extra care market housing. Instead, for the
purposes of the Inquiry, its non-expert witness based his assessment on the
overall need identified in the SHMA for 370 extra care dwellings. He has
identified that 184 units had already been provided since 2014, leaving an
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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identified need for 186 units of all tenures by 2030. That may well underestimate the overall need and demand for extra care accommodation because an
increased provision of open market units for sale may attract current homeowners to move to extra care accommodation. But that would not necessarily
result in a reduced demand from non-home-owners for units to rent, whether
affordable or otherwise.
29. The Planning Statement submitted in support of the application included a revised
estimate of the need for extra care housing in the Borough, again based on an
on-line tool (as recommended in national Planning Practice Guidance) but with
the application of a reasonably justified split of 35% rented units to 65% leased
units for purchase (such as the appeal scheme). That resulted in a modestly
increased estimated overall future need for 420 units by 2030 of which 273 would
be the estimated need for leased units.
30. For the Inquiry the Appellant’s expert witness submitted further evidence
suggesting a significantly greater need to provide an additional 590 extra care
units in the Borough between 2018 and 2035 of which 499 would be for sale (on
lease). Whilst acknowledging the witness’s experience in this field, I accord
limited weight to these precise figures. The chosen period extends well beyond
the period for the emerging Local Plan. Also the Council did not present an
expert witness of its own to test the underlying assumptions. Nevertheless the
Appellant’s expert evidence provides additional support for the contention that
the SHMA figures seriously underestimate the future need in the Borough for
extra care housing and especially the likely demand for units for sale. In
particular this is agreed to be an affluent area with significant numbers of homeowning older people for whom their current homes are likely to become
increasingly unsuited to their needs.
31. Whilst the Appellant’s estimates of need exceed those of the Council, their expert
witness still only expects 4.5% of people in relevant age groups to be
accommodated in extra care schemes, divided between 3% in leased units for
sale and 1.5% in rented units. These are lower percentages than occur in other
countries such as the United States and Australia and may reflect the fact that
this is a relatively novel and high cost concept with relatively luxurious units, and
that significant annual service charges and lease assignment fees have to be paid
to the operator. The great majority of older people are thus likely to remain
within their own homes although some will move to sheltered housing schemes or
to residential care homes. That there are already some other types and tenures
of specialist housing for the elderly in West Malling does not negate the need in
the Borough for this type of extra care market housing or render West Malling an
unsuitable location.
32. Whereas the SHMA estimated a zero need for extra care market units (albeit with
qualifications) that was based on the previous lack of provision. The sector is
expanding nationally and the latest evidence shows an active demand for such
development in the Borough. In addition to the 24 shared ownership (affordable)
extra care units for sale at Rosewell House in Tonbridge, 27 of the extra care
units permitted at The Orpines, Wateringbury are to be made available for
outright leasehold sale. That would however make only a small contribution to
the overall level of need identified in the Planning Statement, let alone that in the
evidence of the Appellant’s expert witness. Neither is there any specific provision
for either extra care housing or other specialist housing for older people in the
emerging Local Plan.
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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33. That the Council has previously accepted that there is an unmet need for extra
care housing in the Borough is demonstrated by its grant of planning permission
in 2016 for that development at The Orpines, Wateringbury (Council Ref
TM./16/00920/FL). That development is similarly to be located in the Green Belt.
As in the present case, that was judged to be inappropriate development in the
Green Belt; it being disproportionately larger than the care home which it
replaced and also harmful to openness.
34. The Officer Report for that development misinterpreted the conclusions of the
SHMA by wrongly citing the identified need for 410 care home bedspaces as part
of the justification for the development. In fact there would have been the direct
loss of such bedspaces arising from the demolition of a care home, albeit offset
by the development of 51 extra care units. Nevertheless that identified shortage
of 410 care home bedspaces can itself contribute to the need for alternative
provision for those in need of care which may include extra care developments.
35. The Wateringbury report did conclude that there is a clear need for
accommodation for the growing older population and that this is not only
quantitative but also qualitative. The report acknowledges that: ‘ … a general
recognition exists that there is also a shortage of high quality and purpose-built
facilities which meet the evolving needs of older people in the UK.’ In that case
the development was judged to meet part of such needs and that was the main
contribution to the report’s conclusions that the harm to the Green Belt was
clearly outweighed by that need such that very special circumstances existed to
permit the development.
36. Notwithstanding its approach to the Wateringbury scheme and that
acknowledgement of a shortage of such accommodation in the UK, at the Inquiry
the Council has suggested that there is now not a local need for extra care
developments. This was on the basis that the relative numbers of people in older
age groups or who own their own properties in those age groups are not
markedly different in Tonbridge and Malling from the national averages in
England. However there is widespread evidence of a general under-provision of
housing of all types across England of which the rapidly worsening affordability
ratio is clear evidence and is especially marked in Tonbridge and Malling.
37. That there are national shortages both of general housing and also of high quality
purpose-built accommodation to meet the needs of older people does not
diminish the identified need for local provision but rather confirms it. Moreover,
housing needs assessments must necessarily allow for cross border movements
and in this case, whilst there is evidence that a significant proportion of
prospective purchasers will either already live locally or will have family or friends
that do, the location of the appeal scheme close to the Borough boundary would
be likely to attract some residents from other authority areas.
38. The Council suggested at the Inquiry that what it identified as a more modest
need for extra care housing of unspecific tenure could be addressed either by
development on sites to be allocated for general housing in the emerging Local
Plan or as windfall development at the rate of 20 or so a year. However, because
extra care developments need to be of a sufficient size to support the shared
facilities they are unlikely to come forward on small sites or at that rate. The
Appellant has submitted a sequential site assessment to support their view that
there are no sequentially preferable sites available to come forward in the short
term. This evidence has not been challenged by the Council.
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39. The Appellant also claims that for viability reasons it rarely succeeds in obtaining
suitable larger sites when in competition with general housing developers and
normally instead seeks out sites which are less attractive to such developers
because of some policy or other constraint. These claims were not substantiated
by examples or by any financial information. It is nevertheless clear that the
retirement village concept requires a minimum number of units and site area in
order to support the viable provision of shared on-site facilities for residents.
That of itself would limit the choice of suitable sites, particularly in a Borough
with extensive areas of Green Belt. Neither is there any evidence before me of
the successful development of retirement villages as the result of development
plan allocations.
40. I conclude that there is a local need for residential accommodation of this type
and tenure for which the current and emerging development plan does not make
adequate provision and that the development would make a significant
contribution towards meeting such needs.
Freeing up General Housing
41. One consequence of the national and local housing shortages and of the
associated past rise in property values, including in Tonbridge and Malling, are
that those older people who purchased their existing homes many years ago are
likely to hold substantial equity as the result of rising property values and
because they may have paid off their mortgages. Some of those homes are likely
to have been purchased originally to accommodate families and may be poorly
suited to the present needs of their occupiers due to their size, internal layout,
large gardens, or a location remote from necessary services and facilities.
However their occupiers are likely to be cautious about moving to a rented
property if it means relinquishing the security of their home ownership and the
wealth stored in it. On the other hand, and as the SHMA recognises, in an
affluent area they may have the equity and savings which provide the means to
purchase specialist property such as extra care housing which is more suited to
their needs and which can continue to be a source of security and equity.
42. As the Government has recognised in paragraphs 4.42 to 4.44 of the White Paper
‘Fixing our broken housing market’, helping older people to move at the right
time and in the right way can help their quality of life as well as freeing up more
homes for other buyers. Under-occupied homes could then be released onto the
market where they would be particularly attractive to those in younger age
groups in need of larger houses to raise families. The provision of specialist
housing more suited to the needs of older persons is likely to encourage them to
move and would make a valuable contribution to overall housing needs which
should be weighed in the balance.
Health and Well-Being Benefits
43. I acknowledge the Appellant’s evidence, which the Council does not dispute, that
the development would be likely to provide health and well-being benefits
including: the care package; monitoring of the residents’ well-being; facilities to
encourage activity and mobility; and reduced isolation. The on-site support
would be likely to reduce the need for residents to make use of primary health
care services or social services as well as relieving pressure on hospital bedspaces. Whilst local residents report current pressures on GP services in West
Malling, the Appellant’s evidence suggests that such pressures are to be
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addressed as part of new provision of services at Kings Hill, whether or not the
appeal proposal goes ahead.
44. I conclude that there are likely to be overall benefits to health and well-being to
be weighed in the balance.
The Emerging Local Plan
45. A very relevant consideration is that the emerging Local Plan includes a proposal
to remove the appeal site from the Green Belt and to allocate it for the
development of an estimated 110 dwellings.
46. That proposal has the support of the Council’s officers and members. However it
is likely to have been the subject of representations in the recent consultation
including objections from the Parish Council and others. The content and nature
of those representations has yet to be processed by the Council and is not before
me. The Local Plan has yet to be submitted for examination and it may be
modified prior to its adoption as part of the development plan. Therefore only
limited weight can be accorded to these draft changes to the Green Belt or the
draft allocation. Nevertheless it is relevant to consider the evidence base which
contributed to the decision to include those changes and the extent to which the
appeal proposal would accord with the Council’s objectives or otherwise.
47. The Council’s Green Belt Study in 2016 reviewed the existing Green Belt and
tested it against the criteria set out in the then Framework which have generally
been carried forward in the current version. This included a strategic assessment
of the Green Belt in the vicinity of West Malling, albeit without the scoring of
individual parcels of land against criteria that was a feature of the Rushcliffe
study referred to by the parties.
48. The Stage Two Report of August 2018 considered whether exceptional
circumstances justified changes to the Green Belt boundary. One important
consideration was whether Green Belt sites should be released to increase the
supply of housing as a means of addressing the worsening affordability ratio in
the Borough, as well as making additional provision for affordable housing, whilst
also promoting a sustainable pattern of development. The study concluded that
exceptional circumstances would justify the removal of the appeal site and
another smaller site at West Malling from the Green Belt: ‘to ensure that a
degree of development comes forward in order to promote local growth and make
a reasonable contribution to the economic well-being of [West Malling] … and …
provide for sustainable locations for living’.
49. The Study also proposes that additional land to the east of West Malling be added
to the Green Belt to protect the setting and special character of the historic town
and to prevent towns merging, functions which the appeal site does not perform.
50. The draft housing allocation policy does not specify the form that housing should
take on the appeal site. The Council does not dispute that extra care housing
would qualify in terms of providing units of housing to contribute to the Borough’s
housing supply.
51. The appeal scheme would provide 79 units. The emerging Local Plan’s higher
estimate of site capacity is 110 dwellings and is based on a standard application
of a density of 30 dwellings per hectare to this and other sites in the emerging
Plan. That does not appear to take account of the on-site constraints and
especially the wildlife habitat. If that habitat were to be protected in the manner
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indicated in the appeal scheme then it is likely that a general housing
development would need to have a similar layout with apartments predominating
but reduced communal facilities. Even so the estimated capacity of 110 units
appears ambitious and may be unachievable, not least because of the greater
requirements for on-site parking and amenity space. General housing would also
be likely to generate significantly more vehicle movements, especially at peak
hours. That would have implications for the operation of the junction with the
A20 and would be likely to require a wider access road within the site.
52. Were the site to be developed instead with the typical 2-3 storey houses with
gardens that some neighbouring residents say they would prefer then its likely
capacity in terms of dwelling numbers would be much reduced if a similar area of
the site were to be set aside to protect wildlife and the landscape.
53. At the Inquiry the Council’s witness suggested that the development would not
accord with the emerging Local Plan because it would not include affordable
housing. The parish council would also prefer that if the site is developed it
should include low cost housing for young people and families. However the draft
Local Plan allocation does not specify what form housing on this site should take
and does not specifically require that it is to be developed for affordable or family
housing.
54. Whereas CS Policy CP17 generally seeks the provision of affordable housing and
paragraph 6.3.25 would include retirement housing in those requirements, the
Council has agreed that Use Class C2 should here be exempt from a requirement
for affordable housing. In any case the more up-to-date Framework at Paragraph
64 now seeks to exempt specialist housing for the elderly from such
requirements. In the same way, whilst draft Local Plan Policy LP39 would
specifically seek that extra care housing should include affordable housing
provision that Plan has yet to be examined and may similarly prove to be
inconsistent with the Framework in that regard.
55. The Framework would allow for the first time that affordable housing may come
forward on unallocated sites in the Green Belt to address local needs. Thus the
development of this site need not be the only means of providing affordable
housing in the parish. The proposed release of the site from the Green Belt is
itself partly with the object to improve overall housing supply to address
affordability concerns more widely.
56. The Council did not refuse planning permission on the grounds of prematurity to
the Local Plan and I do not consider that the circumstances set out in paragraph
49 of the Framework exist here to justify dismissal for that reason.
57. My attention has been drawn to the Secretary of State’s decision at Tewkesbury
to permit a large housing development in the Green Belt on a site which had been
included in the Local Plan previously submitted for examination but which was
subject to objections and before the examination of that Local Plan had been
concluded (ref APP/G1630/V/14/2229497). That case differs in that the
Tonbridge and Malling Local Plan has yet to be submitted for examination and is
at an earlier stage. Nevertheless it is an example of a case where the need for
the development on a site which the local planning authority proposed for release
from the Green Belt was considered by the Secretary of State to qualify as very
special circumstances that clearly outweighed the harm to the Green Belt.
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58. It is not disputed that the site is in a sustainable location adjacent to the built up
area of West Malling which is defined as a rural service centre. The attractive
high street and its many facilities would be within walking distance for more
mobile residents. There are public transport services and the S106 agreement
includes provision for a mini-bus service for residents. There is evidence that
many primary residents would be in their 80s when they purchase their units and
that, whilst some may bring cars when they move in, their use and ownership of
cars is likely to be modest. The maximum ownership and use of cars is likely to
occur when the development is first fully occupied and to decline with time as the
average age range of the occupiers is extended.
59. I conclude that the development would accord with the objectives of the Green
Belt Study to promote local growth in West Malling, contribute to its economic
well-being and provide a sustainable location for living. It would also accord with
the site’s draft allocation for residential development in the emerging Local Plan.
Site constraints indicate that the higher estimated dwelling capacity for the site
estimated in the emerging plan is unlikely to be realised. Whilst the development
would not include affordable housing, and would therefore not accord with draft
policy LP39 in the emerging Local Plan, that consideration is outweighed by the
apparent inconsistency of Policy LP39 with the Framework in that regard.
CONDITIONS AND PLANNING OBLIGATIONS
60. The submitted S106 Legal Agreement includes a suitable definition of the
proposed development as Use Class C2 and an appropriate financial contribution
to off-site provision of open space as well as other relevant provisions. The S106
Unilateral Undertaking includes a justified and appropriate contribution to the
library services needed to serve the future residents and appropriate financial
provision for monitoring the Travel Plan. Both documents satisfy the legal tests
for S106 planning obligations.
61. Draft planning conditions were submitted by the Appellant and the Council and
were the subject of discussion at the Inquiry where some changes were agreed to
add necessary provisions or to remove unnecessary conditions. I have made
further minor changes to the wording and the order of the conditions. The
reasons for each condition are included on the attached schedule. Having regard
to what I saw on site including the existing background noise from London Road,
the set back of the London Road dwellings from the access track and the existing
fencing there, I do not now consider that it is necessary to require the provision
of the acoustic fencing that was discussed at the Inquiry.
CONCLUSIONS
62. For the above reasons I conclude that the development would be in conflict with
CS Policy CP14 in respect of development in the countryside outside the
settlement boundary for West Malling. However that conflict is outweighed by
the failure of the Council to demonstrate that it has at least a 5 year supply of
housing land. The lack of affordable housing provision, if it does conflict with CS
Policy CP17, is outweighed by the provision in the more up-to-date Framework at
paragraph 64 that specialist housing for the elderly should not be subject to such
requirements.
63. For the purposes of CS Policy CP3 and the national policy to which it defers, the
development would be inappropriate in the Green Belt, harmful to its openness
and would cause encroachment onto the countryside, contrary to a main purpose
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of the Green Belt. Substantial weight is accorded to the overall harm to the
Green Belt albeit that the harm to openness and encroachment is mitigated by
the site’s visual containment and limited public visibility. Nevertheless there are
a number of other considerations to weigh against that harm.
64. I accord significant weight to the contribution that the development would
make to general housing supply given the lack of a 5 year housing supply in the
Borough, including through the likely consequential release on to the market of
family housing as older residents move to the proposed development.
65. I accord substantial weight to the contribution that the development would
make towards the need for specialist extra care housing for sale to older people
which was not accurately estimated in the SHMA and for which the current and
emerging development plan does not make adequate provision.
66. I accord significant weight to the health and well-being benefits for the future
occupiers of the development.
67. I accord limited weight to the emerging local plan and to its evidence base
whereby the Council has concluded that exceptional circumstances justify the
proposed release of the appeal site from the Green Belt for residential
development in order to promote local growth in West Malling in a sustainable
location and to improve overall housing supply and affordability.
68. My overall conclusion is that these other considerations cumulatively clearly
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and as such qualify as very special
circumstances. As the demonstration of very special circumstances accords with
national policy the proposed development does accord with CS Policy CP3 and the
other identified conflicts with the development plan are outweighed by other
material considerations. The appeal should therefore be allowed.

Robert Mellor
INSPECTOR
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SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS
1)

Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale, (hereinafter
called "the reserved matters") shall be submitted to and approved in writing
by the local planning authority before any development takes place and the
development shall be carried out as approved.
Reason: In pursuance of Section 92(2) of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990.

2)

Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the local
planning authority not later than three years from the date of this
permission.
Reason: In pursuance of Section 92(2) of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990.

3)

The development hereby permitted shall be begun either before the
expiration of 3 years from the date of this permission, or before the
expiration of 2 years from the date of approval of the last of the reserved
matters to be approved, whichever is the later.
Reason: In pursuance of Section 92(2) of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990.

4)

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out within the site
defined by the red line on the Site Local Plan Ref RETI150716 SLP-02
Revision C.
Reason: In the interests of certainty as to the extent of the site.

Access
5)

The development shall not be occupied until measures for the modification
of the existing access at the A20 London Road have been implemented as
set out on the Proposed Highway Arrangement Drawing Ref PL01 Revision
A.
Reason: In the interests of highway safety.

6)

The development shall not be occupied until traffic islands have been
constructed within the A20 London Road in general accordance with the
recommendations of the Stage 1 Safety Audit November 2006 (Alpha
Consultants) in order to facilitate safe vehicle turning movements and safe
pedestrian crossing movements adjacent to the site access.
Reason: In the interests of highway safety.

7)

At or before the time of the first submission of Reserved Matters pursuant
to Condition 1, details relating to the following shall be submitted for
approval in writing by the Local Planning Authority:
a) Provision of a section of passing bay of a width of 5.5m to allow for any
incidences when an entering and exiting service vehicle may
concurrently occur over the length of the access road;
b) Provision of a pedestrian link between the site proper and the A20
London Road;
c) Internal swept path analyses demonstrating efficient refuse collection,
servicing and emergency access;
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d) The location of underground services/service strips suitable for
maintenance to avoid disruption to the access; and
e) Provision of surface water drainage from the access road to avoid
discharge onto the A20 London Road.
Reason: In the interests of safety and traffic flow.
Travel Plan
8)

The development shall not be occupied until a Travel Plan in accordance
with the sustainable development aims and objectives of the National
Planning Policy Framework, and in general accordance with the 'Framework
Travel Plan' document dated February 2017 has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority
The approved Travel Plan shall be implemented prior to occupation and for
each and every subsequent occupation of the development by a new
occupier.
Reason: To encourage sustainable travel modes in accordance with local
and national policy.

Levels
9)

No development shall take place until a plan showing the proposed finished
floor level of the new buildings and finished ground levels of the site in
relation to the existing levels of the site and adjoining land have been
submitted for the written approval of the Local Planning Authority. The
works shall be carried out in strict accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure that the development does not harm the character of
the area or visual amenity of the locality.

Ecology
10)

At or before the time of the first submission of Reserved Matters pursuant
to Condition 1, a revised ecological impact assessment report shall be
submitted for the written approval of the Local Planning Authority. The
report shall include updated dormice, reptile and badger surveys and a
detailed mitigation strategy to safeguard protected species, their habitats
and local biodiversity. The development shall be undertaken in strict
accordance with the recommendations, mitigation and enhancements
features detailed in the approved updated ecological report.
Reason: In the interests of minimising the impacts of the development on
the wildlife habitats on the site and to local biodiversity.

11)

At or before the time of the first submission of Reserved Matters pursuant
to Condition 1, a plan that sets out the parameters of the built form of the
development to include an ecological buffer in general accordance with
drawing 3822-LLB-XX-XX-DR-L-0001-S03/P01 dated 11 June 2018 and the
recommendations of the revised ecological impact assessment report shall
be submitted for the written approval of the Local Planning Authority. The
layout and landscaping details submitted pursuant to condition 1 shall
accord with the approved parameter plan.
Reason: To ensure that badgers, dormice and reptiles found on site and
their habitat are adequately protected and that there is a landscape buffer
at the edge of the built up area.
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12)

No development shall take place until a detailed scheme for the
translocation of reptiles has been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall include:
a) a methodology for the collection of reptiles and measures to prevent
reptiles returning to the site prior to and during the development;
b) surveys to confirm that the translocation site is currently not holding
a significant population of reptiles;
c) details of how the translocation will be enhanced and be in a suitable
condition to support the likely number of animals which will be
moved, prior to any animals being captured for transportation; and
details of the management of the translocation site in perpetuity.
The translocation shall be undertaken in strict accordance with the
approved details and the development shall not commence until a
verification report has been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority confirming that the reptiles have been removed
from the site.
Reason: To ensure that reptiles are protected and are not adversely
impacted by the proposed development.

Landscape and Trees
13)

No development above ground shall take place until there has been
submitted for the written approval of the Local Planning Authority a scheme
of hard and soft landscaping and boundary treatment. The approved
scheme of landscaping shall be in general conformity to the indicative
landscape drawing (ref 3822-LLB-XX-XX-DR-L-0001-S03/P01 dated 11 June
2018). The landscaping details shall include an implementation programme
for all planting, seeding and turfing. Any trees or shrubs removed, dying,
being seriously damaged or diseased within 5 years of planting shall be
replaced in the next planting season with trees or shrubs of similar size and
species, unless the Authority gives written consent to any variation. The
approved hard landscaping works shall be implemented prior to first
occupation of those parts of the development to which they relate.
Reason: Pursuant to Section 197 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 and to protect and enhance the appearance and character of the site
and locality.

14)

The landscaping details of the reserved matters submission shall include a
further arboricultural report to be submitted for the written approval of the
Local Planning Authority that:
a) identifies the trees and shrubs to be retained;
b) provides a comprehensive assessment of the impact of the
development on the existing trees on the site and on adjoining land;
and
c) includes measures to protect the retained trees and shrubs during
the construction of the development in accordance with
BS5837:2012.
The existing trees and shrubs shown to be retained, shall not be lopped,
topped, felled, uprooted or wilfully destroyed other than where indicated in
the approved arboricultural report, without the prior written consent of the
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Local Planning Authority, and any planting removed with or without such
consent shall be replaced within 12 months with suitable stock, adequately
staked and tied and shall thereafter be maintained for a period of 5 years.
Reason: Pursuant to Section 197 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 and to protect the appearance and character of the site and locality.
Materials
15)

No development above ground shall commence until details and samples of
all materials to be used externally have been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority, and the development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure that the development does not harm the character and
appearance of the area or the visual amenity of the locality.

Boundary treatment
16)

The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until details of all
fencing, walling and other boundary treatments have been submitted to
and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The boundary
treatment shall be implemented in full in accordance with the approved
details and in accordance with a programme to be agreed in advance in
writing by the local planning authority.
Reason: To protect the character and appearance of the area, to safeguard
residential amenity, and to control access to the adjacent railway line in the
interests of safety.

Construction Management Plan
17)

No development hereby permitted shall commence until a Construction
Transport Management Plan, to include details of:
(a) parking for vehicles of site personnel, operatives and visitors
(b) loading and unloading of plant and materials
(c) storage of plant and materials
(d) programme of works (including measures for traffic management)
(e) measures to prevent the deposit of materials on the highway
(f) on-site turning for construction vehicles
(g) measures to ensure protection of protected species and habitats during
construction access arrangements
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. Only the approved details shall be implemented during the
construction of the development.
Reason: In the interests of parking, highway safety, neighbouring
residential amenity and the character of the area.

Foul Drainage
18)

Foul water shall be disposed of directly to the mains sewer.
Reason: To prevent pollution of groundwater.

Sustainable Drainage
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19)

Development shall not begin until a detailed sustainable surface water
drainage scheme for the site has been submitted to and approved in writing
by the local planning authority. The detailed drainage scheme shall be
based on the principles recommended within the FRA Thomasons Ltd
(January 2017), and shall demonstrate that the surface water generated by
this development (for all rainfall durations and intensities up to and
including the climate change adjusted critical 100yr storm) can be
accommodated and disposed of through infiltration features located within
the curtilage of the site.
Reason: To ensure that the principles of sustainable drainage are
incorporated into this proposal and to ensure ongoing efficacy of the
drainage provisions.

20)

Development shall not begin until details of the implementation,
maintenance and management of the sustainable drainage scheme have
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
The scheme shall be implemented and thereafter managed and maintained
in accordance with the approved details. Those details shall include:
a)
a timetable for its implementation, and
b)

a management and maintenance plan for the lifetime of the
development which shall include the arrangements for adoption by
any public body or statutory undertaker, or any other arrangements
to secure the operation of the sustainable drainage system throughout
its lifetime.

Reason: To ensure that the principles of sustainable drainage are
incorporated into this proposal and to ensure ongoing efficacy of the
drainage provisions.
21)

Where infiltration is to be used to manage the surface water from the
development hereby permitted, it will only be allowed within those parts of
the site where it has been demonstrated that there is no resultant
unacceptable risk to controlled waters and/or ground stability. The
development shall only then be carried out in accordance with the approved
details.
Reason: To protect vulnerable groundwater resources.

Lighting
22)

No development above the ground shall take place until details of a lighting
scheme has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance
with the approved lighting scheme.
Reason: To protect the visual amenity and ecology of the rural locality.

Refuse/Waste
23)

The development shall not be occupied until a scheme for the collection and
storage of refuse for the development has been submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme shall be
provided in accordance with the approval details prior to first occupation of
the development.
Reason: To facilitate the collection of refuse and preserve visual amenity.
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Noise
24)

No development above the ground shall take place until a noise report
detailing the current noise climate at the site due to the close proximity of
the development to both the A20 and railway line and a scheme of noise
attenuation measures for the development having regard to the relevant
standards outlined in BS8233:2014, have been submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme shall be
implemented prior to first occupation of any part of the development and
shall be retained at all times thereafter.
Reason: To protect the amenities of the residential occupiers of the
development.

Contamination
25)

(a) If during development work, significant deposits of made ground or
indicators of potential contamination are discovered, the work shall cease
until an investigation/ remediation strategy has been agreed with the Local
Planning Authority and it shall thereafter be implemented by the developer.
(b) Any soils and other materials taken for disposal should be in accordance
with the requirements of the Waste Management, Duty of Care Regulations.
Any soil brought onsite should be clean and a soil chemical analysis shall be
provided to verify imported soils are suitable for the proposed end use.
(c) A closure report shall be submitted by the developer relating to (a) and
(b) above and other relevant issues and responses such as any pollution
incident during the development.
Reason: In the interests of amenity and public safety.

Security
26)

No development above the ground shall take place until details of measures
to minimise the risk of crime according to the principles and physical
security requirements of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design
(CPTED) have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority.

27)

The approved measures shall be implemented before the development is
occupied and thereafter retained.
Reason for the condition: In the interest of Security, Crime Prevention and
Community Safety.

Archaeology
28)

No development shall commence until the landowner, or their agents or
successors in title, has secured and implemented:
a)
archaeological field evaluation works in accordance with a
specification and written timetable which has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority; and
b)
further archaeological investigation, recording and reporting,
determined by the results of the evaluation, in accordance with a
specification and timetable which has been submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority
Reason: To ensure that features of archaeological interest are properly
examined and recorded.
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Inquiry Held on 13 August 2019
Site visits made on 13 and 14 August 2019
by Y Wright BSc (Hons) DipTP MSc DMS MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State
Decision date: 23 October 2019

Appeal Ref: APP/C2741/W/19/3227359
North of Boroughbridge Road, South of Millfield Lane, York YO26 6QB
•
•
•
•

The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a failure to give notice within the prescribed period of a decision on an
application for planning permission.
The appeal is made by Miller Homes Ltd against City of York Council.
The application Ref 14/02979/FULM, is dated 23 December 2014.
The development proposed is residential development, access, public open space,
landscaping and associated development infrastructure.

Decision
1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for residential
development, access, public open space, landscaping and associated
development infrastructure at land north of Boroughbridge Road, south of
Millfield Lane, York YO26 6QB, in accordance with the terms of the application,
Ref 14/02979/FULM, dated 23 December 2014, subject to the conditions set
out in the attached schedule.
Procedural Matters
2. The Inquiry sat for 1 day and I held an accompanied site visit on 13 August
2019 and an unaccompanied visit on 14 August 2019.
3. Concerns have been raised by a neighbour as to the accuracy of the red line
site boundary. The Appellant has confirmed that the site boundary on the
submitted plans is accurate, but a drafting error included some of the
neighbour’s trees within it. This has been rectified, but does not change the
red line site boundary which remains as originally submitted.
4. Whilst the description of development does not specify the amount of
residential development sought, the application was originally submitted for
271 dwellings. Following discussions with Council Officers this was reduced to
266 dwellings and amended plans were submitted to the Council and a second
round of public consultation occurred. A further amended layout plan was
submitted during the Inquiry, but this only amends the location of the
affordable housing within the proposed scheme, not the amount. No prejudice
would arise from consideration of the proposal based on these amendments.
Thus my decision is made on this basis.
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5. The application, the subject of this appeal, was presented to the City of York
Council Planning Committee on 2 July 2019 to ask members to confirm how
they would have determined the application had it not been appealed against
non-determination. At this meeting it was resolved that the Council’s position
at this Inquiry is that permission should be granted subject to appropriate
conditions and the completion of a S106 agreement. The Council therefore
does not resist the appeal, and therefore no Council witnesses were called to
the witness table.
6. An agreed Statement of Common Ground was submitted prior to the start of
the Inquiry which sets out the policy context along with the matters of
agreement between the two main parties.
7. It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council that for the purposes of this
appeal, the site falls within the general extent of the Green Belt, and the
proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt. I deal with
this within my main issues below.
8. A planning obligation in the form of a dated and signed planning agreement,
was received on 29 August 2019, pursuant to section 106 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990. The main contributions are: 30% affordable
housing, travellers’ pitches, open space, education, sports provision, highways
and sustainable transport measures. I deal with these below.
9. Whilst it has been confirmed that there is no longer any material difference in
position between the two main parties, it is necessary for me to consider the
issues involved, not least as a number of concerns have been raised by
interested parties.
Main Issues
10. My main issues are:
•

Whether or not the proposed development would represent inappropriate
development in the Green Belt;

•

The effect of the proposal on the openness of the Green Belt;

•

The effect of the proposal on the purposes of including land in the Green
Belt; and

•

Whether the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is
clearly outweighed by other considerations so as to amount to the very
special circumstances necessary to justify the development.

Reasons
Inappropriate development in the Green Belt
11. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that
applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with
the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
12. The development plan relevant to this appeal comprises the retained policies
and key diagram relating to the Green Belt within the Yorkshire and Humber
Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS), and policies within the Upper and Nether
Poppleton Neighbourhood Plan which was formally made on 19 October 2017.
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The Council does not have a formally adopted local plan, though work is
progressing on the emerging Local Plan.
13. Policies YH9 and Y1 of the RSS establish the principle of the York Green Belt.
The RSS key diagram illustrates the general extent of the Green Belt, but it
does not determine what the detailed boundaries should be. Indeed Policy Y1
states that the detailed boundaries of the Green Belt are to be defined in a City
of York development plan, in accordance with RSS Policy YH9C. This latter
policy states that the ‘detailed inner boundaries of the Green Belt around York
should be defined in order to establish long term development limits that
safeguard the special character and setting of the historic city. The boundaries
must take account of the levels of growth set out in this RSS and must also
endure beyond the Plan period.’ All other RSS policies were revoked in 2013.
The general extent of the York Green Belt has therefore been established in
principle for many years although its detailed boundaries in the City of York
Council area have never been formally defined.
14. In my procedural matters above, I confirmed that both the Appellant and the
Council have agreed that, for the purpose of this appeal, the site should be
treated as being within the general extent of the Green Belt. I am mindful that
the lack of defined boundaries is insufficient justification to arbitrarily exclude
sites from being within the general extent of the Green Belt. On this basis I
share the view that the site is within the general extent of the Green Belt.
Accordingly national and local Green Belt policy applies to this appeal.
15. The Neighbourhood Plan shows the appeal site as being within the general
extent of the Green Belt, though it does not define the detailed Green Belt
boundaries within its area. It recognises that these will be determined through
the emerging Local Plan: ‘it is for the City Planners and Councillors of the City
of York to agree the definitive Green Belt around the City and surrounding
villages.’ It continues by stating that once the City Council’s emerging plan has
been adopted, the Neighbourhood Plan ‘will be reviewed in order to ensure that
the two elements of the development plan are consistent’.
16. For the purposes of this appeal Neighbourhood Plan Green Belt Policy PNP1
applies to the proposal. This states that inappropriate development within the
general extent of the Green Belt will not be supported except in very special
circumstances. This is consistent with national policy.
17. Whilst I note that the site was supported as a housing allocation in the
submission version of the Neighbourhood Plan, this was not carried forward
into the ‘made’ version. As such this carries no weight.
18. The Council produced the York Development Control Local Plan in 2005, which
includes a Proposals Map, but this has not been adopted as policy and does not
form part of the development plan. The appeal site is shown as being within
the suggested Green Belt boundary on the Proposals Map. Whilst this is a
material consideration, I consider it has very little weight, particularly as more
recent emerging planning policy in the form of the City of York Local Plan, has
been produced by the Council.
19. This emerging Local Plan was submitted for examination in May 2018 and is at
an advanced stage. Within this Plan the proposed detailed boundaries of the
Green Belt have been defined for the first time. It does not include the appeal
site within the Green Belt. Instead the site is identified as a proposed
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

3

Agenda Page 1234

Agenda Item 4a

Appeal Decision APP/C2741/W/19/3227359

allocation for housing development under emerging Policy SS7 (site ST2). I
consider the evidence behind the proposed detailed Green Belt boundaries and
the weight to be attached to this Plan later in my decision under ‘Other
considerations’.
20. The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) attaches great
importance to the Green Belt. Paragraph 133 states that the fundamental aim
of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently
open. The essential characteristics of Green Belt are its openness and
permanence.
21. The Framework goes on to state that inappropriate development within the
Green Belt, is by definition harmful and should not be approved except in very
special circumstances. Except for a small number of exceptions set out in
paragraphs 145 and 146 of the Framework, development within the Green Belt
should be regarded as inappropriate. The proposed development does not fit
into any of the exceptions listed, and I therefore conclude that it would
represent inappropriate development in the Green Belt.
Openness of the Green Belt
22. The appeal site comprises an L-shaped agricultural field currently in use for
growing crops and a former sports ground for the Civil Service Sports Council,
which is now overgrown and unused. On my site visit I saw some evidence of
the foundations and surfaces of sports related structures and parking areas
that used to be located on part of the site, but no buildings remain. Whilst I
acknowledge that the site is surrounded by existing urban development, the
site itself is clearly currently open in character.
23. The proposal would result in the introduction of residential development onto
this open site, which would result in a considerable reduction in its openness.
Whilst I accept that the vegetation cover along the site boundary and the
additional proposed landscaping would restrict some views of the development,
there would inevitably be a permanent change to the character of the site,
which would spatially and visually be perceived to some extent, by users of
adjacent highways, footpaths and occupiers of adjacent buildings.
24. Due to the scale of the proposed development relative to the existing openness
of the appeal site, I conclude that there would be a considerable loss of
openness. This would be additional to the harm by reason of its
inappropriateness, and in accordance with paragraph 144 of the Framework,
together carries substantial weight against the proposal.
Purposes of including land in the Green Belt
25. Paragraph 134 of the Framework states that Green Belt serves five purposes. I
now consider what effect the proposed development would have on these
purposes.
26. The first and second Framework purposes are ‘to check the unrestricted sprawl
of large built-up areas’ and ‘to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one
another’. The site is mostly surrounded by existing built form. This includes
the Manor Academy school, established residential development and the outer
ring road to the west, mixed commercial development to the north, a large
previously developed site with planning permission for a substantial number of
houses to the north east, existing housing to the east and the A59
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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Boroughbridge Road to the south. There is an open field beyond this road to
the south.
27. The proposal would introduce built form on to the currently open site, which
would increase the amount of development in the area. Whilst this would
result in the considerable reduction in the openness of the site, the proposal
would not extend development beyond the existing urban form that surrounds
the site. Accordingly it would not visually or physically extend development
towards nearby settlements, including Upper and Nether Poppleton.
28. Furthermore the appeal site is not located in any of the areas identified as
being essential for preventing coalescence between settlements, as evidenced
in the Neighbourhood Plan and supporting documents to the emerging Local
Plan. The proposal therefore would not result in the unrestricted sprawl of a
large built-up area nor the merging of any settlements.
29. The third Green Belt purpose is ‘to assist in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment’. Whilst the site is partially agricultural, it is separated from
nearby countryside by the outer ring road, A59 and existing built form. This
existing development serves to contain the appeal site and isolate it from the
wider countryside. In visual terms, views of the site from the A59 and outer
ring road are currently limited, due to the existing mature trees, hedgerows
and intervening development. Whilst the reduction in height of some of this
vegetation has the potential to improve some views into and across the site, it
would still be seen within the context of the surrounding built up area and
would remain separated from the countryside. Within this context the site
does not visually or spatially form part of the nearby countryside. Therefore,
whilst the appeal scheme would result in urban form extending on to the site, it
would not, in my view, encroach into the countryside.
30. The fourth Green Belt purpose is ‘to preserve the setting and special character
of historic towns’. On my site visit I saw no views of the historic core of the
City, including the Minster, from within or across the site or when viewing the
site from the adjacent roads. The heritage evidence submitted includes
heritage assessments, undertaken as part of the process of producing the
emerging Local Plan. These do not identify the site as being of particular
importance to York’s historic character or its setting. The development
proposal would inevitably change the character of the site, but it would be seen
within the context of the surrounding built form and the landscaping proposed.
Overall, based on the evidence submitted, I find that there would be no harm
to the setting and special character of the historic city of York.
31. The final purpose is ‘to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the
recycling of derelict and other urban land’. Substantial urban regeneration
sites within the City area, including the former British Sugar site immediately
to the north east and the York Central site, have both secured planning
permission for development, and are progressing. Other previously developed
sites in the City have also been identified as part of the emerging Local Plan
process and are being positively advanced. Due to the differing site
complexities, scale of development and timescales for delivery, the
development of the appeal site would not adversely impact on the regeneration
of these or other derelict and urban sites. As such there would be no harm to
this Green Belt purpose.
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32. In taking account of the above, I conclude overall, that the proposal would not
result in harm to the five purposes of including land within the Green Belt. This
lack of harm is a neutral factor that weighs neither for or against the proposal.
Other considerations
33. I now consider whether there are any ‘other considerations’ that would weigh
in favour of the development.
34. I have determined above that the proposal would not result in harm to the five
purposes of including land within the Green Belt. Whilst this lack of harm
carries no weight, I now consider whether the site contributes to these Green
Belt purposes.
35. As I have mentioned earlier in my decision, the existing adopted development
plan (RSS and Neighbourhood Plan) sets out the general extent of the Green
Belt, but does not determine its detailed boundaries. A detailed assessment of
what land should be within the Green Belt boundaries has now been
undertaken as part of the process of producing the emerging Local Plan. This
evidence delineates the boundaries based on an assessment of whether land
meets the essential Green Belt characteristics of openness and permanence, in
accordance with the five purposes as set out in the Framework. This evidence
concludes that the appeal site does not serve any Green Belt purposes.
36. Having considered this evidence and taken account of the site’s location
adjacent to existing built form and its self-contained nature and isolation from
nearby countryside, I concur with the findings of the Green Belt review, that
this site does not contribute to the five Green Belt purposes of including land
within the Green Belt. Whilst I have some representations before me arguing
that the site does serve a few of the Green Belt purposes, I have no
substantive evidence to support these views or counter the findings of the
Green Belt review. Consequently, my findings in this regard carry significant
weight in favour of the proposal.
37. I note that the Local Plan is currently at examination, so is at an advanced
stage. The site is not shown as being within the Green Belt in the emerging
Local Plan. This, together with the identification of the site as a proposed
allocation for housing development under emerging Policy SS7 (site ST2), are
material considerations, though the weight to be attached is dependent on the
extent to which there are unresolved objections. In this regard I note that
there are four such objections relating to the site, which predominantly raise
issues relating to matters that I consider could be resolved through the
imposition of planning conditions or are concerns relating to the Green Belt
boundary. Overall, on this basis, and taking account of my finding that the site
does not serve any Green Belt purposes, I consider that in this instance the
emerging Local Plan weighs moderately in support of the proposal.
38. The proposal would result in market and affordable housing which would be in
an accessible location. There is a clear need for housing, with the main parties
agreeing that the current housing land supply for the City of York is either 3.28
years or 3.82 years, depending on whether the emerging Local Plan allocations
within the urban area are included or not. The evidence therefore shows that
the Council is currently unable to demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply
(5YHLS), without bringing forward sites outside the urban area.
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39. The proposal before me seeks full planning permission. Based on the available
evidence, a considerable proportion of the 266 dwellings proposed could be
delivered in the short term, contributing to the 5YHLS shortfall. In these
circumstances, as the Council does not have a 5YHLS and in light of the
imperative in the Framework to boost significantly the supply of housing, this
provision is a significant consideration that weighs in favour of the proposal.
Whilst I am mindful of the Written Ministerial Statement of December 2015
(WMS) which indicates that unmet need is unlikely to clearly outweigh harm to
the Green Belt and any other harm so as to establish very special
circumstances, this pre-dates the revised Framework. As this provision has not
been translated into the Framework and the associated guidance has been
removed from the Planning Practice Guidance, I give this WMS little weight as a
material consideration.
40. The scheme would also boost the local economy by providing construction jobs
and supporting local building trades, albeit that this would be for a temporary
period. The site is located in a sustainable location, accessible to everyday
local facilities and services and therefore uture occupants of the development
would be likely to use and support local businesses, services and facilities.
These economic benefits carry some positive weight.
The development would also enable the positive and beneficial reuse of a
partially vacant and underused site. Most of the existing trees and hedgerows
within and on the boundary of the site would be retained, although I
acknowledge that it would be necessary to remove a small number of protected
trees adjacent to the A59, some of which are defective. The proposal would
provide further trees, landscaping and other biodiversity features such as bird
and bat boxes within the site, which would enhance biodiversity. These
elements overall carry some weight in favour of the proposal.
Whether very special circumstances exist
41. Taking account of my findings as set out above, I now consider whether the
harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly
outweighed by other considerations, either individually or cumulatively, before
determining whether very special circumstances exist to justify inappropriate
development.
42. The proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt and would
result in considerable harm to openness. In accordance with national policy
this harm carries substantial weight against the proposal.
43. I have found that the proposal would not result in harm to the five purposes of
the Green Belt. I have also concluded that there would be no other material
harm. As such these are neutral factors that weigh neither for nor against the
development.
44. In terms of matters weighing in support of the appeal, I have determined that
the site does not serve any Green Belt purposes and therefore does not need to
be kept permanently open for Green Belt reasons. Furthermore, the provision
of 266 market and affordable homes, to be delivered in the short to medium
term, is a significant favourable factor. These elements weigh significantly in
support of the proposal.
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45. The site is not identified as being within the Green Belt as assessed through the
Council’s Green Belt review evidence. I have myself concluded that the site
serves none of the five Green Belt purposes, and as such this carries significant
weight.
46. The appeal scheme would accord with the proposed site allocation for
residential development in the emerging Local Plan. I have determined that, in
this instance, taking account of the advanced stage of the emerging Local Plan
and the limited outstanding objections that remain as regards the site
allocation, this carries some moderate weight.
47. I have also identified some modest economic benefits and biodiversity
enhancements in support of the proposal.
48. I have carefully considered and weighed all the above matters. Overall, in
considering these matters in combination, I conclude that the substantial harm
by reason of inappropriateness and the effect on openness would be clearly
outweighed by these other considerations. I therefore conclude that very
special circumstances exist to justify inappropriate development in the Green
Belt.
Other matters
49. In addition to concerns raised about development on land within the general
extent of the Green Belt, interested parties have also made representations on
other issues.
50. In relation to highway related concerns, I note that the proposal would increase
traffic in the locality to some extent. Indeed the updated transport assessment
(Sanderson Associates 2017) states that the proposal would have ‘some
detrimental impact on existing junctions’. However, the site is in an accessible
location, with existing bus stops and services adjacent to the site, and taking
into account the measures proposed within the travel plan and planning
agreement, I consider that future residents and visitors to the development
would have a realistic and reasonable opportunity to utilise sustainable modes
of travel for meeting day to day needs. These measures would assist in
reducing the reliance on the private car and would support travel by other
modes of transport. The delivery of these measures could be secured by means
of suitable planning conditions.
51. I also note that since the transport assessment was completed, improvements
to the nearby A59/A1237 roundabout have taken place, to ease existing
congestion. Furthermore the Council confirmed at the Inquiry that other local
roads and junctions are due to be improved/upgraded. This includes network
capacity enhancements to junctions associated with the York Central
development. As a consequence of these measures, no additional mitigation is
required by the Highway Authority, for highway improvements as a
consequence of the appeal scheme, except for those set out within the
planning agreement or through the suggested conditions. Nevertheless, to
ensure that the travel plan includes targets to take account of the number of
trips to be taken off the network to assist in reducing any impact on the A59
and key junctions, this measure could be imposed in a suitably worded
condition. This is a reasonable approach.
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52. There would be limited vehicular access from Millfield Lane as the proposed
access here would only serve a few houses, and whilst there would be
pedestrian and cycle access across the site, there would be no vehicular
through route. Construction traffic would only be for a temporary period.
53. Overall, I am satisfied that the accessible location of the appeal site, together
with the sustainable transport measures proposed, would assist in minimising
the amount of car borne travel from the development. Based on the available
evidence I consider that the proposal would not result in an unacceptable
impact on highway safety nor would the residual cumulative impacts on the
road network be severe. Furthermore the Highway Authority does not object
to the proposal on highway safety or operational grounds, and having had
regard to all the available evidence I have no reason to reach another
conclusion.
54. The proposal would result in the loss of some Grade 2 best and most versatile
(BMV) agricultural land. However, this part of the site lies adjacent to existing
urban development and is isolated from other agricultural land within the
locality. Furthermore, there is a significant amount of BMV land surrounding
York, so the loss of such a small area would have a minimal impact. The field
forms only a small part of the farmer’s land holding, and its loss would not
affect the viability of his wider farming business. On this basis, there would be
no material harm in this regard.
55. Local residents have also suggested that the development would result in
unacceptable pressure being placed on existing local services and facilities,
including schools and healthcare. However there is no evidence that these
facilities would not be able to cope with the level of development proposed.
Indeed the Appellant proposes to provide planning contributions towards the
provision of some necessary facilities and local infrastructure, including schools,
as part of a legal agreement, such that the concerns on this matter could be
overcome. I also note that the Council, and statutory agencies responsible for
such facilities have not objected to the proposal. As there is no substantive
evidence before me demonstrating harm in this regard, I have no reason to
reach another conclusion.
56. Whilst concerns about prematurity have been raised, I consider the
development is not so substantial or that its cumulative effect so great that it
would undermine the plan making process. Furthermore the development
would be consistent with its allocation for residential development in the
emerging Local Plan. Whilst this is not yet an adopted plan it is at an advanced
stage and in the case of this site has very few outstanding objections. I
therefore do not attach weight to the issue of prematurity in this instance.
57. In relation to other issues raised, the design and density of the proposed
scheme would ensure that the site would not be overdeveloped, and living
conditions for occupiers of neighbouring properties and future occupiers of the
development would be satisfactory, including in relation to privacy, overlooking
and overshadowing. The scheme includes a landscape buffer between the
school and proposed residential properties, and it is my view that its size would
be adequate in this regard. The scheme would also provide sufficient distances
between new and neighbouring properties to protect privacy.
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58. The site is currently private land with no public right of access so there would
be no loss of public open space. Indeed the proposal would provide new play
areas and public open space.
59. As regards wildlife, I note that the site is supported by an ecological
assessment (Ecology Report 2014) and further surveys and addendum
statements carried out in 2016 and 2019. Based on the evidence that is before
me, the recommended mitigation and enhancement measures proposed within
these reports and the imposition of a suitable ecological condition would ensure
biodiversity enhancement.
60. The scheme includes a submitted drainage strategy which would ensure
adequate drainage and flood risk measures were implemented. I note that
there is no objection to the drainage strategy from Yorkshire Water and the
Internal Drainage Board. Based on the available evidence I have no reason to
reach a different conclusion.
61. Whilst it has been suggested that the site could be used for other means such
as sports fields or other recreational use or the expansion of the adjacent
school, these proposals are not before me. I can only consider the appeal
based on the development that has been applied for.
Planning obligations
62. The relevant parties have entered into a planning agreement under section 106
of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, which includes a number of
obligations which would come into effect if planning permission were to be
granted. I have considered these in light of the statutory tests contained in
Regulation 122 of The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations 2010
and as set out in paragraph 56 of the Framework. These state that a planning
obligation must be: necessary to make the development acceptable in planning
terms, directly related to the development, and fairly and reasonably related in
scale and kind to the development.
63. The planning agreement comprises a range of contributions that would be
provided were the appeal to be allowed, which I now consider.
64. Affordable Housing: A significant need for affordable housing has been
identified through the York Strategic Housing Market Assessment and its
addendum. Whilst there is currently no adopted development plan policy
requiring affordable housing, the delivery of 30% affordable housing would be
in line with the Council’s current practice. Furthermore the provision of
affordable houses as part of the development would accord with the Framework
which seeks to ensure a sufficient supply of homes to reflect identified needs. I
am satisfied that this planning obligation meets all three planning obligation
tests and so is necessary. I give this obligation significant weight.
65. Open space and sports provision: The obligation requires the submission and
implementation of a public open space and landscape management scheme, to
ensure the future management and maintenance of the public open space and
landscaping for the lifetime of the scheme. This would be required to meet the
needs of the future residents of the scheme.
66. The off-site sports contribution of £184,671 would be used to improve/extend
existing local facilities at named sites, to accommodate the additional needs of
the new residents. The quantum of provision and sum requested are
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consistent with the standards set out in the Council’s Open Space and Green
Infrastructure Update 2017. I am satisfied that these planning obligations
meet all three statutory tests and so are necessary. As they would meet the
needs of the future residents of the scheme, they are neutral factors that carry
no weight.
67. Education: Contributions would go to local pre-school, primary and secondary
schools to enable them to accommodate the additional pupils that would be
generated by the appeal proposal. The contributions have been calculated in
accordance with the methodology set out in the Council’s Supplementary
Planning Guidance for developer contributions to education facilities, as
updated in June 2019 (Education SPG). The actual costs requested are based
on the Department for Education cost multiplier, which is annually updated and
regionally adjusted. This is a reasonable approach.
68. The evidence identifies that existing early years establishments do not have the
capacity to accommodate the additional 33 places that would be directly
generated by the development. The sum of £300,927 would contribute
towards the provision of these additional places within the locality. This would
meet the planning obligation tests and is therefore necessary.
69. In relation to primary school education, the evidence identifies that the scheme
would result in the need for 63 additional spaces, which cannot currently be
accommodated locally. The planning agreement specifies the requirement for a
sum of £1,148,931, to be used to provide these spaces at named schools
within the area, and the future school planned to be constructed on the former
British Sugar development site, opposite the appeal site. This provision would
be directly related to the development, would meet the other two tests and
accordingly the contribution is necessary.
70. A contribution of £899,532 towards the provision of 36 secondary places at the
adjacent Manor Academy School reflects the additional places that would be
generated by the development proposal in accordance with the SPG calculation.
This would meet the planning obligation tests and is therefore necessary.
71. As these education related obligations would meet the needs of the future
residents of the scheme, they are neutral factors that carry no weight.
72. Highways and sustainable transport: The highway infrastructure and
sustainable transport contributions would provide funding for membership of
and access to a car club, pedestrian crossing improvements, bus priority
measures, bus service improvements, new bus stops, bus passes, and a travel
plan, all of which would encourage and support the use of more sustainable
means of transport.
73. A contribution of £20,000 would be used towards the upgrading of a pedestrian
crossing on the A59. Bus related contributions comprise the following:
£120,000 for the funding of up to four bus stops on the A59 and Millfield Lane;
£400,000 to increase the frequency of bus service number 10 in the evenings
and on Sundays for a 5 year period; and £480,000 towards bus priority
measures on the A59. A sum of £69,160 would be used to provide subsidised
travel measures including bus passes and car club access. A sum of £80,000
for a travel plan for the development would reduce dependence on the private
car and promote sustainable travel. The sums requested are based on similar
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schemes and interventions within the area and would be proportionate to the
impacts.
74. I find that these highway infrastructure and sustainable transport contributions
would serve the residents of the scheme and would meet all three planning
obligation tests. They are therefore necessary. As they would meet the needs
of the future residents of the scheme, they are neutral factors that carry no
weight.
75. Traveller pitches: The planning agreement also contains an obligation to
provide a £300,000 contribution towards the provision of two off-site gypsy
and traveller pitches. This would contribute towards meeting the
accommodation needs for 44 gypsy and traveller households that do not meet
the planning definition, as defined in emerging Policy H5 of the Local Plan.
Nevertheless, there is no indication of where the pitches would be located,
when they would be provided and how they would be delivered. Furthermore,
such provision is not necessary to make the development acceptable in
planning terms, is not directly related to the development and does not fairly
and reasonably relate in scale and kind to the development. Consequently, it
has not been demonstrated that this obligation is necessary. I therefore do not
take it into account in determining this appeal and I accord no weight.
Conditions
76. I have considered the conditions suggested by the Council in the light of the
advice given in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). All of the conditions are
deemed to be acceptable by the Appellant, including those that are precommencement. Whilst I impose most of them, I do not impose those that do
not meet the required tests. Conditions can only be imposed where they are
necessary, relevant to planning and to the development being permitted,
enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects. I have combined
some of the conditions and amended the wording of others where necessary, in
the interests of precision and enforceability. Overall, I am satisfied that the
conditions set out in my decision meet the tests within the PPG and the
Framework.
77. In addition to the standard time limit condition, I impose a condition specifying
the approved plans for reasons of certainty. The submission and
implementation of a construction method statement is necessary to minimise
detrimental effects to the living conditions of neighbouring residents, to protect
the natural environment from pollution and ensure highway safety during the
construction phase. It also requires the inclusion of measures to avoid
protected and priority species, particularly in relation to the potential for bats
and badgers, in accordance with the advice in the Ecology Report (2014) and
its addendums (2016 and 2019).
78. As the site contains Himalayan Balsam, I impose a condition to manage and
control this invasive non-native species. A tree protection method statement is
necessary to safeguard existing trees during construction. In accordance with
the Ecology Report and its addendums, ecological measures are necessary to
provide net gains in biodiversity as part of the development. I therefore
include the suggested condition, but also add an implementation clause. In
order to prevent flooding and ensure satisfactory drainage a suitably worded
condition is necessary.
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79. Due to the findings of the OSA 2015 archaeological assessment, I impose an
archaeological condition to ensure satisfactory archaeological investigation and
recording of the site.
80. Conditions requiring detailed drawings of the roads, footpaths, cycleways and
other areas of open space to be adopted, together with a phasing plan detailing
the timescales for implementation of the road and green infrastructure, are
imposed. I also impose conditions requiring car club facilities, electric vehicle
charging points and a travel plan to ensure the provision of sustainable forms
of travel, though for the former I have added a suitable implementation clause.
Also the Council’s condition for the provision of electrical charging sockets is
unnecessarily detailed, particularly in relation to the length of cable to be
installed. It may be more appropriate for different cable lengths to be installed
depending on the dwelling under construction. As such, I amend the condition
to require a scheme to be submitted to the Council setting out the required
details, to allow greater flexibility.
81. The provision of cycle parking in accordance with the approved details will
protect the character and appearance of the development and promote
sustainable travel. For precision and reasons of enforceability I have amended
the suggested condition to require the installation of the cycle parking prior to
first occupation of the dwelling to which it relates.
82. A condition requiring detailed designs of the play areas is necessary to ensure
they are suitable. As agreed by the main parties at the Inquiry, I include
reference to the phasing plan, to ensure that a timescale for implementation is
included in the condition.
83. The Council has put forward a condition which requires the delivery of
sustainable design and construction which exceeds the minimum Building
Regulations standards for dwelling energy efficiency, water consumption rates
and carbon emissions. The additional evidence submitted at the Inquiry in the
form of the Carbon Trust report (2017) justifies these requirements. I
therefore consider the condition meets the necessary tests and I impose it.
84. In relation to noise levels I note that the Appellant’s noise impact assessment
concludes that the dominant noise source near to the south western and
eastern boundaries was due to road traffic on the A59 Boroughbridge Road and
Millfield Lane, respectively, along with some noise associated with the school
for a limited period of the daytime. Accordingly I impose a suitable condition
which requires noise mitigation measures so that the dwellings are constructed
to not exceed specified internal daytime and night time noise levels. This will
minimise adverse effects on health and quality of life for future occupiers to
ensure that living conditions are satisfactory.
85. A condition requiring that a survey of adjacent highways is carried out prior to
the commencement of development does not meet the required tests and is
therefore not necessary, as such matters can be dealt with through relevant
highway legislation and regulations. I therefore do not impose it.
86. I do not impose conditions requiring ground gas monitoring, an assessment of
landfill gas generation and migration, and a remedial scheme, as no evidence
of such issues within or surrounding the site is before me. No evidence of the
need for these provisions has been submitted. However I do impose a
condition relating to any unforeseen contamination that may come to light
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whilst carrying out the development, in order to protect future users of the
land, existing neighbours, properties, controlled waters and ecological systems.
87. I acknowledge the requirement in the emerging Local Plan in respect of the
provision of a mix of housing types to meet identified needs, but insufficient
evidence has been provided in this case, to support the necessity for a
condition requiring 10% wheelchair accessible/adaptable dwellings within this
site. There is also insufficient evidence before me to demonstrate the need for
at least 5% of the dwellings to be self-build or custom build. As such, these
suggested conditions would not meet the statutory tests and I therefore do not
impose them.
Conclusion
88. I have concluded above that, for this appeal, very special circumstances exist
to justify inappropriate development in the Green Belt. My findings on other
matters do not lead me to reach a different conclusion. Consequently, I
conclude overall that the proposal would comply with the relevant provisions of
the Framework and the development plan when considered as a whole. For the
reasons given above, and having considered all other matters raised, I
conclude that the appeal should be allowed.

Y Wright
INSPECTOR
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Appearances
FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY:
Mr Stephen Morgan of Counsel, Landmark Chambers, instructed by Ms Sandra
Branigan, Senior Solicitor, City of York Council
Assisted by:
Mr David Allenby BA(Hons) MRTPI, Planning Consultant
Mrs Becky Eades, Development Management, City of York Council

FOR THE APPELLANT:
Mr Michael Bedford QC, Cornerstone Chambers, instructed by Mr Jason Tait DipTP
MRTPI, Director at Planning Prospects Ltd
He called: Mr Jason Tait DipTP MRTPI, Director at Planning Prospects Ltd
Other person available: Mr Ian Ladbrooke BA(Hons) MIHT MIHE, Associate at
Sanderson Associates (Consulting Engineers) Ltd

FOR INTERESTED PERSONS:
Mr David Gale

Local resident

Mr Stephen Winston

Local resident

Mrs Lynda Winston

Local resident

Councillor Ms Anne Hook

Ward member and Parish Councillor

Mrs Edie Jones

Chair of Poppleton Neighbourhood Plan Committee,
Councillor of Nether Poppleton Parish Council and
Governor of Manor Academy

Mr Lionel Lennox

Local resident

Mrs Maggie Johnson

Local resident

Mr Michael Wistow

Chairman of York Trenchard Group

DOCUMENTS:
1

Letter of notification of the Inquiry dated 12 July 2019 and list of addresses

2

Revised planning layout plan 0199-100-04 Rev E

3

Extracts from the submission version of the Poppleton Neighbourhood Plan
and Parish Council minutes

4

Ecology Information addendum statement July 2019

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

15

Agenda Page 1246

Agenda Item 4a

Appeal Decision APP/C2741/W/19/3227359

5

Copy of Cllr Ms Anne Hook’s comments made at the 2 July 2019 City of York
Council Planning Committee

6

Photos of the site (aerial and from the adjacent school) provided by Mrs
Edie Jones

7

Map showing the amount of agricultural land surrounding the City of York

8

Carbon Trust report used to assist the Council in developing the climate
change section of the emerging local plan – provides evidence for some of
the proposed conditions

9

High Court decision Monkhill Limited v Secretary of State for Housing,
Communities and Local Government and Waverley Borough Council [2019]
EWHC 1993 (Admin)

10 Appellant’s final reply
11 Signed S106 planning agreement dated 29 August 2019
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Schedule of Conditions
1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun not later than the expiration
of three years from the date of this permission.
2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the
following approved plans:
811105-100-01 Site location plan
0199-100-01 Rev E Site layout plan
0199-100-04 Rev E Planning layout
2694-101 Landscape layout
0199-100-02 Enclosures plan
0199-100-03 Character areas plan
811105-100-20 to 811105-100-24 Street scenes
Character Area 1 House type booklet:
0199-C1-TO-01 to 0199-C1-TO-04
0199-C1-DA-01 and 0199-C1-DA-02
0199-C1-KI-01 to 0199-C1-KI-04
0199-C1-MA-01 to 0199-C1-MA-04
0199-C1-BL-01 to 0199-C1-BL-04
0199-C1-ES-01 to 0199-C1-ES-04
0199-C1-BU-01 to 0199-C1-BU-08
0199-C1-BU.DA.-01 and 0199-C1-BU.DA.-02
0199-C1-AS-01 and 0199-C1-AS-02
0199-C1-RE-01 to 0199-C1-RE-04
0199-C1-RY-01 to 0199-C1-RY-04
0199-C1-ST-01 and 0199-C1-ST-06
0199-C1-BM-01 to 0199-C1-BM-04
0199-C1-SG-01
0199-C1-DG-01
Character Area 2 House type booklet:
0199-C2-TW-01 to 0199-C2-TW-04
0199-C2-AP-01 to 0199-C2-AP-04
0199-C2-YA-01 and 0199-C2-YA-02
0199-C2-SN-01 and 0199-C2-SN-02
0199-C2-PU-01 and 0199-C2-PU-02
0199-C2-TO-01 to 0199-C2-TO-04
0199-C2-DA-01 and 0199-C2-DA-02
0199-C2-DA.DA-01 and 0199-C2-DA.DA-02 ▪
0199-C2-KI-01 and 0199-C2-KI-02
0199-C2-MA-01 and 0199-C2-MA-02
0199-C2-BL-01 to 0199-C2-BL-04
0199-C2-BU-01 to 0199-C2-BU-10
0199-C2-BU.DA.-01 and 0199-C2-BU.DA.-02
0199-C2-AS-01 and 0199-C2-AS-02
0199-C2-RE-01 and 0199-C2-RE-02
0199-C2-RY-01 and 0199-C2-RY-02
0199-C2-BM-01 and 0199-C2-BM-02
0199-C2-SG-01
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0199-C2-DG-01
Character Area 3 House type booklet:
0199-C3-CH-01 and 0199-C3-CH-02
0199-C3-ED-01 and 0199-C3-ED-02
0199-C3-TW-01 and 0199-C3-TW-02
0199-C3-WE-01 and 0199-C3-WE-02
0199-C3-SN-01 and 0199-C3-SN-02
0199-C3-WA-01 and 0199-C3-WA-02
0199-C3-PU-01 and 0199-C3-PU-02
0199-C3-TO-01 and 0199-C3-TO-02
0199-C3-DA-01 and 0199-C3-DA-02
0199-C3-DA.DA-01 and 0199-C3-DA.DA-02
0199-C3-KI-01 and 0199-C3-KI-02
0199-C3-ES-01 and 0199-C3-ES-02
0199-C3-AV-01 and 0199-C3-AV-02
0199-C3-AS-01 and 0199-C3-AS-02
0199-C3-SG-01
0199-C3-DG-01
0199-C3-CP-01
3. Prior to commencement of development a Construction Method Statement shall
be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
Statement shall provide for:
-

-

wheel washing facilities to prevent mud and detritus getting on to the public
highway;
measures to control the emission of noise, dust and dirt during construction
including appropriate measures;
a scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from construction works;
delivery and construction working hours;
measures to control noise during any piling of foundations (if required);
measures for avoiding harm to protected and priority species (in particular
bats and badgers) including method statements for undertaking construction
activities in the best interest of biodiversity, appropriate protection zones,
locations and timing of sensitive works and roles and responsibilities of an
Ecological Clerk of Works; and
point of contact on site for enquiries.

The approved Construction Method Statement shall be strictly adhered to
throughout the construction period of the development.
4. Prior to the commencement of development, a method statement, to include a
programme of works, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority detailing the containment, control and where possible
removal of Himalayan balsam, an invasive non-native species, on site. The
measures shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the approved scheme
and programme of works.
5. Prior to the commencement of development, including the importing of materials
and any excavations, a method statement regarding protection measures for the
existing trees shown to be retained on the approved drawings and in the Tree
Survey (Revision B December 2014), shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority. All works on site shall be undertaken in
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accordance with the approved method statement. For the avoidance of doubt
this condition excludes works necessary for routine tree maintenance, pruning
and crowning works.
This method statement shall include details and locations of protective fencing,
and construction details where any change in surface material or installation of
services is proposed within the canopy spread and likely rooting zone of a tree.
No trenches, pipe runs for services or drains shall be sited within the root
protection area of the tree(s) on the site which are to be retained without the
prior approval in writing of the local planning authority.
6. Prior to commencement of development, details of foul and surface water
drainage works shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority, and the development shall be carried out in accordance with
these approved details.
7. Prior to the commencement of development details of measures and a
programme of works to enhance biodiversity shall be submitted to and approved
in writing by the local planning authority and the works shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved details and the programme of works. The
required details shall include the following:
-

Native tree and hedgerow planting,
Wildflower meadow seeding,
Bat and bird boxes, and
Lighting scheme that avoids light spill onto the boundary features and
retained mature trees.

8. Prior to commencement of development, a phasing plan detailing the installation
of the road network and the green infrastructure within the site (including the
main vehicular access, amenity and play space, pedestrian and cycle routes and
car club parking spaces), shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance
with the approved phasing plan. The main vehicular access from Boroughbridge
Road, shall be constructed in accordance with the approved plans and made
available for use before first occupation of a dwelling within the site.
9. No groundworks shall take place until a written scheme of archaeological
investigation (WSI) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority in writing. The WSI shall include details of: archaeological
excavation of the site; a post-investigation programme of archaeological,
artefactual and environmental analysis of excavated material; production of a
report on the archaeological excavation and post-excavation analyses;
deposition of the archaeological archive with the Yorkshire Museum; and a full
programme of community involvement in the excavation and post-excavation
phases of the project. For land that is included within the WSI, no work shall
take place other than in accordance with the agreed WSI. The WSI should
conform to standards set by the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists.
The development shall be completed in accordance with the programme set out
in the approved WSI. A copy of a publication report shall be deposited with City
of York Historic Environment Record to allow public dissemination of results
within 12 months of completion or such other period as may be agreed in writing
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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with the local planning authority in accordance with the programme set out in
the approved WSI.
10.Prior to their construction, detailed drawings showing areas of highway,
footpaths/cycleways and other areas of open space to be adopted including their
design and materials, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority. The development shall be constructed in accordance with
the approved details and the approved phasing plan.
11.Prior to first occupation of each dwelling hereby approved details of covered and
secure cycle parking for the relevant dwelling shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The cycle parking shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved details and prior to the first
occupation of the dwelling to which it relates.
12.Prior to first occupation of each dwelling hereby approved, a scheme to provide
electrical charging sockets, for the charging of electric vehicles, at each dwelling
with off street parking spaces, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by
the local planning authority. The sockets shall be provided and installed in
accordance with the approved details prior to the first occupation of each
relevant dwelling.
A strategy for accommodating electric vehicle charging facilities for dwellings
with car parking which is either on street or within shared parking areas shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority prior to first
occupation of those dwellings. The facilities shall be installed in accordance with
the approved details prior to first occupation of the relevant dwellings.
13.Prior to first occupation of the development hereby approved details of car
parking facilities for car share/car club vehicles and a programme of works, shall
be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The car
parking facilities shall be provided in accordance with the approved details and
the programme of works, shall be for the exclusive use of electric vehicles, and
shall be retained for such use at all times.
14.Prior to first occupation of the development hereby approved a travel plan shall
be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
measures within the approved travel plan shall be implemented in accordance
with the approved details and programme.
In addition to the details set out in the Travel Plan by Sanderson Associates
(March 2017) the plan shall contain the following information:
-

Travel plan targets to take account of the number of trips to be taken off the
network to reduce impact on the A59 and key junctions;

-

Measures to promote sustainable travel, including sustainable transport
incentives to residents and consideration of travel to local primary/secondary
schools; and

-

Travel plan implementation and monitoring schedule.

15.In the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying out the
approved development that was not previously identified, it must be reported in
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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writing immediately to the local planning authority. An investigation and risk
assessment must be undertaken and where remediation is necessary a
remediation scheme must be prepared, which is subject to the approval in
writing of the local planning authority. Following completion of measures
identified in the approved remediation scheme a verification report must be
prepared, which is subject to the approval in writing of the local planning
authority.
16.Details of the equipped play areas shall be submitted to and approved in writing
by the local planning authority prior to installation and provided in accordance
with the approved plans and the approved phasing plan as specified in condition
8.
17.The dwellings hereby approved shall achieve the following measures:
-

At least a 19% reduction in Dwelling Emission Rate compared to the target
fabric energy efficiency rates as required under Part L1A of the Building
Regulations 2013).

-

A water consumption rate of 110 litres per person per day (calculated as per
Part G of the Building Regulations).

-

A reduction in carbon emissions of at least 28% compared to the target
emission rate as required under Part L of the Building Regulations.

Prior to first occupation of each dwelling details of the measures undertaken to
secure compliance with this condition shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority. The development shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved details.
18.The residential accommodation shall be constructed so that it does not exceed
the following noise levels:
a) 30 dB LAeq (8 hour) and 45dB LAmax inside bedrooms at night (23:00 07:00 hrs)
b) 35 dB LAeq (16 hour) in all other habitable rooms during the day (07:00 23:00 hrs).
The internal noise levels shall be achieved with all windows shut and alternative
means of ventilation provided if necessary.

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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Our ref: APP/Q3115/W/19/3230827
Your ref: P17/S4254/O

23 April 2020
Dear Madam,
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 – SECTION 78
APPEAL MADE BY OXFORD BROOKES UNIVERSITY
OXFORD BROOKES UNIVERSITY, WHEATLEY CAMPUS, COLLEGE CLOSE,
WHEATLEY, OXFORD OX33 1HX APPLICATION REF: P17/S4254
1. I am directed by the Secretary of State to say that consideration has been given to the
report of D M Young BSc(Hons), Ma MRTPI MIHE, who held a public local inquiry
between 22 and 31 October 2019 into your client’s appeal against the decision of South
Oxfordshire District Council to refuse your client’s application for outline planning
permission with all matters reserved for subsequent approval except details of vehicular
access, for demolition of all existing structures and redevelopment of the site with up to
500 dwellings and associated works including; engineering operations, including site
clearance, remediation, remodelling and deposition of inert fill material arising from
demolition on site; installation of new and modification of existing services and utilities;
construction of foul and surface water drainage systems, including SuDS; creation of
noise mitigation bund and fencing; creation of public open space, leisure, sport and
recreation facilities including equipped play areas; ecological mitigation works;
construction of a building for community/sport use and associated car parking;
construction of internal estate roads, private drives and other highways infrastructure and
construction of pedestrian footpaths, in accordance with application ref: P17/S4254/O
dated 19 January 2018.
2. On 12 July 2019 this appeal was recovered for the Secretary of State's determination, in
pursuance of section 79 of, and paragraph 3 of Schedule 6 to, the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990.
Inspector’s recommendation and summary of the decision
3. The Inspector recommended that the appeal be allowed.
4. For the reasons given below, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s
conclusions except where stated, and agrees with his recommendation. He has decided
Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government
Andrew Lynch, Decision Officer
Planning Casework Unit
3rd Floor Fry Building
2 Marsham Street
London SW1P 4DF

Tel: 0303 444 43594
Email: PCC@communities.gsi.gov.uk
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to allow this appeal. A copy of the Inspector’s report (IR) is enclosed. All references to
paragraph numbers, unless otherwise stated, are to that report.
Environmental Statement
5. In reaching this position, the Secretary of State has taken into account the Environmental
Statement which was submitted under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011, the Environmental Statement addendum dated
October 2018, and the ES Addendum Review letter dated 6 June 2019. Having taken
account of the Inspector’s comments at IR1.8, the Secretary of State is satisfied that the
Environmental Statement complies with the above Regulations and that sufficient
information has been provided for him to assess the environmental impact of the
proposal.
Procedural matters
6. The Secretary of State considers that the matters described in IR1.6 have been
overtaken by events since the Inquiry, and he deals with these matters in paragraphs 1316 of this letter below. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector for the reasons
given in IR1.7 that no injustice would be caused due to consideration of the plans as
amended after the Council’s decision was issued.
Matters arising since the close of the inquiry
7. The Secretary of State received a representation from John Howell MP dated 10 March
2020, sent on behalf of a number of residents of the village of Wheatley subsequent to
the issuing of the Wheatley Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s report dated 27 February
2020. A further representation was received by email dated 6 April from South
Oxfordshire District Council confirming their decision to accept the modifications
recommended by the Examiner and proceed to referendum.
8. The Secretary of State is satisfied that the issues raised do not affect his decision, and
no other new issues were raised in this correspondence to warrant further investigation or
necessitate additional referrals back to parties. Copies of these representations may be
obtained on written request to the address at the foot of the first page of this letter.
Policy and statutory considerations
9. In reaching his decision, the Secretary of State has had regard to section 38(6) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which requires that proposals be
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise.
10. In this case the development plan consists of saved policies in the “South Oxfordshire
Local Plan 2011” (the LP) adopted 2006 and the “South Oxfordshire Core Strategy 2012”
adopted 2012 (the CS). The Secretary of State considers that relevant development plan
policies include those set out at IR3.12-3.15 and in the Planning Statement of Common
Ground.
11. Other material considerations which the Secretary of State has taken into account include
the National Planning Policy Framework (‘the Framework’) and associated planning
guidance (‘the Guidance’), as well as the Oxfordshire Housing and Growth Deal (OHGD)
updated 14 September 2018 and the Written Ministerial Statement “Housing Land Supply
in Oxfordshire”, published on 12 September 2018. The revised National Planning Policy
2
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Framework was published on 24 July 2018 and further revised in February 2019. Unless
otherwise specified, any references to the Framework in this letter are to the 2019
Framework.
12. In accordance with section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990 (the LBCA Act), the Secretary of State has paid special regard to the
desirability of preserving those listed buildings potentially affected by the proposals, or
their settings or any features of special architectural or historic interest which they may
possess.
Emerging plan
13. The emerging local plan (eLP) comprises “Local Plan 2034”. On 3 March, the Secretary
of State lifted the holding direction he issued on 9 October 2019. This had prevented the
Council taking any further action in relation to their submitted Local Plan, including
withdrawal of the plan, whilst he considered use of his intervention powers. His letter of 3
March also made legally binding directions that require the Council to progress their plan
through examination and adoption by December 2020, pursuant to powers in section
27(2)(b) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 2004 Act.
14. The Examiner’s report on the emerging “Wheatley Neighbourhood Plan” (eWNP) was
issued on 27 February 2020, and concluded that, subject to modifications, the Wheatley
Neighbourhood Plan meets all necessary legal requirements. South Oxfordshire District
Council has made the decision to progress the plan to referendum. Policy SPOBU –
WHE25 of the referendum version of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan states that the
comprehensive redevelopment for residential purposes of the Wheatley Campus site will
be supported where they conform with certain development principles, including:
•

the development of the site is underpinned by a masterplan addressing
infrastructure, access, landscaping, and recreation/open space issues;

•

the layout, design and height of the new buildings take account of the openness
of the Oxford Green Belt and as identified generally in national planning policy
(NPPF145g);

•

the development of the site should incorporate the provision of affordable
housing to the most up-to-date standards of South Oxfordshire District Council;

•

the development of the site should incorporate high quality public realm and
open space; and

•

the development of the site should address opportunities to incorporate safe,
convenient and attractive pedestrian and cycling access to and from Wheatley

15. Paragraph 48 of the Framework states that decision makers may give weight to relevant
policies in emerging plans according to: (1) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan;
(2) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies in the
emerging plan; and (3) the degree of consistency of relevant policies to the policies in the
Framework.
16. In light of the lifting of the Holding Direction on the eLP, the Secretary of State considers
that it carries limited weight, given that it is yet to proceed to Examination. In accordance
with the revisions to Planning Practice Guidance of 7 April 2020, the Secretary of State
3

Agenda Page 1258

Agenda Item 4a

considers that the emerging Wheatley Neighbourhood Plan is now a material
consideration of significant weight.
Main issues
17. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that the main issues with regard to the
determination of this case are those set out at IR13.2.
Most important policies
18. For the reasons given in IR13.3-13.17 the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at
IR13.17 that the majority of the most important policies for determining this appeal are
out of date. He therefore concludes that paragraph 11(d) of the Framework is engaged
which indicates that planning permission should be granted unless: (i) the application of
policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a
clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or (ii) any adverse impacts of doing
so significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against policies
in the Framework taken as a whole. The appeal site is located outside the built limits of
Wheatley and Holton where large-scale development would not normally be appropriate,
and would therefore conflict with policies CSS1 and CSH1. However, the Secretary of
State finds these policies to be out of date where they are used to restrict development
outside settlement boundaries (IR13.8-13.9). He also finds the following policies to be
out of date: Policies relating to Landscape, Protection and Enhancement of the
Environment and Green Belt CSEN1 (IR13.10), G2 (IR13.10) and GB4 (IR13.12);
Policies relating to heritage and archaeology CSEN3 (IR13.13); CON5 (IR13.14) and
CON11 (IR13.14).
Green Belt
19. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at IR13.18 that, although the site is
proposed to be removed from the GB and allocated for development in the eLP, given that
Plan has yet to proceed to Examination and attracts only limited weight, the site currently
remains in the Green Belt. He also agrees with the Inspector at IR13.18, that, in the
absence of up to date Green Belt development management policies, the proposal should
be considered against advice in the Framework.
20. For the reasons given in IR13.22-13.24 the Secretary of State considers that the central
and eastern sections of the proposal site, together with the sports pitches and circulation
areas around them can be considered previously developed land (PDL) and can
therefore be considered against para 145g and Annex 2 of the Framework.
21. Further he agrees with the Inspector at IR13.25 that, as no development is proposed in
the north-west quadrant, the principle Green Belt objection relates to the south-west
quadrant only which accounts for approximately 14% of the site. The Secretary of State
agrees with the Inspector for the reasons given at IR13.26 that the south-west quadrant
is not curtilage and cannot therefore be considered PDL as defined in the Framework.
22. For those parts of the site that are considered to be PDL, the Secretary of State agrees
with the Inspector for the reasons given inIR13.27-13.33 that the development would
address an affordable housing need, would have a broadly neutral effect on openness as
experienced from within the appeal site, and that there would be a significant netbeneficial effect on the openness of the wider Green Belt through the removal of the
tower. He concludes that, save for the south-west quadrant, the development would not
4
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be inappropriate development in the Green Belt. Like the Inspector at IR13.110, the
Secretary of State finds that the significant visual benefit to openness over a wide area of
the South Oxfordshire Green Belt resulting from the removal of the tower and other large,
unsightly structures on the site carries very substantial weight in favour of the scheme.
23. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at IR13.34 that the proposed
development in the south-west quadrant would be inappropriate development, and that
such development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved
except in very special circumstances. The Secretary of State considers that the harm
arising from that part of the development which would be inappropriate must be afforded
substantial weight, in line with the Framework.
Character and Appearance
24. The Secretary of State has carefully considered the Inspector’s assessment at IR13.3513.48. He notes at IR13.38 that the site is not a designated or a ‘valued’ landscape in the
terms set out in the Framework, and that it was common ground between the parties that
the removal of the tower and other dilapidated structures would be beneficial in
landscape terms.
25. For the reasons given in IR13.39-13.41, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector
that the illustrative masterplan does not necessarily conflict with the requirement to
“focus” development on the previously developed area. While Policy STRAT14 of the
eLP indicates that development on the western part of the site will not be considered
appropriate with the exception of an access route and functional green space, given the
progress of the eLP, this is a consideration of only limited weight.
26. For the reasons given in IR13.42-IR13.45 the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector that the scheme is in general accordance with the recommendations of the
Kirkham Study, and that the character of the southwest quadrant is not particularly
sensitive in landscape or visual terms such that it should be excluded from development.
For the reasons given in IR13.46-13.48 he further agrees with the Inspector that there
would be an overall net-gain in landscape and visual terms over the wider area, that the
development would not therefore harm the character and appearance of the area, and
that there would be no conflict with CS Policy CSEN1 or LP Policies G2, C4 and C9
insofar as they seek to protect the district’s countryside and settlements from adverse
development.
Heritage assets
27. For the reasons given in IR13.50-13.60 the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector
that while there would be some limited harm to the setting of the Scheduled Monument
(SM) arising from the encroachment of housing and from the spine road on its southern
flank, this would be towards at the lower end of “less than substantial” harm, and would
be clearly outweighed by a combination of the proposed landscape improvements in the
north-west quadrant, the SM improvement scheme and also the removal of the existing
university buildings which form a stark backdrop in eastward views of the SM.
Accordingly, the Secretary of State concludes that there would be an overall heritage
benefit to the SM.
28. For the reasons given in IR13.61-13.65 the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector
at IR13.66 that as houses would not encroach into the sensitive open area between
Holton Park and the SM , and as the appeal scheme would retain and enhance the
5
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openness of the north-west quadrant through a landscaping scheme that would return
this part of the site to something more akin to its original parkland setting, the appeal
scheme would lead to an enhancement to the setting of Holton Park.
29. For the reasons given in IR13.67-13.69, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector
that the removal of the tower would improve views southwards from the churchyard of St
Bartholomew’s Church, and would represent a heritage benefit.
30. The Secretary of State therefore concludes, like the Inspector at IR13.73, that no overall
heritage harm has been found. He has not therefore found it necessary to undertake the
heritage balancing exercise required by paragraph 196 of the Framework. Like the
Inspector at IR13.113, he concludes that the heritage benefits arising from the on-site
mitigation, the removal of the existing buildings and the opening up of the site and the SM
to public appreciation, carries significant weight in favour of the proposal.
Accessibility
31. For the reasons given in IR13.75-13.84, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector
that, bearing in mind the rural nature of the area, the site and particularly the south-west
quadrant are well located to services and facilities in Wheatley, and that accordingly,
there would be no conflict with CS Policies CS1, CSS1, CSM1 and CSM2 of the CS or
Policies T1, T2 and T7 of the LP. He further agrees that the extensive nature of the offsite highway works, and the bus service contribution mean that there would be
accessibility gains to the local community. He concludes that these benefits should carry
significant weight in favour of the scheme.
Housing Land Supply – Housing Need
32. The Secretary of State notes at IR13.86 to 13.90 that there is no dispute over the
Council’s ability to demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply.
Other considerations
33. In paragraph 23 of this letter, the Secretary of State has concluded that the proposed
development in the south-west quadrant would be inappropriate development. The
Framework states that inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green
Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. ‘Very special
circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of
inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed
by other considerations. Like the Inspector at IR13.93, the Secretary of State has not
identified any other harm in addition to the harm by virtue of inappropriateness.
34. The Secretary of State has concluded in paragraph 22 of this letter that the significant
visual benefit to openness over a wide area of the South Oxfordshire Green Belt resulting
from the removal of the tower and other large, unsightly structures on the site is a
consideration that carries very substantial weight.
35. While he has concluded that the council are able to demonstrate a 5 year supply of
housing land, the Secretary of State agrees that, for the reasons given in IR13.97 to
13.102, the proposed development would contribute significantly towards the Council’s
affordable housing shortfall. Given the seriousness of the affordable housing shortage in
South Oxfordshire, described as “acute” by the Council, he agrees with the Inspector at
IR13.111, that the delivery of up to 500 houses, 173 of which would be affordable, are
considerations that carry very substantial weight.
6
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36. The Secretary of State also agrees with the Inspector’s assessment of the economic
benefits of the scheme at IR13.103, except in relation to New Homes Bonus revenues,
where, as he has seen no evidence of the proposed usage of the Bonus, he does not
give them any weight in relation to his decision. He agrees with the Inspector at
IR13.112 that the economic benefits of the scheme should be afforded significant weight.
37. At paragraphs 27 to 31 of this letter, the Secretary of State has considered the
development in terms of its impact on heritage assets and on accessibility. For the
reasons given in IR13.104 and 13.106-13.107, he has concluded, like the Inspector at
IR13.113-114 that both issues are benefits which should be afforded significant weight.
38. For the reasons given in IR13.105, the Secretary of State considers, like the Inspector at
IR13.115, that the net benefit to biodiversity that would be delivered by the scheme is a
consideration of moderate weight in favour of the scheme. He also finds for the reasons
given in IR13.108, that the reinvestment of the proceeds arising from the sale of the land
into the education sector is a benefit of the proposal which should be afforded significant
weight (IR13.115).
39. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at IR13.116 that the overall benefit to
the openness of the Green Belt alone would be enough to outweigh the harm by reason
of inappropriateness. Like the Inspector at IR13.117, he considers that the ‘other
considerations’ identified above clearly outweigh the ‘definitional harm’ to the Green Belt
by virtue of inappropriateness identified in this case. He therefore concludes that very
special circumstances exist, which would justify development in the Green Belt, and that
the proposal would not conflict with CS Policy CSEN2, LP Policy GB4 or Green Belt
policy in Section 13 of the Framework.
Planning conditions
40. The Secretary of State has given consideration to the Inspector’s analysis at IR11.1-11.8,
the recommended conditions set out at the end of the IR and the reasons for them, and
to national policy in paragraph 55 of the Framework and the relevant Guidance. He is
satisfied that the conditions recommended by the Inspector comply with the policy test
set out at paragraph 55 of the Framework and that the conditions set out at Annex B
should form part of his decision.
Planning obligations
41. Having had regard to the Inspector’s analysis at IR12.1-12.14, the planning obligation
dated 15 November 2019, paragraph 56 of the Framework, the Guidance and the
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010, as amended, the Secretary of State
agrees with the Inspector’s conclusion for the reasons given that, with the exception of:
•

the £96,001 active communities contribution in Schedule 2 (IR12.5-12.7);

•

the street naming contribution of £134 per 10 dwellings in Schedule 2 (IR12,8);
and

•

the provision of “expert advice” in relation to the construction of the sports
pavilion, bowling green and cricket pitch (IR12.10-12.11);

the obligation complies with Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations and the tests at
paragraph 56 of the Framework.
7

Agenda Page 1262

Agenda Item 4a

Planning balance and overall conclusion
42. For the reasons given above, the Secretary of State considers that the appeal scheme is
in accordance with the following policies of the development plan: CS Policy CSEN2, LP
Policy GB4. He has identified an overall benefit to heritage assets, so has found no
conflict with heritage policies CSEN3, CON5 and CON11. He has found no conflict with
CS Policy CSEN1 or LP Policies G2, C4 and C9 insofar as they seek to protect the
district’s countryside and settlements from adverse development. While he has found
conflict with policies CSS1 and CSH1 regarding the amount and spatial distribution of
housing, he has found these policies to be out of date. He has therefore concluded that
the appeal scheme is in accordance with the development plan overall. He has gone on
to consider whether there are material considerations which indicate that the proposal
should be determined other than in accordance with the development plan.
43. At IR13.118, the Inspector, having concluded that the proposed development would not
conflict with the development plan, states that it should be approved without delay in
accordance with paragraph 11c) of the Framework. The Secretary of State disagrees.
Paragraph 11 c) of the Framework refers to “development proposals that accord with an
up-to-date development plan”. As the Secretary of State has concluded that the policies
which are most important for determining this appeal are out-of-date, he considers that
paragraph 11 c) of the Framework does not apply.
44. Paragraph 11(d) of the Framework indicates that planning permission should be granted
unless: (i) the application of policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or
(ii) any adverse impacts of doing so significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits,
when assessed against policies in the Framework taken as a whole.
45. The Secretary of State considers the harm to the Green Belt on that part of the site where
development is considered inappropriate carries substantial weight.
46. The Secretary of State considers that the significant visual benefit to openness over a
wide area of the South Oxfordshire Green Belt and the delivery of up to 500 houses, 173
of which would be affordable, are both considerations that carry very substantial weight.
47. The Secretary of State considers that the economic benefits of the scheme should be
afforded significant weight.
48. The Secretary of State has considered the development in terms of its impact on heritage
assets and on accessibility and considers that both offer benefits that should be afforded
significant weight.
49. The net benefit to biodiversity that would be delivered by the scheme is a consideration of
moderate weight, and the reinvestment of the proceeds arising from the sale of the land
into the education sector should be afforded significant weight.
50. Given his findings in this letter, the Secretary of State considers that the proposal meets
the emerging Neighbourhood Plan site-specific development principles in respect of
Green Belt, affordable housing and accessibility, and public open space.
51. Having concluded at paragraph 39 of this letter that very special circumstances exist the
Secretary of State considers that there are no policies in the Framework that protect
areas or assets of particular importance that provide a clear reason for refusing the
development proposed. He also concludes that any adverse impacts of granting
8
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permission do not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed
against policies in the Framework taken as a whole.
52. Overall the Secretary of State considers that the material considerations in this case
indicate a decision in line with the development plan.
53. The Secretary of State therefore concludes that the appeal should be allowed, and
planning permission granted.
Formal decision
54. Accordingly, for the reasons given above, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector’s recommendation. He hereby allows your client’s appeal and grants outline
planning permission subject to the conditions set out in Annex B of this decision letter,
with all matters reserved for subsequent approval except details of vehicular access, for
demolition of all existing structures and redevelopment of the site with up to 500
dwellings and associated works including; engineering operations, including site
clearance, remediation, remodelling and deposition of inert fill material arising from
demolition on site; installation of new and modification of existing services and utilities;
construction of foul and surface water drainage systems, including SuDS; creation of
noise mitigation bund and fencing; creation of public open space, leisure, sport and
recreation facilities including equipped play areas; ecological mitigation works;
construction of a building for community/sport use and associated car parking;
construction of internal estate roads, private drives and other highways infrastructure and
construction of pedestrian footpaths, in accordance with application ref: P17/S4254
dated 29 January, amended as described in IR1.7.
55. This letter does not convey any approval or consent which may be required under any
enactment, bye-law, order or regulation other than section 57 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990.
Right to challenge the decision
56. A separate note is attached setting out the circumstances in which the validity of the
Secretary of State’s decision may be challenged. This must be done by making an
application to the High Court within 6 weeks from the day after the date of this letter for
leave to bring a statutory review under section 288 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990.
57. An applicant for any consent, agreement or approval required by a condition of this
permission for agreement of reserved matters has a statutory right of appeal to the
Secretary of State if consent, agreement or approval is refused or granted conditionally or
if the Local Planning Authority fail to give notice of their decision within the prescribed
period.
58. A copy of this letter has been sent to South Oxfordshire District Council, and notification
has been sent to others who asked to be informed of the decision.
Yours faithfully
Andrew Lynch
Authorised by the Secretary of State to sign in that behalf
9
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Annex A List of representations
General representations
Party
John Howell OBE MP
South Oxfordshire District Council

Date
10 March 2020
6 April 2020
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Annex B List of conditions
1)

Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale, (hereinafter called
"the reserved matters") shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority before any development begins and the development
shall be carried out as approved.

2)

Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the local
planning authority not later than 3 years from the date of this permission.

3)

The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than 2 years from the
date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved.

Reason: To comply with Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
4)

The development hereby approved shall be carried out in accordance with the
following approved plans:
Site Location Plan (Drawing no: 7590-L-17RevA
Parameters Plan 1: Land Use (Drawing no: 7590-L-18RevG)
Parameters Plan 2: Green Infrastructure (Drawing no: 7590-L19Rev F)
Parameters Plan 3: Building Heights (Drawing no: 7590-L-20RevF)

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt.
5)

No development shall take place until a Phasing Plan has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The plan shall provide
the following information for each phase or sub phases:
a) The number and mix (bedroom number) of market dwellings;
b) The number and mix (bedroom number) and gross internal floor areas of
affordable housing to meet the latest evidence of affordable housing need
(the total amount of affordable housing to cumulatively be 34.57% of the
total amount of housing across the site);
c) The tenure of each affordable unit;
d) The number of accessible and adaptable homes to be built to Building
Regulations Part M4(2) category 2 for both market (which shall be a
minimum of 10% overall) and affordable sectors;
e) Location and boundaries of public open space, play areas, green
infrastructure, leisure and sports pitches/pavilion, associated parking areas
to be provided and a scheme for their future management;
f) Key infrastructure including means of vehicular and pedestrian and cycle
access and links to serve each phase;
g) Drainage and landscaping works including future management
arrangements;
h) Existing and proposed ground and ridge levels;
An updated Phasing Plan shall be provided with each subsequent reserved
matter application showing how each of these elements of the development is
to be phased. The development shall be implemented in accordance with the
approved Phasing Plan/s.

Reason: In order to secure the satisfactory development of the site
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Prior to commencement of the development, details of the works to the site
accesses onto Waterperry Road and Holton Park Drive, shall be submitted to
and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The works shall be
completed in accordance with the approved details and timescales.

Reason: In the interest of highway safety in accordance with Policy T1 of the Local Plan
2012.
7)

Prior to the commencement of any development (including demolition works),
a Construction Method Statement, incorporating a Construction Traffic
Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The Statement will have been prepared in the light of
Outline Construction and Demolition Environmental Management Plan dated
January 2018 and shall include details of the following:
a) Vehicle parking facilities for construction workers, other site operatives and
visitors;
b) Site offices and other temporary buildings;
c) Loading and unloading of plant and materials;
d) Storage of plant and materials used during construction;
e) Vehicle wheel washing facilities;
f) Measures to control the emission of dust and dirt;
g) A scheme for recycling and/or disposing of waste materials arising from the
demolition and construction works;
h) Installation and maintenance of security hoarding/fencing;
i) Hours of construction
The development hereby approved shall be undertaken in accordance with the
details approved in accordance with this condition and complied with
throughout the construction period

Reason: In the interests of visual and residential amenity and highway safety (Policies
D1, and T1 of the Local Plan.
8)

No development hereby permitted shall begin until surface and foul water
drainage schemes for the site have been submitted to and agreed in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. The surface water scheme shall be based on
sustainable drainage principles and an assessment of the hydrological and
hydrogeological context of the development. The schemes shall subsequently
be implemented in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure the effective drainage of the site and to avoid flooding (Policy DC14
of the adopted Local Plan).
9)

Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved an
Archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation, relating to the application site
area, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.
Following the approval of the Written Scheme of Investigation and the
commencement of the development (other than in accordance with the agreed
Written Scheme of Investigation), a staged programme of archaeological
evaluation and mitigation shall be carried out by the commissioned
archaeological organisation in accordance with the approved Written Scheme
of Investigation.
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The programme of work shall include all processing, research and analysis
necessary to produce an accessible and useable archive and a full report for
publication which shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To secure the protection of and proper provision for any archaeological
remains in accordance with Policy CSEN3 of the Core Strategy and Policies CON11,
CON13 and CON14 of the Local Plan.
10)

Prior to the commencement of the development a phased risk Assessment
shall be carried out by a competent person in accordance with current
government and Environment Agency Guidance and Approved Codes of
Practice. Each phase shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. Phase 2 shall include a comprehensive intrusive
investigation in order to characterise the type, nature and extent of
contamination present, the risks to receptors and if significant contamination
is identified to inform the remediation strategy. A remediation strategy shall
be submitted to and approved by the LPA to ensure the site will be rendered
suitable for its proposed use and the development shall not be occupied until
the approved remediation strategy has been carried out in full and a validation
report confirming completion of these works has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure that any ground, water and associated gas contamination is
identified and adequately addressed to ensure the safety of the development, the
environment and to ensure the site is suitable for the proposed use.
11)

Either prior to, or concurrent with the submission of each reserved matters
application a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
CEMP shall include the following:
a) Risk Assessment of potentially damaging construction activities;
b) Identification of biodiversity protection zones;
c) Practical measures (both physical measures and sensitive working
practices) to avoid, reduce or mitigate the impacts on important habitats and
protected species during construction;
d) A mitigation strategy for all protected species ensuring that each species
long term conservation status is protected and enhanced;
e) The location and timing of sensitive works to avoid harm to biodiversity
features;
g) The times during construction when specialist ecologists need to be present
on site to oversee works;
g) Responsible persons and lines of communication, and
h) Use of protective fences, exclusion barriers and warning signs.
The approved CEMP shall be adhered to and implemented throughout the
construction period strictly in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure the protection of habitats and species on the site, in accordance with
Policy CSB1 of the Core Strategy and Policy C8 of the Local Plan.
12)

Concurrent with the submission of the first reserved matters application, a
Biodiversity Enhancement Plan (BEP) shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The plan should demonstrate how the
development can achieve a no net loss of biodiversity overall compared to the
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biodiversity value of the site prior to development. The plan should include
both habitat and species enhancements and should use a suitable form of
biodiversity accounting to prove that no net loss can be achieved. The BEP
should include:
a) Details of habitat creation or enhancements (this could cross reference
relevant landscape plans) and include suitably detailed drawings and cross
sections as required;
b) Details of species enhancements including relevant scale plans and
drawings showing the location, elevation and type of features such as bat
and bird boxes etc. as appropriate;
c) Selection of appropriate strategies for creating/restoring target habitats or
introducing target species;
d) Selection of specific techniques and practices for establishing vegetation;
e) Sources of habitat materials (e.g. plant stock) or species individuals;
f) Method statement for site preparation and establishment of target
features;
g) Extent and location of proposed works, and
h) Details of the biodiversity offsetting metric calculations that clearly
demonstrate that the proposals contained in the plan avoid a net loss of
biodiversity.
Thereafter, the biodiversity enhancement measures shall be developed on site
and retained in accordance with the approved details. All enhancements
should be delivered prior to final occupation.
Reason: To avoid a net loss of biodiversity in accordance with Policy CSB1 of the Core
Strategy and government guidance as stated in paragraphs 170(d) and 175 of the
Framework.
13)

No development shall take place until the tree protection measures detailed in
Appendix B of the Arboricultural Assessment dated January 2018 are erected
around any trees affected by construction activity.

Reason: To safeguard trees which are visually important in accordance with Policies
CSEN1 and CSQ3 of the Core Strategy 2027 and Policies G2, C9 and D1 of the Local
Plan 2011.
14)

Before any dwelling hereby permitted is first occupied, the proposed vehicular
accesses, driveways and turning areas that serve that dwelling shall be
constructed, laid out, surfaced and drained in accordance with the specification
details that have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority prior to the commencement of those works.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory residential environment in accordance with policy D1
and EP2 of the Local Plan.
15)

Prior to the occupation of the first dwelling hereby permitted a Travel Plan in
general accordance with the Framework Travel Plan dated 5 January 2018
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority
and shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To promote the use of non-car modes of transport in accordance with Policy
CSM2 of the Core Strategy.
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Prior to first occupation of any dwelling or building to which they relate electric
vehicle charging points shall be installed and be operational in accordance with
details that shall previously have been submitted to and approved in writing
by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure satisfactory standards of air quality for the residents of the
development and surrounding residential properties in accordance with Policies G2 and
EP1 of the Local Plan, CSQ2 of the Core Strategy and paragraphs 105 and 181 of the
Framework.
17)

Prior to the occupation of the first dwelling hereby approved details of the
means by which the dwellings may be connected to the utilities to be provided
on site to facilitate super-fast broadband connectivity have been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To facilitate homeworking and to reduce the need to travel in accordance with
Policies CSM1 and CSM2 of the Core Strategy.
18)

Prior to first occupation of any dwelling a noise mitigation strategy including
full details of the proposed noise bund to be erected along the southern
boundary of the site, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. The approved measures shall be implemented and
retained thereafter.

Reason: To minimise the noise levels from the adjacent A40 and to ensure a satisfactory
residential environment in accordance with policy D1 and EP2 of the Local Plan.
19) Prior to the occupation of the first dwelling, details of a scheme for the
enhancement and protection of the on-site Scheduled Ancient Monument on
the site shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The enhancement scheme shall include details of the following;
a) strimming / mowing and removal of scrub vegetation and self-set trees
from the monument;
b) a management plan for the preservation / maintenance of the monument
in the future, prepared with the objective of removing the need to secure
scheduled monument consent to carry out future maintenance of the
monument;
c) consultation with Historic England and the Local Planning Authority
Archaeology Officer in respect of research into the history and the origins
of the monument;
d) Design and location of an interpretation and information board in respect
of the monument. The board shall include information in respect of the
monument. It shall also include details of the statutory protection and
security measures that the monument benefits from and the repercussions
for any individuals who damage the monument through illegal or
unauthorised activities, such as metal detecting, and
e) Design and location of a seating area, comprising at least one bench and
associated hard standing, adjacent to, but outside, the perimeter of the
monument. The perimeter of the monument is defined as the extremities of
ditch, plus an additional two metre buffer zone.
The interpretation board and seating area shall be installed and the SAM
maintained in accordance with the details set out in the SAM enhancement scheme
as approved by the Council and shall be maintained thereafter for the lifetime of
the development unless otherwise agreed in writing by the LPA.

15

Agenda Page 1270

Agenda Item 4a

Reason: To ensure adequate mitigation of a designated heritage asset in accordance
with Policy CSEN3 of the Core Strategy.
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by D M Young BSc (Hons) MA MRTPI MIHE
An Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State
Date: 27 December 2019

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
SOUTH OXFORDSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL
APPEAL MADE BY
OXFORD BROOKES UNIVERSITY

Inquiry Held on 22-25, 29-31 October 2019
Oxford Brookes University, Wheatley Campus, College Close, Wheatley, Oxford OX33 1HX
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Appeal Ref: APP/Q3115/W/19/3230827
Oxford Brookes University, Wheatley Campus, College Close, Wheatley,
Oxford OX33 1HX
•
•
•

•

The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.
The appeal is made by Oxford Brookes University against the decision of South
Oxfordshire District Council.
The application Ref P17/S4254/O dated 19 January 2018 was refused by notice dated
13 December 2018.
The development proposed is a Outline planning application, with all matters reserved
for subsequent approval except details of vehicular access, for demolition of all existing
structures and redevelopment of the site with up to 500 dwellings and associated works
including; engineering operations, including site clearance, remediation, remodelling
and deposition of inert fill material arising from demolition on site; installation of new
and modification of existing services and utilities; construction of foul and surface water
drainage systems, including SuDS; creation of noise mitigation bund and fencing;
creation of public open space, leisure, sport and recreation facilities including equipped
play areas; ecological mitigation works; construction of a building for community/sport
use and associated car parking; construction of internal estate roads, private drives and
other highways infrastructure and construction of pedestrian footpaths.

Summary of recommendation: the appeal be allowed
1. Procedural Matters
1.1 The appeal was recovered by the Secretary of State (SoS) for his own
determination by means of a Direction dated 12 July 20191. The reasons for the
Direction are that the appeal involves proposals for residential development
over 150 units or on sites over 5 hectares in the Green Belt, which would
significantly impact on the Government’s objective to secure a better balance
between housing demand and supply and create high quality, sustainable,
mixed and inclusive communities.
1.2 The Inquiry sat for 7 days between 22 and 31 October 2019. The venue was
located on the appeal site and therefore I undertook numerous site visits during
the course of the Inquiry. In addition, I carried out an unaccompanied visit to
the site and surrounding area on 21 October 2019. Having heard all the
relevant evidence in relation to landscape, Green Belt and accessibility matters I
undertook an accompanied site visit on 28 October.
1.3 Although the application was submitted in outline with only access to be
determined, it was accompanied by an illustrative masterplan and set of
parameter plans as well as a raft of supporting technical documentation
contained in an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)2. This material is
broadly accepted by technical consultees and demonstrates that a number of
matters are capable of being satisfactorily dealt with either by condition or
planning obligation.
1.4 The application was refused against officer recommendation for 5 reasons.
Reason for Refusal (RfR) 1 alleges the development would be inappropriate

1

See main file

2

See Appendix 2 of Planning SOCG for full list of amended plans and documents (CD16.1)
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development in the Green Belt and cause harm to its openness with no very
special circumstances identified to outweigh this harm. RfR 2 considers that the
development would harm the setting of nearby heritage assets with little public
benefit to offset the harm. The Council accept that the wording of RfR2
erroneously refers to Policy CON15 instead of Policy CON11 which relates to
nationally important archaeological remains. RfR3 focuses on the location of
the development and alleges that it would be poorly related to local settlements
and facilities leading to an over reliance on car borne trips. RfRs 4 and 5 relate
to the absence of a planning obligation to secure affordable housing and
infrastructure.
1.5 A signed and dated agreement under s1063 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 (S106) was submitted after the close of the Inquiry. Amongst other
things, this contains obligations to both South Oxfordshire District Council (the
Council) and Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) in respect of affordable housing,
off-site sports facilities and highway works. A draft version of the agreement
was discussed at the Inquiry4. All the proposed obligations need to be assessed
against the statutory Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) tests, a matter I
return to later. On the basis of the S106 RfRs 4 and 5 fall away.
1.6 On 9 October 2019, the SoS issued a Holding Direction5 to prevent the Council
taking any further action in relation to the emerging South Oxfordshire Local
Plan (the eLP), including its withdrawal, whilst he considers use of his
intervention powers, under s21A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004 (as amended) (the 2004 Act). This direction remains in force until the
SoS withdraws it or gives a direction under section 21 of the 2004 Act in
relation to the Plan. Section 21A (2) of the 2004 Act indicates that; “A
document to which a direction under this section relates has no effect while the
direction is in force”. The eLP therefore has no effect whilst the Holding
Direction remains in place and, consequently, policies within the plan are of no
effect also. I return to the matter of the evidence base later in my report.
1.7 During the determination period, the scheme was amended to reflect
discussions between the Appellant and Council officers. Amongst other things
the amendments included the introduction of a retail shop6. After the Council
issued its decision, the requirement for a retail shop was omitted from the
January 2019 version of the eLP. The appeal scheme was hence amended a
second time to remove the shop. The Appellant conducted a further round of
public consultation between 9 May and 4 June 2019 to give interested persons
the opportunity to comment on this amendment. Having regard to the principles
set out in the Wheatcroft judgement7, and bearing in mind the original scheme
did not include a shop, I do not consider the post-decision amendment
materially alters the substance of the proposal. In any event, given the
Appellant’s consultation exercise, I am satisfied that local residents as well as
the Council have had ample opportunity to comment on the change. In these

3

See main file

4

ID26

5

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/south-oxfordshire-local-plan-holding-direction-letter-to-council

6

This was included to reflect the requirements of Policy STRAT10 of the ‘Publication Version’ of the eLP, dated
October 2017.
7
Bernard Wheatcroft Ltd v SSE (JPL 1982) (CD9.1)
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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circumstances, I am satisfied that no injustice would be caused if I were to
consider the revised plans.
1.8 As the proposal is EIA development, the various amendments resulted in the
submission of an Environmental Statement (ES) Addendum dated October 2018
and an ES Addendum Review letter dated 6 June 20198. The conclusions of
both documents were that the findings of the original ES are unchanged by the
amendments. The Council do not disagree. I am therefore satisfied that the ES
remains robust and does not require amendment.
1.9 A pre-Inquiry Case Management Conference was held on 14 August 2019 to
discuss the arrangements for the Inquiry and deadlines for the submission of
various documents. A summary of the conference was subsequently sent to the
main parties9.
2. The Site and Surroundings
2.1 The appeal site covers a total area of 21.5 hectares located immediately north
of the A40 dual-carriageway, approximately 3.5km east of Oxford. To the south
of the site, beyond the A40 London Road, lies Wheatley which is a relatively
large, rural village with a good range of facilities and amenities. Waterperry
Road adjoins the eastern site boundary and serves as the main point of
vehicular access to the site. To the north, there are agricultural fields which
separate the site from the rural settlement of Holton. To the west lies an
education and leisure complex comprising the John Watson/Wheatley Park
schools and the Park Sport Centre and gym. Holton Park, sometimes referred to
as Old House, is a Grade II Listed Building10 situated at the eastern end of the
complex adjacent to the site’s western boundary.
2.2 The site itself is currently in use as a university campus although Oxford
Brookes University (OBU) intends to vacate the site by 2021/2022. Prior to the
current use, the site was used as a military hospital during the Second World
War and before that it once formed part of a medieval field system which
subsequently became a deer park around the late 18th Century remaining until
the early part of the 20th Century.
2.3 As it is today, a range of buildings are located within the eastern and central
parts of the site, most of which date from the mid/late 20th Century. The
heights of the existing buildings range from single storey to a 12-storey tower
block approximately 35m tall. There are 2 residential properties located within
the eastern part of the site, and a row of houses located within the centre of the
site known as College Close. The campus also includes a range of informal
recreational green spaces along with various grass and artificial playing pitches
which are predominantly located on the western side of the site. In the northwest quadrant lies a Scheduled Monument11 (SM) which comprises a circular,
ditched, landscape feature. The south-west quadrant is a visually distinct,
undeveloped green space that accounts for approximately 13.75% of the site12.

8

CD3.2

9

Summary of Case Conference (CD18.2)

10

List Entry No. 1369201

11

Ref: SM1018425

12

Table 2, Bolger PoE
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2.4 The site is generally well vegetated particularly along its site boundaries with a
number of existing mature trees, hedgerows and shrubs which are the subject
of a Tree Preservation Order13 (reference 35/2005). The landscaping most of
which would be retained along with local topography provides for a degree of
visual containment such that the majority of existing buildings are not visible
outside the site boundaries.
3. Planning Policy and Guidance
3.1 Section 38(6) of the 2004 Act requires planning applications to be determined in
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise. One such material consideration is the Framework, which can
override development plan policy if it is not consistent with the Framework’s
provisions. I therefore summarise the national planning policy context first,
before turning to look at relevant development plan policies.
3.2 The latest version of the Framework was issued in February 2019. Like earlier
versions it emphasises that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute
to the achievement of sustainable development, through 3 over-arching
objectives – economic, social and environmental. It makes it plain that
planning policies and decisions should play an active role in guiding
development towards sustainable solutions, but should take local circumstances
into account, to reflect the character, needs and opportunities of each area.
3.3 To ensure that sustainable development is pursued in a positive way there is a
presumption in favour of sustainable development at the heart of the
Framework. Paragraph 11 explains that for decision-taking this means, firstly,
approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development
plan without delay. If there are no relevant development plan policies, or the
policies which are most important for determining the application are out-ofdate, then planning permission should be granted unless the application of
policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance
provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or any adverse
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits,
when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole.
3.4 Of particular relevance in this case are those parts of the Framework which deal
with Green Belt, heritage assets and housing provision. Section 13 of the
Framework is entitled “Protecting the Green Belt”, with paragraph 136 making it
clear that once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where
exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, through the
preparation or updating of plans. Paragraph 143 reaffirms that inappropriate
development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt, and should not be
approved, except in very special circumstances.
3.5 Paragraph 144 goes on to explain that when considering any planning
application, substantial weight should be given to any harm to the Green Belt,
and that very special circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to
the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting
from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

13

Council ref: 35/2005
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3.6 With regard to housing, paragraph 59 of the Framework confirms that it is the
Government’s objective to significantly boost the supply of homes and to ensure
that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is
needed and that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are
addressed. In considering ways to boost supply, paragraph 72 advises that the
supply of large numbers of new homes can often be best achieved through
planning for larger-scale development, such as new settlements or significant
extensions to existing villages and towns, provided they are well-located and
designed, and supported by the necessary infrastructure and facilities.
3.7 Paragraph 73 requires local planning authorities to identify and update annually
a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of 5 years’
worth of housing against their housing requirement set out in adopted strategic
policies, or against their local housing need where the strategic policies are
more than 5 years old.
3.8 Paragraph 190 states that in determining applications, local planning authorities
should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the
significance of heritage assets. Paragraph 193 advises that when considering
the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated
heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and
the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is
irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total
loss or less than substantial harm to its significance. In those circumstances
where less than substantial harm is identified, this should be weighed against
the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its
optimum viable use.
3.9 Other relevant paragraphs in the Framework are referenced, as appropriate,
later in this Report. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), initially published in
2014, is also a material consideration in the determination of this appeal.
The Development Plan
3.10 The Development Plan comprises saved policies in the “South Oxfordshire Local
Plan 2011”14 (the LP) and the “South Oxfordshire Core Strategy 2012”15 (the
CS).
3.11 The LP was adopted in 2006 and covered the relatively short period up to 2011.
The housing requirements for the LP were derived from the now defunct
Regional Planning Guidance16 (RPG) for the South East (as amended) which was
adopted in 2001 and the Oxfordshire Structure Plan which was adopted in
August 1998. Various policies in the LP were saved by the SoS in 2008.
Following the adoption of the CS, the LP was reviewed, and those policies found
to be superseded by or inconsistent with the CS were ‘struck through’.
3.12 The Planning SoCG17 identifies 36 ‘relevant’ LP policies. Of these, only 7 are
referred to in the contested RfRs, these are: GB4 (Visual Amenity of the Green

14

CD5.1

15

CD5.2

16

ID14: RPG Revocation Oder 2013 No. 427

17

CD16.1
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Belt), CON5 (Setting Of Listed Buildings), CON11 (Archaeological remains),T1
(Safe, Convenient And Adequate Highway Network For All users), T2
(Unloading, Turning and Parking For All Highway Users) and T7 (Improvements
And Extensions To Footpaths And Cycle Network).
3.13 Whilst the LP is time expired, that does not mean the aforementioned policies
and any other relevant policies are necessarily inconsistent with the Framework.
I will return to the issue of consistency later in my report.
The Core Strategy
3.14 The CS was adopted in 2012 following the publication of the original version of
the Framework. It sets out the vision for South Oxfordshire to 2027. Although
the Examining Inspector found the CS to be generally consistent with the
provisions of the Framework18, much of the evidence base underpinning the
plan and the Examination hearings themselves pre-dated the March 2012
Framework. The housing requirement of the CS was based upon the
constrained supply contained in the RPG which remained in force at the time of
adoption and therefore the Examining Inspector (and Council) were obliged to
rely on it under the transitional arrangements set out in paragraph 218 of
Annex 1 of the 2012 Framework.
3.15 The Planning SoCG includes a list of 19 relevant CS policies of which the
following 6 are cited in the RfRs: CSEN2 (Green Belt), CSEN3 (Historic
Environment), Policy CSM2 (Transport Assessments and Travel Plans), Policy
CSM1 – Transport, CS1 (Presumption in favour of sustainable development) and
CSS1 (The overall strategy). As paragraph 1.10 of the CS makes clear, the
aforementioned policies are of a strategic nature and are intended to be
supplemented by more detailed policies in a Development Management Policies
DPD. That document was abandoned at an early stage in favour of a new local
plan.
The eLP
3.16 The eLP19 was submitted for Examination on 29 March 2019. Despite the
advanced stage of preparation at the time of the Council’s decision, none of the
RfRs refer to policies in the eLP. Even before the SoS’s Holding Direction, it was
common ground that the eLP carries only limited weight in the determination of
this appeal.
3.17 Notwithstanding the current status of the eLP, it has been submitted for
Examination and the SoS has publicly confirmed his support for it20. Although
the Cabinet has recommended that the plan is withdrawn21, the Council’s
planning witness confirmed that it is still committed to the eLP for plan-making
purposes. In these circumstances, I consider the evidence base which has been
thoroughly and diligently compiled over several years is a material consideration
in this appeal.

18

Paragraph 144-146, of the Examining Inspector’s Report (CD5.3)

19

CD6.1

20

CD15.4, CD15.11 & CD15.15

21

Council Cabinet’s decision 3 October 2019
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3.18 In relation to housing growth in the district over the plan period, the evidence
base supports an annual housing requirement of 775 homes per year or an
overall requirement of 17,825 homes between 2011 and 2034. This represents
the midpoint in the annualised housing requirement range identified for South
Oxfordshire District in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)22.
3.19 The evidence base also supports Policy STRAT 14 (formerly STRAT10) which
proposes to remove the appeal site from the Green Belt and allocate it for a
development to deliver at least 300 new homes within the plan period.
The Wheatley Neighbourhood Plan
3.20 Part of the appeal site falls within the emerging Wheatley Neighbourhood Plan23
(the eWNP) area designated on 31 March 2016. The second draft of the eWNP
was published for consultation in May 2019. On 3 September 2019 it was
submitted to the Council under Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning
(General) Regulations 2012. This document was then the subject of statutory
consultation ending on 18 October 2019.
3.21 The eWNP sets out the community’s vision for the future of the area during the
plan period (2019 - 2033) and provides a land use framework for development
in the area. The vision confirms that a main objective of the plan will be to
“provide a range of different types of new houses across all tenures to meet the
needs of all income and age ranges, including key workers, within Wheatley and
its catchment area using design guidance…”. It identifies that the main housing
needs are for affordable housing, starter homes and supported housing for the
elderly24. It aims to promote the provision of 40% affordable homes, in line
with the policy of the eLP.
3.22 The eWNP acknowledges the importance of bus services to Wheatley25 and
seeks to locate new homes within walking distance of the village centre which is
described in the following terms:
“The retail activities in Wheatley centre are mainly food shops (the Co-op,
Costcutter, a well-established baker and butcher) and catering (pub, restaurant,
chip shop and take away). Among other High Street services there is the post
office, hairdressers, pharmacy, dog grooming, estate agent, a laundrette and a
tattooist. Above the High Street on Church Road services include another pub,
an architect’s business, garage, dentist, the library, the parish church and a
further estate agent. A car tyre supplier operates on Holloway Road and a
veterinary practice can be found on Roman Road. On the village perimeter,
there is a motel complex, an ASDA store and petrol station, a car sales outlet, a
coach depot and 2 garden centres. The seven pubs of 1975 have now been
reduced to two (and one private club). There are four worshipping
congregations: Anglican, Catholic, United Reform and Community Church.” 26
3.23 Policy SPOBU-WHE25 supports the release of the appeal site from the Green
Belt and its allocation as a strategic housing site. It goes on to advise that

22

CD10.6 & CD10.7

23

Chapter 9

24

Paragraph 8.8 (CD6.2)

25

Paragraph 4.22 (CD 6.2)

26

Paragraph 4.16 (CD 6.2)

(CD6.2)
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alterations or replacement of existing buildings should be focused on the
previously developed part of the site and should avoid an adverse impact on the
SM. In general, development on undeveloped parts of the site will not be
considered appropriate with the exception of access routes and functional green
spaces.
3.24 Some of the requirements of SPOBU-WHE25 relate to the area outside of
Wheatley parish and the plan is subject to a number of unresolved objections in
that regard. Accordingly, it was common ground at the Inquiry that only limited
weight can be given to the eWNP at this time.
The Growth Deal
3.25 In 2016 the Government instructed the National Infrastructure Commission
(NIC) to undertake a review of the potential for growth in the geographic
corridor containing Oxford, Milton Keynes and Cambridge. Sitting at the
Western end of the arc, Oxfordshire has a major role to play in delivering on the
Government’s ambitions for this area, and beyond. The NIC’s final report27 was
published in late 2017. It found that Oxford with other cities in the arc is
successful and fast-growing. However, a sustained shortfall in housing supply
has led to high house prices and low levels of affordability which is having a
constraining effect on future growth.
3.26 The Oxfordshire Housing and Growth Deal (OHGD)28 is a response to those
problems and seeks to unlock the growth potential of the area. It requires the
Council along with, Oxford City Council, Vale of White Horse, Cherwell and West
Oxfordshire District Councils to plan and deliver 100,000 homes by 2031 in
exchange for £215m of Government investment. The OHGD requires the
constituent authorities to submit and adopt a joint statutory spatial plan (JSSP)
covering all 5 district councils in Oxfordshire by 2021.
3.27 In addition to the investment, the Government has committed to certain timelimited planning flexibilities for the relevant authorities. In a Written Ministerial
Statement (the WMS), published on 12 September 201829, the SoS
implemented a temporary change to the Framework’s housing land supply
policies as they apply in Oxfordshire. It confirmed that:
“For the purposes of decision-taking under paragraph 11(d), footnote 7 of the
National Planning Policy Framework will apply where the authorities in
Oxfordshire cannot demonstrate a 3-year supply of deliverable housing sites
(with the appropriate buffer, as set out in paragraph 73). This policy flexibility
does not apply to the Housing Delivery Test limb of footnote 7 of the National
Planning Policy Framework nor plan making policy in paragraph 67. If a local
authority intends to fix their land supply under paragraph 74 they will still be
required to demonstrate a minimum of 5 year supply of deliverable housing
sites, with the appropriate buffer.”
3.28 The WMS is a material consideration in planning decisions and applies to South
Oxfordshire provided the timescales agreed in the OHGD are adhered to. It

27

Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc (CD20.5)

28

CD10.4

29

CD10.3
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confirms that the SoS will monitor progress with plan-making and keep the
planning flexibilities under review. The OHGD is not an assessment of housing
need and as such does not identify a housing requirement for each district, nor
does it attempt to apportion any housing needs from one authority to another.
The overall aspirational housing target in the deal is derived from the SHMA.
4. The Application Proposal
4.1 The appeal proposal seeks outline planning permission for the development of
up to 500 houses. 2 points of vehicular and pedestrian access are proposed
from Waterperry Road in the east and Holton Park Drive in the west. In
addition to housing, the development includes generous areas of green
infrastructure including; a Local Equipped Area of Play (LEAP), bowling green,
cricket pitch, sports pavilion, structural landscaping and an ecological area. The
green infrastructure would amount to at least 10.69ha, approximately 50% of
the site.
4.2 An illustrative layout plan30 which is to be read alongside 3 parameter plans31
show how the site might be developed. These plans were supplemented at the
appeal stage by a suite of photomontages32. The principle components of the
layout are a central spine road which links the 2 access points. Areas of
housing are interspersed between the areas of landscaping. The majority of
existing trees on the site would be retained.
4.3 The central and eastern sections of the site would be dominated by 3 and 4storey housing. This is where the largest buildings are currently located. Low
density 2-storey housing would be confined to the south-west and north-central
quadrants. The north-west quadrant which is currently occupied by sports
pitches would be kept largely free of development with the SM being
incorporated within the proposed green infrastructure.
5. Background
5.1 Following OBU’s decision to vacate the appeal site by 2021, the Appellant
pursued a housing allocation in the eLP. At the same time and following
discussions with Council officers a planning application was submitted for the
redevelopment of the site. Pre-application discussions took place between
September 2016 through to early 2018. The full details of these discussions are
set out in paragraph 7 of the Appellant’s Closing Submissions33 and I need not
repeat all of that information here.
5.2 The planning application was submitted on 19 January 2018 and was given the
reference number P17/S4254/O. Due to the scale of the development, an EIA
was submitted in support of the application. During the determination period,
the scheme was amended to reflect discussions that had taken place between
the Appellant, the Council and various statutory consultees. These
amendments were reflected in amended parameter and layout plans that were
subject to re-consultation. Amongst other things, the amendments provided for:

30

Drawing ref: 7590-L-60

31

Drawing refs: 7590-L-19 F, 7590-L-20 F & 7590-L-18 G

32

ID1 & Appendix 6 Holliday PoE

33

ID28
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•

an expansion of proposed areas of publicly accessible green open space;

•

a reduction in the extent of housing in the western portion of the site;

•

an expansion of open space around the SM;

•

the introduction of a retail shop;

•

various landscaping and biodiversity improvements, and

•

an increase in the amount of 4-storey development.

5.3 The application was considered by the Council’s Planning Committee at their
meeting dated 28 November 2018. In recommending approval, the Committee
Report34 concluded:
“very special circumstances exist that demonstrate that the principle of
residential development in the Green Belt is acceptable. In addition to being a
previously developed site, an increase in openness achieved by the flattening
and wider dispersal of buildings, demonstrates the proposal would not have any
greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than existing development.
Revisions to the layout and parameter plans have resulted in a scheme that
responds appropriately to the site constraints and areas of importance within
the site. There are public benefits and on-site mitigation delivered through the
proposal, which outweigh the identified ‘less than substantial harm’ to the
heritage significance, as well as on and off-site infrastructure secured through
the legal agreement. On this basis, the development accords with the revised
National Framework and the Development Plan, and officers recommend
approval of the outline planning permission.”
5.4 According to the Minutes supplied by the Council35 the Committee expressed
concerns about encroachment of the proposed built form to the south-west
quadrant, a higher number of dwellings than is provided for in the eWNP, the
impact on the setting of Holton Park; and the lack of connectivity with Holton.
The Decision Notice36 was issued on the 13 December 2018.
6. Agreed Facts
6.1 The following SoCG’s have been agreed between the Council and the Appellant:
1) Main Planning SoCG dated 16 August 201937
2) Landscape SoCG including 10 appendices dated 27 September 201938
3) Heritage SoCG dated September 201939
4) Accessibility SoCG dated 30 September 201940

34

Core Document CD4.1

35

Page 3, CD4.2

36

See main file

37

CD16.1

38

CD16.2

39

CD16.3

40

CD16.4
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5) Affordable Housing SoCG October 201941
6.2 The main planning SoCG sets out the application description, the submitted
plans and a brief description of the proposal, the site and its surroundings. It
confirms that the application was subject to amendment relating to the
convenience store during the determination period and then again after the
Council’s decision. It confirms the RfRs and the date of the Council’s decision.
Section 5 covers the Development Plan and lists 35 Local Plan and 19 Core
Strategy policies that are relevant to the appeal. It confirms that the
Framework, PPG, The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990 (the 1990 Act), the OHGD, the eLP and the eWNP are all material
considerations.
6.3 The Landscape SOCG lists all the relevant landscape and Green Belt studies. It
goes on to identify 4 agreed matters which are: 1) the Wheatley Campus Map is
helpful when discussing the parts of the site; 2) there would be landscape,
visual and Green Belt benefits from the removal of the approximately 35m tall
tower; 3) there would be landscape and visual benefits from the removal of
buildings and structures within the site that have become dilapidated, and 4)
the current visibility of buildings within the site is limited and only the tower is
visible from the wider landscape.
6.4 The Heritage SoCG confirms the duty under the 1990 Act to have special regard
to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of
special architectural or historic interest which it possesses42. The matters
agreed are listed as:
1) The designated heritage assets which are, to a greater or lesser degree,
affected by the appeal proposals are the SM on the appeal site; Holton Park
‘Old House’ at the adjacent Wheatley Park School site, St. Bartholomew’s
Church, Holton43, and a Scheduled Monument44 and listed buildings and
structures on the adjacent Wheatley Park School site comprising stretches of
listed wall, a bridge, ice house and stable block.
2) There would be an impact on the setting of Holton Park ‘Old House’ as a
result of the appeal proposals. The setting of Holton Park ‘Old House’ is
currently affected by the present situation on the appeal site.
3) The former deer park, of which the appeal site is a part, is neither a
designated nor non-designated heritage asset.
6.5 The Accessibility SoCG agrees the distances from the centre of the appeal site
to various local destinations45. It is also agreed that the Wheatley Park School
and sports centre complex, which lies at the far western end of Holton village, is
within reasonable walking distance of the site. It is further agreed that distance
alone is not the only factor that affects the attractiveness of walking and that
the quality of footways and crossings, perceived personal security, quality and
the good appearance of routes are also relevant.

41

CD16.5

42

The SM is not a listed building and therefore is not covered by the duty under s66 of the 1990 Act

43

List No. 1047596

44

SM1018424

45

Table 2, page 5
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6.6 The Affordable Housing SoCG sets out the party’s respective position on the
housing need and supply in South Oxfordshire. It confirms that the Council is
able to demonstrate a 5YHLS against the figure which arises from the standard
method which defines a Local Housing Need of 632 dwellings per annum (dpa).
6.7 It is also agreed that the OHGD commits the Oxfordshire authorities to plan for
and support the delivery of 100,000 new homes between 2011 and 2031, and
to progress their respective local plans to achieve this as well as a JSSP to
address longer-term development needs to 2050. The 100,000 homes figure is
derived from the 2014 Oxfordshire SHMA which breaks down the need for each
of the 5 Oxfordshire authorities. South Oxfordshire’s need was assessed at
15,500 homes between 2011-31, equivalent to 775dpa. Oxford’s unmet need is
15,000 homes. The Oxfordshire authorities have agreed how this should be
distributed through a Memorandum of Understanding, which South Oxfordshire
did not sign, and the more recent Statement of Common Ground in support of
the Oxford Local Plan 2036 and South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2034, which South
Oxfordshire has signed up to. This statement agrees that apportionment of
unmet housing need, arising from the Oxfordshire Housing Market Area, must
be strategically and cooperatively considered through the Oxfordshire Growth
Board, and that the latest agreed apportionment figure is 4,950 for South
Oxfordshire.
6.8 The Council submitted its Local Plan in March 2019 on the basis of the above.
Planning Inspectors at three Oxfordshire local plan Examinations have found the
calculations of Oxford’s unmet need to be sound, and the SoS himself has
drawn the Council’s attention to this in a recent letter on 26th August 201946.
6.9 It is also agreed that the WMS, which sets out that paragraph 11 d) of the
Framework will be engaged where authorities cannot demonstrate a 3-year
supply of deliverable land (3YHLS), has been developed within the specific
context of the OHGD. It is common ground that the WMS recognises that in the
“short-term this will result in fewer permissions granted under paragraph 11 but
that it is important to support ambitious plans that will deliver more housing in
the longer term”.
6.10 Other agreed matters include:
•

Period of Assessment: housing land supply will be assessed for the period 1st
April 2019 to 31st March 2024.

•

The 2019 Housing Land Supply Statement47 (HLSS), has a base date of 1st
April 2019;

•

Buffer: a 5% buffer is appropriate when calculating the 5YHLS; requirement,
and

•

There is also agreement on the relevant parts of the Framework and PPG
that deal with housing delivery.

46

CD15.11

47

CD10.1
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7. The Case for South Oxfordshire District Council
The case for the Council is summarised as follows.
Overview
7.1 This appeal scheme is speculative development of a very substantial scale in the
Green Belt where national policy is firmly against such an approach. There is an
emerging allocation, but the scheme proposed is substantially bigger in terms of
dwelling numbers than that proposed in the eLP which supports development of
“at least 300 new homes”, rather than the 500 proposed. Moreover, the overall
spread of development across the site is in stark conflict with the eLP’s
emphasis on accommodating dwellings in the east and not the sensitive western
half of the site.
7.2 The eLP was submitted for Examination by 1st April 2019 in accordance with the
OHGD timetable and has been following a similar timetable to Oxford City’s
emerging plan. It is only since the Holding Direction that progress on the eLP
has faltered. Even before the Holding Direction the eLP attracted only limited
weight and with the Direction in place it attracts no weight.
7.3 The scheme would result in Green Belt, landscape and heritage harm and is not
plan-led, and there is nothing about the benefits that take us into the territory
of very special circumstances.
Green Belt – Inappropriate development
7.4 Only the area on the brownfield land register plan48 is previously developed land
(PDL). Consequently, the appeal scheme does not benefit from the exemption
in paragraph 145g) of the Framework and is inappropriate development in the
Green Belt.
7.5 Curtilage is not defined in the Framework or legislation. Case law provides
some assistance, although the cases are very fact sensitive. Curtilage is
generally viewed as being limited in scope and applicable to an individual
building, not a group of buildings49. There are open spaces in and around
campus buildings which are within curtilage. But no authority has been provided
for the proposition that the buildings can be aggregated in a way that leads to
them having a very large curtilage, as contended by the Appellant.
7.6 It is not correct to suggest that the areas of playing fields, which are quite
separate in character and function from the developed area of the campus,
should be considered curtilage in ordinary language. Having failed the PDL
hurdle, the appeal scheme cannot come within paragraph 145g).
7.7 Even if one takes a different view on PDL, the appeal scheme would cause
substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt and therefore fails to satisfy
the first indent of paragraph 145g).

48

Appendix 6, CD16.1

49

See Dyer v Dorset CC, 1988 WL 622738 (1989) & Skerritts of Nottingham Ltd v Secretary of State, (2000) WL
389505 (CD19.1 & CD19.3)
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Openness
7.8 The Government’s commitment to the protection of the Green Belt is
unequivocal. The Government attaches “great importance to Green Belts”50 and
it is difficult to think of a higher hurdle in policy terms than very special
circumstances.
7.9 The rigour with which this site’s contribution to the Green Belt is assessed must
reflect the importance given to Green Belts. It would not be sufficient to focus
on the existing concentration of buildings in the centre of the site. Built
development quickly thins out and by far the majority of the site does not
contain significant built development51. Openness is defined by the absence of
built development. The site is predominantly open and therefore serves the
fundamental aim of Green Belt policy of keeping land permanently open.
7.10 This contribution to the Green Belt is recognised in the 2015 Kirkham Green Belt
Study52 which drew an inset boundary around the built form and hardstanding
on the site, plus the southern recreational area, and excluded the north-west
and south-west quadrants. These inset areas are those which do not display
essential Green Belt characteristics; the point being, that the rest of the campus
outside the proposed inset boundary does display those essential
characteristics.
7.11 The Kirkham Study also aligns with the Council’s assessment of the contribution
of the site to the Green Belt purposes. In respect of purpose 2 (to prevent
neighbouring towns merging into one another), the study notes that while the
area between Wheatley and Holton does not contribute to the separation of
towns, the area does contribute to the separation of Wheatley and Holton and
any substantial development would lead to the perception of settlements
merging. In respect of purpose 3 (safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment), the open areas with a wooded and parkland character in the
west plainly safeguard the countryside from encroachment.
7.12 The 2018 LUC Green Belt study53 downgrades the site’s contribution to the
Green Belt but still finds that harm could be caused by its release. The study’s
overall judgement of ‘low moderate’ harm needs to be treated with significant
caution in light, of conflicts with the earlier Kirkham Study and the evidence of
the Council’s landscape witness.
7.13 The harm to openness is multi-faceted. On a parcel by parcel analysis of the
site, the proposal would result in approximately 70% of the site being
dominated by built development, rather than 33% now54. In respect of the
visual element of openness, the site is currently experienced from within as
largely open but for the concentration of development in the centre and east.
Visually the site would be radically changed, from an open university campus to
a dense residential estate, with the exception of the north-western quadrant
only.
50

Paragraph 133 of the Framework

51

Bolger PoE paragraph 4.2.1-15

52

Kirkham Landscape Planning Local Green Belt Study for South Oxfordshire: Final Report 14 September 2015
(CD16.2, Appendix 6)
53
Green Belt Assessment of Strategic Sites in South Oxfordshire Final Report (Appendix 7 to CD16.2)
54

Bolger PoE paragraph 8.2.3
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7.14 The 4-storey development on the south of the site would be visible from the
A40 and Waterperry Road outside of the site. The removal of the tower would
be a clear benefit in openness terms. However, the actual extent of this benefit
to openness needs careful assessment. It is a single tall tower, and from many
viewpoints there is considerable screening of the bottom half of it by trees. The
visual Assessment in the LVIA is that, where the tower can be seen, there are
only glimpsed views and that the removal of the tower would only give rise to a
“minor beneficial” effect.
Volume
7.15 The Appellant’s description of “flattening and dispersing” is not accurate. The
tower’s demolition is flattening, but elsewhere currently developed areas see a
substantial increase in height. As the PPG states55, an analysis of existing v
proposed volumes are part of the assessment of impact on Green Belt openness
even at the outline stage.
7.16 The volume of the existing built form on site is agreed to be around 125,500m3.
By overlaying the illustrative layout and the building heights parameters plan,
the Council has calculated56 a building envelope of around 203,500 m3. That
equates to a 62% increase on the existing volume – a substantial increase.
7.17 Although it is not possible to know the exact volume of development that would
come forward in the future, the parameter plans do control the limits of
development. A planning permission granted in the terms sought would be for
up to 500 dwellings, such that no more dwellings could be built, but dwellings
filling the 203,500 m3 would be consistent with that permission.
7.18 The alternative approach to volume involves a ‘bottom up’ approach, whereby a
SHMA compliant mix of dwellings is used to calculate a volume for 500
dwellings. On this approach, the Council has calculated57 a volume of
approximately 170,000m3. The Appellant volume figure of 125,563m3 has been
calculated using a higher proportion of 1 and 2 bed flats58 as requested by the
Council during the application stage. However, this is likely to be a significant
underestimate for the following reasons:
a. It makes no allowance for storage, communal storage, lifts, lobbies or
pitched roofs to any of the 3 or 4 storey flats, and
b. Discussions with local affordable housing providers indicate that the
dwellings are unrealistically small in terms of floorspace.
7.19 On either of the Council’s approaches to volume, there would be a substantial
increase in built volume under the appeal scheme. This further bolsters the
conclusions set out above that there would be a significant impact on openness.

55

Paragraph ID64-001.

56

Kashdan-Brown Rebuttal PoE Appendix JKB1 paragraph 2.

57

Kashdan-Brown Rebuttal PoE paragraph 16.

58

Gardner PoE paragraph 12.36
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7.20 The Appellant cites the Wheatley Campus SPD59 (the SPD) which provided for
up to 194,995m3 of volume. However, the SPD shows a redevelopment scheme
which is essentially confined to the area of existing built form.
Character and appearance
7.21 There is a distinction in character between the western and eastern halves of
the site. The eastern and central areas are dominated by large scale
development whereas the west, is largely open and significant elements of the
former historic parkland are retained: the open and expansive grassland, the
specimen parkland trees, the wooded area in the south-west quadrant, and the
view to the mansion house of Holton Park just set back from its north-western
boundary. Despite the use of the term ‘relict parkland’ in the application
documents, there is more than just fragments: the parkland character is quite
evident and links in particular to the parkland setting of the school to the west.
7.22 The parkland character is acknowledged in the Oxfordshire Wildlife and
Landscape Study 200460, the western half of the site falls in the Wooded
Estatelands landscape type, while the eastern half is in the Rolling Farmland
landscape type. These landscape types can cover quite large swathes of land
around Oxford, but the drawing of the line down through the middle of the site
evidences the different character of the western half. “Large parklands and
mansion houses” are characteristic of the Wooded Estatelands landscape type.
The appeal site sits in just such a former park with the mansion house
overlooking it, and although the whole is not intact, unlike for instance Shotover
Park to the east, the character is still evident.
7.23 The Appellant’s use of the term “institutional” is unhelpful and various landscape
studies61 have referenced the site’s parkland character. The scheme would
harm this character with built development dominating the currently wooded
south-west quadrant, enclose the southern boundary of the north-western
quadrant and advance west some way into the north-west quadrant itself at the
north of the site. In doing so not only would areas with parkland character be
lost to dense residential development, but the remaining north-western
quadrant would be significantly more influenced by the built development on its
boundaries.
7.24 The scheme would conflict with the aforementioned landscape studies which
advise that development should be focussed on the previously developed parts
of the site. These studies form the evidence base that fed into the principle in
eLP Policy STRAT14 that “development on the western, undeveloped part of the
site will not be considered appropriate”.
7.25 In visual terms, there would be harm to the visual amenity of the users of the
campus (which include the public). On the western side the university buildings
do not become prominent until pedestrians and cyclists are well into the site,
especially in summer. The change to close views of the edge of residential
development would be adverse. The proposed 4-storey development in the
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south-east quadrant is likely to be visible from the A40, including at night, and
would harm the current impression of a rural landscape to the north. Users of
Waterperry Road are also likely to have views of the development, impacting on
the existing rural character of the road.
7.26 There would be some benefits to users of the Public Rights of Way network and
residents in Holton, for whom the proposed development is unlikely to be
visible, and who would benefit from the demolition of the tower. Care needs to
be taken, however, that the undoubted benefits from the removal of the tower
in landscape and visual terms, are not exaggerated.
Heritage
7.27 The western half of the site is sensitive in heritage terms with an on-site SM and
a strong visual connection to Holton Park beyond which is a further SM and a
collection of listed structures. There is no inter-visibility with this off-site SM and
listed structures, but setting is not dependent on inter-visibility.
7.28 As the Council’s witness explained these heritage assets are part of the same
story of the Manor House’s shifting locations through the centuries across the
site and its surroundings. Holton Park has been orientated and positioned to
take advantage of views to the south-east, and despite the intervening fence
and vegetation there remain long views from Holton Park over its historic
parkland.
7.29 The current open settings of the on-site SM and off-site Holton Park allow their
inter-relationship to be understood. Despite the inability to be certain as to the
nature of the monument, Historic England (HE) note that the on-site SM’s
setting has “good open views in all directions” and that “in all of the possible
interpretations of this feature, there is a connection with the earthwork and the
relatively open and rural space surrounding it”.62
7.30 The John Moore report63 highlights an area (in green) which is “the area that
should be withheld from development to ensure the least impact to these
heritage assets”. This “designed landscape setting implication” is essentially all
of the north and south west quadrants of the site. The figure on page 266 of the
same report includes a smaller shaded orange area described as “Scheduled
monument and listed building setting implication”. That shows an area where
each heritage asset has a relationship with the other. There are no grounds to
suggest that the “designed landscape setting implication” in the John Moore
report was influenced by the outcome of the decision on the planning
application.
7.31 The appeal scheme fails to respect the open context which allows the relevant
heritage assets to be understood. The scheme mostly fills the south-west
quadrant of the appeal site with residential development, and comes within 50m
of the SM. Although the majority of the north-west quadrant is left open there
is nonetheless encroachment of development into this area. This would leave
the assets heavily influenced by suburban residential development.
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7.32 The existing university buildings occupy only 70 degrees of the field of view
from the on-site SM. They leave it predominantly open. The proposed
development would see this extend to more than 180 degrees, due to the
spreading of development to the north and to the south west of the site. This
impact would be exacerbated by the new access road which would comprise a
double streetway, with kerbing and streetlighting. The illustrative layouts
suggest a corridor could be kept open to the south of the on-site SM, but this
would be a channelled view through residential development. By reducing
openness in this way, the effect of the proposed development would be to
significantly diminish the context of the SM and Holton Park that enables them
to be understood and tell the Holton Park manorial story.
7.33 In terms of Holton Park, only 40 of the 130-degree view cone from the rear
windows of the building comprise built development. This would increase to 93
degrees. Presently, the closest 2 storey buildings on the appeal site are 265m
away, but the proposed development would be as close as 180m, with the
access road being closer still.64
7.34 Based on changes to the setting of the SM, the Council considers the proposal
would result in less than substantial harm of a moderate extent. There would be
noticeable changes to the setting of Holton Park, which supports a conclusion of
less than substantial harm of minor extent. The same extent of adverse impact
would be seen in respect of the off-site SM and associated listed structures. It is
striking that HE, the Council’s Conservation Officer and the authors of the John
Moore report come to similar conclusions.
7.35 The removal of the tower would have a minor positive effect upon the
significance of the heritage assets. In respect of the SM and Holton Park, the
tower is several hundred metres away and well screened by parkland trees. The
view of the tower from the churchyard is a seasonal, filtered, distant and
incidental one. Although there may be some limited heritage benefit in redesign
and tree planting in the north-west quadrant, it falls well short of
counterbalancing the harm that would be caused by the encroachment of built
form into the settings of the heritage assets and the reduction of the north-west
open area itself by 0.8ha.
7.36 Paragraph 196 of the Framework requires harm to be identified. It is only then
that benefits can come into play in determining whether any harm is
outweighed. This approach is supported by paragraph 193 and the requirement
to give “great weight” to an asset’s conservation. This must require a separate
consideration of harms from benefits.
Accessibility
7.37 There is a good range of facilities and services in Wheatley but to comply with
the Development Plan and national policy and guidance those facilities and
services need to be accessible by sustainable modes of transport.
7.38 The distances to the facilities and services in Wheatley are significant. With the
exception of the Wheatley Park Secondary School and the Park Sports Centre
(both of which are on the Holton side of the A40) and the doctor’s surgery at
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Morland House, all of the facilities are over 1km away, with the primary school
1,407m and the Asda 1,739m65.
7.39 The IHT’s Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot 200066, gives a
‘desirable’ walking distance of 400m, an ‘acceptable’ walking distance of 800m,
and a ‘preferred maximum’ distance of 1,200m. All the facilities exceed the
acceptable distance, and many exceed the preferred maximum. Paragraph
4.4.1 of Manual for Streets67 states:
“Walkable neighbourhoods are typically characterised by having a range of
facilities within 10 minutes’ (up to about 800 m) walking distance of residential
areas which residents may access comfortably on foot. However, this is not an
upper limit and PPS13 states that walking offers the greatest potential to
replace short car trips, particularly those under 2 km. MfS encourages a
reduction in the need to travel by car through the creation of mixed-use
neighbourhoods with interconnected street patterns, where daily needs are
within walking distance of most residents.”
7.40 Two other factors emphasise the need for sustainability improvements to be
very effective if the appeal scheme is to be sustainable. First, the A40 adds to
the perception of separation. Walking through an underpass or on an overbridge
to get across 4 lanes of trunk road is unattractive and a deterrent. Secondly,
the scale of the appeal scheme is strategic. When so many people are affected,
it is particularly important that the scheme is a sustainable one.
7.41 The eLP recognises this. STRAT14 notes that provision is likely to be needed for
“cycling and walking links into the centres of Holton and Wheatley and to the
primary school”. The cycle and pedestrian provision across the bridge is
unsatisfactory. The scope for further cycle lanes to, from and around Wheatley
could also be explored; the narrowness of some historic streets may mean there
are limits to what can be achieved, but the Council is not satisfied that all
avenues have been explored.
7.42 The Appellant has proposed accessibility and connectivity improvements from
the site to Wheatley, which have been sufficient to satisfy the Highway
Authority. The Council have had regard to that view but have reached a
different judgement that in light of all the above factors.
7.43 In the direction of Holton, the shortcomings of the scheme are particularly
stark. There are no existing adequate footpath or safe cycle links with Holton.
The scheme does nothing to improve this, providing no connectivity
improvements with Holton. Being divorced from Holton in this way despite lying
in its parish is unsatisfactory in social and sustainability terms.
Housing requirement
7.44 This issue is of importance both to this appeal and more widely. The starting
point must be national policy in the Framework. Paragraph 73 and footnote 37
are the principal provisions. In the present case, where strategic policies are
more than 5 years old, paragraph 73 and footnote 37 are clear that housing
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supply is to be calculated against local housing need. For these purposes, local
housing need is expressly defined as “the standard method set out in national
planning guidance”. There is a critical difference with plan-making. In the planmaking context, paragraph 60 entertains the possibility that exceptional
circumstances might justify an alternative approach to the standard method. In
the decision-making context, paragraph 73 entertains no such possibility. Annex
2 puts the matter beyond doubt: in the “context of preparing strategic policies
only” can an alternative to the standard method be adopted.
7.45 The October 2018 Technical Consultation explains that these amendments to
footnote 37 and Annex 2 were introduced to remove any ambiguity on this
issue68. The PPG is to the same effect: ID68-005 and other paragraphs provide
that the standard method is to be used in these circumstances. The Appellant’s
reliance on ID21-010 regarding alternative, higher housing requirements than
that derived from the standard method fails to have regard to the fact that that
paragraph is clearly talking about plan-making.
7.46 The Appellant has sought to argue that the Framework permits a different
approach, by reference to: (i) the WMS, (ii) the OHGD, and (iii) the
Government’s response to the ‘Partnering for Prosperity’ NIC report69. For the
following reasons, it is considered the Appellant’s approach is wrong in relation
to all 3 documents.
7.47 Paragraph 6 of the Framework provides that Written Ministerial Statements
may, as statements of government policy, be material. The WMS does not
however, change the housing requirement for the Oxfordshire authorities. Its
actual effect is to implement one specific change to national policy. This is found
in the fourth paragraph of the WMS: “For the purposes of decision taking under
paragraph 11(d), footnote 7 of the Framework will apply where authorities in
Oxfordshire cannot demonstrate a 3-year supply of deliverable housing sites
(with appropriate buffer, as set out in paragraph 73)”. That amends footnote 7
as it applies in Oxfordshire. Nowhere does the WMS amend paragraph 73 or
Annex 2 so as to provide that the Oxfordshire authorities should calculate
housing supply by reference to a requirement other than that derived from the
standard method.
7.48 The actual words of the WMS must be respected. It is not possible to read in to
the WMS, as the Appellant would like to do, an obligation on the Oxfordshire
authorities to calculate supply for decision-taking purposes by reference to a
housing requirement derived from the SHMA, including a sizeable chunk of
Oxford City’s unmet need. Nor does the OHGD amend national policy so as to
mean that South Oxfordshire is obliged to use a non-standard method housing
requirement. The OHGD is all about planned growth70. The 100,000 homes
should not therefore be delivered through speculative applications and appeals
outside the plan-led system, such as the present one.
7.49 The Government response to the NIC report became a key plank of the
Appellant’s case, despite it only featuring in a single footnote in Mr Ireland’s
PoE. Paragraph 6 of the Framework also provides that “endorsed
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recommendations of National Infrastructure Commission” are statements of
government policy which may be material. However, recommendation 6 which
states, that agreements between central and local government must not lead to
a drop-in supply71, is not an endorsed recommendation. Rather the response
explains that it has negotiated a bespoke agreement with the Oxfordshire
authorities. That obviously implies that one must look at the precise terms of
the bespoke agreement itself to understand its implications.
7.50 The Appellant also relies on the reference to “ensuring land supply will increase
despite flexibilities agreed to the application of the 5-year land supply
requirement” and the “authorities planning for significantly greater levels of
housing growth than their Local Housing Need assessment”72. However, the
Government’s response is plainly referring to the WMS’s expectation that
although fewer permissions may be issued in the short term, land supply would
increase in the longer term through the significant growth being planned for.
Using the standard method together with a 3YHLS is entirely consistent with
that. It is also consistent with the purpose for which the WMS 3-year flexibility
was negotiated: temporary breathing space to allow resources to be focused on
ambitious plan-making, without resources being constantly diverted to dealing
with speculative applications and appeals based on an alleged lack of land
supply. This is set out in the Growth Board report and consultation documents
which preceded the adoption of the flexibility.
7.51 The WMS provides that the SoS will monitor progress against the Growth Deal
timescales and keep the 3-year flexibility under review. No alterations have
been made to the flexibility, no doubt because all the plans were submitted by
the 1st April deadline and the JSSP is progressing.
Housing land supply
7.52 As set out above, the Council is required to demonstrate a 3YHLS against a
housing requirement derived from the Standard Method. This it can do very
comfortably with a supply of 9.71 years73. Even on the Appellant’s supply
figures, the Council can demonstrate a 3YHLS of 5.4 years.
7.53 The figure only drops below 3 years in Table 374 if: (i) the housing requirement
is made to match the housing numbers in the OHGD, i.e. 775pa and 495pa from
2021; and (ii) the Appellant’s supply figures are used.
7.54 For the reasons set out above, the OHGD housing numbers cannot possibly be
the appropriate housing requirement for decision making in advance of plan
adoption. Accordingly, whether the Council’s or Appellant’s deliverable supply
figures are used, the Council has requisite supply and paragraph 11(d) of the
Framework is not engaged. As observed in the Lower Shiplake decision75,
there is no point in examining the supply figures.
7.55 Nevertheless, as the Appellant has advanced its argument based on a higher
requirement figure, it is necessary for the Council to address the supply issues.
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The starting point is to have close regard to the definition of deliverable in
Annex 2 of the Framework. As the SoS made clear in the recent North
Worcestershire Golf Club decision76 “‘realistic prospect’ remains the central test
against which the deliverability of all sites must be measured”.
7.56 On several of the disputed sites specific SoCGs have been signed by the Council
and the developer. These are important because they are evidence direct from
the developer, i.e. the person who is in the best position to assess deliverability.
The Appellant warns against developer’s ‘talking up’ delivery to curry favour
with the Council. However, as the Appellant’s witness accepted, there is no real
basis to approach the developer’s statements on that disbelieving basis. The
information listed in the SoCGs is carefully aligned to the categories of evidence
suggested in the PPG77.
7.57 The Appellant’s approach to supply is essentially to identify where more
information particularly around the status of reserved matters applications could
be provided. But discussing the progress of every reserved matters application
would be disproportionate and excessive. Unless there has been some
significant delay in the determination of a reserved matters application, the
submission of a reserved matters can of itself contribute to ‘clear evidence’.
7.58 The Appellant has raised concerns about the dates of some of the SoCGs.
However, there is no requirement for evidence to pre-date the base date.
Neither the Framework nor PPG support that and the Inspector in the North
Worcestershire Golf Club appeal expressly recognised that evidence could
legitimately post-date the base date78.
7.59 A proper understanding of the nature of the exercise means that evidence is
likely to post-date the base date. The base date is a fixed point in time for
monitoring and data collection. All completions must be collected up to that
date. All outline and detailed permissions issued up to that date, along with all
allocations (e.g. in a Neighbourhood Plan) and resolutions to grant need to be
taken into account. Given that completions / permissions / allocations /
resolutions will still be happening up to the end of 31st March, collection of
evidence as to the deliverability of those permissions / allocations / resolutions
will necessarily be a retrospective exercise after 31st March. Even if a
permission has been issued well before 31st March, deliverability needs to be
assessed around the base date. The Appellant suggested the Council should
collect all the evidence in January / February. But in addition to missing
permissions / allocations / resolutions from after that date, the Council would
miss any change of circumstances up to the base date.
7.60 The Council’s evidence of lead in times and build out rates, contained in
Appendices B and C of the HLSS is also important in contributing to the clear
evidence required. Its robustness derives from the fact that it is both recent
and derived from the local area. The Appellant was critical that one of the
averages was derived from 4 sites, which was asserted not to be sufficient. But
there is no reason why an average from 4 recent and local sites should not give
a reasonable idea of future rates.
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7.61 On windfalls and non-implementation rate, the Appellant appears to have
misunderstood the Council’s approach. The Council includes 666 small site
permissions for years 1 – 3 because they have got permission, not because they
are windfalls. For years 4 – 5, the Council does include a windfall allowance of
100pa, because past windfall rates provide the compelling evidence that
paragraph 70 of the Framework requires. The Appellant’s attempt to apply a
windfall rate across all of years 1 – 5 fails to appreciate that for years 1–3 the
existence of actual permissions means that there is no need to apply a windfall
rate.
7.62 Finally, on supply, the Appellant was critical of the inclusion of allocations and
resolutions to grant in the supply. But the Framework expressly lists allocations
as a category for which clear evidence may be sufficient to show deliverability.
If allocations can be deliverable, if must follow that resolutions to grant can be
deliverable, given that a resolution shows a site more advanced than if it only
has an allocation. The Councils housing supply figures are set out in Appendix E
to this report.
Affordable housing
7.63 The affordable housing proposed is a significant benefit of the scheme.
Affordability is an issue in the district and there is need for affordable housing.
7.64 That said, the extent of the benefit should not be overstated. The Government
does not impose any separate policy requirement in respect of affordable
housing supply or delivery. The Council is meeting the two key policies in
respect of housing supply and delivery, of which affordable housing supply and
delivery will form part: 5YHLS and the Housing Delivery Test.
7.65 The Appellant criticises the Council for not having met the affordable housing
need in full. The SHMA identifies a full need of 331pa and the Council’s average
over the last 7 years or so is 201pa. But the trend is upwards, and last year the
331pa was exceeded. Further, the difficulties of delivering affordable housing to
meet the need in full are well recognised in the SHMA79.
7.66 The Standard Method is the Government’s default methodology for arriving at a
housing requirement and while it incorporates an uplift for affordability, it does
not attempt to impose a requirement which incorporates full affordable housing
need.
Very special circumstances and the planning balance
7.67 The scheme is inappropriate development in the Green Belt. Very special
circumstances are required for permission to be granted. On the harm side,
there is the definitional harm by reason of inappropriateness, along with the
other Green Belt harm, i.e. to openness and conflict with Green Belt purposes.
Substantial weight must be given to all that harm.
7.68 There is also non-Green Belt harm. This includes the overall landscape and
visual harm, the harm by reason of poorly connected and inaccessible
development, and heritage harm. In accordance with paragraph 193 of the
Framework great weight must be given to the heritage harm.
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7.69 On the benefits side of the balance, significant weight is to be given to the
affordable housing. The market housing does not attract significant weight,
given the Council has a comfortable 5YHLS. The removal of the tower is a
benefit. This is so in landscape, visual and Green Belt openness terms, but the
Council’s evidence concludes that it does not outweigh the harm caused in
respect of those matters. It is less of a heritage benefit: any heritage harm that
is being caused by the tower is minor and any benefit by its removal is
correspondingly minor. Other heritage benefits, for example some parkland
tree planting in the north-west quadrant, are also minor. There would be some
sustainability benefits to residents of Wheatley as a result of the package of
accessibility improvements, benefits as a result of reinvestment of funds in
other OBU campuses, and some short-term construction benefits, but none of
these are in the ‘significant’ category.
7.70 The 2 Green Belt Ministerial Statements80 are highly relevant in the very special
circumstances balance. The Government has made clear that unmet need is
“unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the
very special circumstances justifying inappropriate development in the Green
Belt”. The effect of the ministerial statements is that, when an Appellant relies
on meeting housing need as the principal benefit of a scheme, as the Appellant
is clearly doing in the present case, they are unlikely to be able to establish very
special circumstances.
7.71 Paragraph 11(d) of the Framework requires it to be asked whether the policies
which “are most important for determining the application are out of date”. The
most important policies are those in the RfRs. The Core Strategy policies relied
on are clearly not out of date, having been adopted after the Framework and
having been tested for consistency with it. The tilted balance is therefore not
engaged. Even if it was, the application of Green Belt and / or heritage policies
would provide a clear reason for refusing the appeal scheme in the present
case.
7.72 There is conflict with the adopted development plan as a whole. There is conflict
with the eLP, insofar as any weight can be given to it. There is conflict with
national policy and therefore the appeal should be dismissed.
8. The Case for Oxford Brookes University
The case for the Appellant is summarised as follows.
Overview
8.1 The appeal scheme is a proposal for housing on a site proposed as a major draft
housing allocation in the eLP. The site has been identified as suitable for
housing, being previously developed land in the Green Belt, visually well
contained, located on the edge of a large village with plenty of local services, in
close proximity to Oxford, accessible by a dedicated cycle route and with good
existing bus services. The proposal would also see the removal of a collection
of large and unsightly institutional scale buildings including an incongruous 35m
tower block.
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8.2 The proposal was recommended for approval by the professional planning
officers of the Council. The site is wholly owned and promoted for development
by OBU. The receipts from the land sale would be used to improve and expand
the University’s main Headington campus in Oxford, which would deliver a much
better experience for the students who go to study there. The relocation from
the appeal site has already commenced and is due to be completed by
2020/2021. After this, the site would become a large vacant and abandoned
site, containing a huge mass of vacant and abandoned buildings.
8.3 The appeal is to be determined by the SoS who is known to support the eLP,
which includes this allocation to progress and be adopted as soon as possible.
The actions of the new political administration in South Oxfordshire has led
directly to the SoS’s intervention in the plan-making process and his expressly
stated view that the plan as proposed should progress as soon as possible.
8.4 When OBU first notified the Council of its intention to vacate the appeal site,
Officers immediately recognised its potential. The Appellant was encouraged to
both pursue an allocation in the eLP and to prepare and submit a planning
application for its redevelopment. Extensive pre-application discussions took
place between 2016 and early 2019, which followed precisely the approach
advocated in paragraphs 39-42 of the Framework. After the planning
application was submitted, it was subject to detailed discussion with officers and
various amendments were made including a reduction of development in the
western part of the site and a reduction in volume, which the Appellant
achieved not through a reduction in numbers but through a move from houses
to apartments as the main form of housing. Apartments which would, of course,
be much more affordable than houses. The Appellant has been on a long
journey with this proposal. Always seeking to achieve a planning permission
without recourse to an appeal. It has fully engaged in public consultation.
Indeed, as the Council accepted at the Inquiry, there is not much more the
Appellant, nor its consultants could have done in terms of seeking to positively
engage and promote the proposal.
8.5 The Council’s decision to refuse planning permission is based largely on the view
that only the central and eastern parts of the site should be developed.
However, that is inconsistent with the decision to remove the whole site from
the Green Belt in the eLP and policy in the Framework that planning authorities
should “make as much use as possible of suitable brownfield land and
underutilised land.”
8.6 Once the development of the site begins, the remaining parts of the campus
would self-evidently be underutilised, as indeed is the case at the moment. The
north-west quadrant is not proposed for development, save originally on the
south western edge of it, because of the proximity of designated heritage
assets. These issues do not however apply to the south-western quadrant of the
site which is currently unused and contains no heritage assets. Development in
this area makes sense in order to ensure the new community is well connected,
not isolated from the rest of Wheatley and that pedestrians are well overlooked
in that area.
8.7 It is critically important to note that the concept plan in eLP Policy STRAT14
which seeks now to limit the allocation to the central and eastern parts of the
site, was only issued to the Appellant and wider public on 7 January 2019, well
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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after the Council had issued its decision. Given its timing, it is difficult to accept
that the concept plan was not influenced by the decision of Members to refuse
the application citing concerns about development on the western part of the
site. With a difficult decision to defend, the Council had an opportunity to put in
a defensive plan to suggest the western part of the site should not be allocated.
At the very least, it is possible to say that the Members had an opportunity to
produce a concept plan after the refusal which would assist in defending their
RfRs.
Policy context
8.8 The Council has cited conflict with various saved policies with the LP adopted in
2006. This was a complete local plan, as was normal before the 2004 Act. It
was adopted 6 years before the Framework was published and only covered the
period to 2011, meaning it was adopted in only the last 5 years of the plan
period.
8.9 The whole planning regime in 2006 was very different to the post Framework
era. The housing requirement, the key component of the plan, was based on
RPG and structure plan targets from household projections which are now about
two decades out of date. There was no requirement to boost significantly the
supply of housing, no requirement for identifying an Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) and no presumption in favour of sustainable development. Heritage and
Green Belt policy was also different.
8.10 When the Council failed to adopt an LDF by 2007, the policies in the LP had to
be saved by the SoS. This plan does not meet the requirement for the Council
to have an up-to-date local plan. The LP is a plan which is now painfully out of
date both in terms of its purpose, its strategy, its content, and its policies and is
not a strong foundation upon which to refuse planning permission.
8.11 The CS is more recent, having been adopted in 2012. Although the Examining
Inspector expressly stated that he had consideration to the Framework, the
Examination hearings took place mostly in 2011, with just a few days in May
and June 201281. The CS is constrained by the need to use the housing
requirement in the RPG which remained in place until 25 March 2013. Paragraph
218 of Annex 1 of the 2012 Framework allowed Councils and Inspectors to give
full weight to relevant policies adopted since 2004, even if there was a limited
degree of conflict with the Framework. Moreover, the Examining Inspector had
to rely on RPG housing requirements because he had not been presented with
an OAN figure at that stage. The guidance on how to calculate OAN was not
published by the Government until March 2014. The consequence of all this, is
that the Council do not have an OAN figure and therefore their housing
requirement is not, and never has been, compliant with the Framework.
8.12 The policies contained in the CS were drafted, evolved and largely examined
under the previous national guidance save for some modifications in 2012.
Some of the policies relied upon by the Council such as Policies CSEN2 and
CSEN3, are worded to be high-level strategic policies rather than development
management policies. The Council should not really be relying upon them for
development management purposes. This problem with the CS stems from the
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fact that it is only half a plan. Core Strategies were intended to be the strategic
element of the LDF. The CS was never meant to be the full plan and was
supposed to be accompanied by a development management policy document
and allocations DPD. Those documents were never produced, the result being a
plan which fails in its purpose and content to be up to date and most especially
contains policies which offer little guidance for determining applications such as
this one.
8.13 In a recent s78 appeal decision82, the Inspector found that the CS’ plan strategy
and a series of landscape and countryside protection policies were out of date.
The eLP is designed to overcome all of the problems with the existing plans. It
is intended to be Framework compliant. A brief review of its proposed policies
reveals a suite of policies which seek to address the OAN for housing in South
Oxfordshire, meet unmet need from Oxford, allocate the sites needed to meet
these housing needs and offer development management policies which are
consistent and aligned with the Framework
8.14 The problem is the Council is now looking to withdraw the eLP as is made clear
from the resolution made by the Council’s Cabinet in September. So, having
finally prepared a Framework compliant, up-to-date development plan, and
having submitted it to the SoS, the Council are now looking to abandon it. The
Council’s position is untenable. Their claim that their existing plan is not out of
date is completely lacking in credibility, as evidenced by their own eLP. The eLP
should have been Examined by now. Instead there is no up-to-date plan at all.
That is important when considering whether this proposal should be allowed
because the appeal site is a key housing allocation in the eLP.
8.15 The Council has referred to this as “speculative development”. It is the
antithesis of speculative development. It is a proposal on an allocation in a draft
plan.
8.16 The Appellant has carefully considered the issue of datedness83 following the
Wavendon84 approach. The Appellant’s conclusions on the matter are closely
aligned with those of the professional officers85 as expressed through the
Committee Report. The recommendation to approve the appeal scheme was
not taken on the basis of compliance with the eLP but rather the existing
development plan.
8.17 This is not a conclusion that was taken lightly by the professional planning
officers of the Council. They know how their policies are designed to operate
and the significance of compliance with the Framework and its requirements. It
is not credible to suggest that Members of the Planning Committee, have the
same level of understanding of planning policy as professional officers. The
Council’s Members who took the decision in this case were not present to give
evidence at the Inquiry.
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The eLP
8.18 The eLP proposes that the whole campus should be removed from the Green
Belt and allocated for a minimum of 300 houses. The policy wording suggests
the development should be focussed on the previously and eastern part of the
site and that is what the appeal scheme seeks to do with the overwhelming
majority of the development and the units focussed in this way.
8.19 The sensitive north-west quadrant would not be developed for houses, whilst
the housing proposed in the south west quadrant is very much lower density,
with numerous green areas proposed, as is clear from the land use parameters
plan. The plan also shows that nearly half the site is proposed for green
infrastructure, the overwhelming majority of which would be on the western
part of the site.
8.20 The SoS, who is known to have reservations about the Council’s intention to
withdraw the eLP, will make the decision in this case. Withdrawing the plan has
profound implications not just for the Council, but also for the Growth Deal
which has been signed by all the local authorities in Oxfordshire. It also has
profound implications for the future progress of housing in this country, as this
is by far the highest profile Growth Deal, forming the first part of the Arc of
Growth proposed between Oxford and Cambridge, a matter which the SoS
himself has invested a huge amount of his time and effort before he was
elevated to the position of SoS in July of this year.
8.21 On 29 March 2019, the eLP was submitted to the SoS for Examination.
Following local Council elections in May, the new political administration sought
to abandon the eLP, in doing so, to turn its back on the pressing need for more
housing in the district and the county and significant investment which was to
be made in infrastructure.
8.22 There was at this inquiry, a rare opportunity to cross-examine both the previous
head of the planning committee who promoted the eLP and one of the new
Councillors. The contrast in their approach could not be more evident. The
former member spoke passionately about the plan and the Growth Deal, the
need for the investment in South Oxfordshire and the county as a whole.
8.23 The new elected Councillor was, by contrast, concerned primarily with seeking
to question the housing growth under the guise of a concern for climate change.
The climate change agenda is not a sound basis for refusing to provide people
with homes and the homes they can afford. In fact, it does the exact opposite.
It causes such people to have to live further and further away from where they
work, adding to travel distances, congestion and air pollution.
8.24 This is a Council where many of the new local councillors were elected on a
NIMBY stop-the-plan ticket, with no sense of any wider responsibility for
addressing the housing crisis in South Oxfordshire. During July and August
2019, the Council indicated their intention to review previous commitments to
the eLP and OHGD. On 20 September 2019, the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government’s Director General for Decentralisation and
Growth wrote to the Council making clear that any withdrawal “would not be
without consequences” including putting at risk further Government investment
which was dependent on providing “certainty that the full number of houses will
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be delivered”86. On 9 October 2019, the Holding Direction was issued by the
SoS seeking to prevent the plan from being abandoned by the Council. The
Holding Direction advised the Council not to take any steps in connection with
the adoption of the Plan, while he considered the matter further.
8.25 The Council’s proposed withdrawal of the plan is a seriously retrograde step,
flatly contrary to Government policy nationally and jeopardizing the position of
the other Oxfordshire local planning authorities. In the prevailing development
plan-led and OHGD context, the Council cannot avoid the clear national policy
imperative of boosting the supply of housing, by abandoning their plan.
8.26 Should the SoS conduct his own examination, it is submitted that there is no
prospect of the removal of Policy STRAT14. In their correspondence with him,
the Council have highlighted the fact that the SoS has made clear he supports
the plan. In the unlikely scenario that the plan is permitted to be withdrawn, a
development plan vacuum would open in which the presumption must apply
with particular force to support the grant of permission on previously allocated
sites.
8.27 As such, in the short term, at least, those in need of housing in South
Oxfordshire must again rely on the development industry and the planning
appeal system to deliver new homes because as recent events testify, that is
not something which this Council is well equipped to do. The University did not
take the decision to appeal this proposal lightly. It spent a long time considering
whether to do that in the first half of this year. But now it has, recent events
suggest it was absolutely the right decision to make, as the plan may be years
away, if indeed it is not abandoned.
8.28 Although no weight can be given to the eLP in the current circumstances, the
same cannot be said for the evidence base. It is this evidence which lies behind
the decision to select this site for large scale housing development and to
release the site from the Green Belt. That is contained in the various reports
which the Council commissioned into suitable Green Belt sites and which are set
out in the SoCG on landscape.
8.29 This evidence base supports the development of the site for significant housing.
The only real consequence for decision making at this stage is that the appeal
must be approached on the basis that the site remains for now in the Green
Belt, which means the policies relating to sites in the Green Belt must be
addressed. That is how the Council officers approached the matter. In so doing,
they reached the conclusion that the proposal met the Framework 11 c) test
and therefore it was unnecessary to consider the tilted balance in paragraph 11
d).
Green Belt - Inappropriate development
8.30 The whole of the appeal site should be treated as PDL in light of the fact that
the definition of PDL includes the land occupied not just by a permanent
structure, but also the curtilage. In this way gardens around, big houses were
often considered to be PDL for the purpose of what has become known as
garden grabbing.
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8.31 ‘Curtilage’ is not a term defined in legislation or the Framework. There is case
law but it is vague in the extreme. Most of the case law relates to individual
houses and the land around it. In that sense it has little currency in respect of
this site. There is no case law relating to the definition of curtilage in respect of
a university campus.
8.32 Where the case law does exist, it makes clear it is a matter of fact87 and a
matter of fact and degree88. That makes a challenge to any decision on what is
the curtilage by the decision maker very difficult to challenge.
8.33 A university campus is not a single house or building. In this case most of the
buildings on the campus are not houses but large buildings located in close
proximity together. With little space between the buildings, the open land is as
much a part of the campus as the buildings. The open land around the
buildings form part of the campus. The two plainly work together to create the
campus and the open fields are very obviously necessary to the buildings and
used in a reasonably useful way, because the open spaces and playing pitches
are part and parcel of the whole composition that is a purpose build 1970s
campus.
8.34 It is in the nature of a campus, properly understood, that the land and the
buildings are intricately and inextricably linked to form the whole. The dictionary
definition of campus is “the buildings of a college or university and the land that
surrounds them”89. That sits comfortably with the way in which the word
curtilage is approached in the case law cited above.
8.35 On the basis that the land within the campus is PDL then its full redevelopment
is to be judged not in appropriate development in the Green Belt if either of the
two requirements in paragraph 145g) of the Framework are met. The first test
requires the decision maker to consider whether the development would have a
greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing
development. The Appellant believes this test is met. The new second, and
more permissive test, requires the decision maker to consider whether the
development would cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt,
where the development would re-use PDL and contribute to meeting an
identified affordable housing need within the area of the local planning
authority.
8.36 The second test which allows the opening up of more opportunities for
development in the Green Belt must be seen as a significant development,
especially in the face of such strong political pressure to protect the Green Belt
at a national level.
8.37 There is no dispute that the appeal proposal contributes to meeting an identified
affordable housing need. The Council also accepts90, that Framework paragraph
145g) applies to a significant amount of the site. The Appellant is plainly not
seeking to develop any of the north-west quadrant, which is given over to
sporting and recreational use, with the opportunity to enhance the area close to
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the Holton Park with parkland. So the question is whether the proposal would
cause substantial harm to openness. The critical issue is the effect of both the
demolition of the existing built development and the effect of the new
development on openness. That includes both the spatial and visual aspects of
openness as set out in the PPG.
Openness
8.38 Whether the proposal causes harm to openness is a matter of planning
judgement. The courts and now the PPG make clear that it is a matter to be
looked out in both spatial and visual terms, and where volume is not the only
measure.
8.39 The Appellant’s approach to openness is two-fold. It relies on a volume analysis
to demonstrate that the proposal falls within 145g) and if that fails, it seeks to
demonstrate that very special circumstances exist. In Turner v SSCLG91 the
Court of Appeal was keen to go out of its way to hold that openness is not solely
about a volumetric issue but is more “open-textured”. The Court was keen to
emphasise the implicit nature of the visual amenity aspect of the issue of
openness. This case was pre-dated the new second test in paragraph 145g)ii).
Yet the importance and consideration of visual aspect surely lends itself more to
the new test of considering whether the proposal would cause “substantial harm
to openness”.
8.40 The volume of the existing buildings has been calculated as 125,500 sqm and is
not disputed. It is accepted by the Council that the tower has an impact on
openness which is greater than merely its volume. At 35m in height that is
plainly so. It has a significant impact on openness. The removal of the tower,
as proposed with this scheme, is a significant benefit to improving the openness
of the Green Belt in this area. There is another significant benefit associated
with the removal of the other large institutional buildings around the tower,
which are appropriately described as an agglomeration of buildings. The
removal of all the buildings is plainly beneficial to openness.
8.41 It is the net effect of the proposal with this removal and its replacement by the
proposed development which is important. The appeal scheme proposes a
development of up to 500 homes. As this is an outline scheme the Council’s
professional officers accepted that “a precise volume calculation of the proposed
buildings is not available”92. The parameters plans do however indicate the
maximum height of the development. On the basis of that information, the
officers were happy to conclude the proposal could be built so that it had no
greater volume. It is of course, entirely in the gift of the Council at the
reserved matters stage, to ensure the development does not result in a material
increase in volume.
8.42 The volume is therefore assumed to be similar. The Council’s volume calculation
is based on unsubstantiated assumptions that the proposal would have to come
forward in accordance with a SHMA compliant mix of house types. In practice
the site would come forward with a proposal suitable to this site. If the Council
want the volume to match that of the existing development, it would be within
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their gift to control the housing mix to that end. It should be noted that the
application was amended before determination at the behest of officers to move
away from a SHMA-based mix to a largely apartment-based scheme to address
the officer’s concerns about matching the volume of the existing built
development.
8.43 The Council’s evidence also relies on a volume calculation which assumes the
maximum heights used in the parameters plan for the whole site. Similarly,
control over building heights would be entirely within the gift of the Council at
the reserved matters stage. They control that process and can make such
decisions at that stage. The Council’s arguments about needing to include lifts
and extra storage space are not based on any market evidence. The Appellant
has approached a major housebuilder and established that lifts would not be
required for apartments which are 3 and 4 storeys in height.
8.44 The national space standards are not required here as there is no adopted
development plan policy which requires them, and the delay in the progress in
the eLP is plainly the reason that now becomes a very bad point for the Council.
8.45 Overall, the development would simply lower and flatten built development
across the eastern and central parts of the site. The Council officers accepted
this approach as is clear from the last paragraph of the conclusion93. The
development would cause no harm (let alone any “substantial harm”) to the
spatial openness of the Green Belt.
8.46 The eastern and central part of the site is very institutional in character and has
a clear visual bulk. The removal of the 35m tower would amount to a particular
positive benefit in terms of openness, which by virtue of its significant height
can be observed from outside the appeal site in numerous locations. It is
completely incongruous with the local landscape being unashamedly urban and
modern in design. It has no place within the rural character of the local
landscape, being both discordant and inappropriate. It sits uncomfortably on the
edge of the village of Wheatley undermining the role played by the local church.
To simply take the volume of this building as the sum total of the harm it
causes to openness is to completely miss the point.
8.47 As clarified at the Inquiry the Council’s only real dispute is in respect of impacts
on openness in the south-western quadrant, in the area between the A40 and
the central spine road. As the Appellant’s Planning and Landscape PoEs have set
out, this area does not itself serve any Green Belt purpose. In terms of the
visual impact, this corner of the site is very well contained which has a
significant impact on the ability to contain the visual impact on openness.
Consequently, the visual impact of the low-density housing would be
inconspicuous outside the site’s boundaries. Overall the proposal would have a
neutral effect on the visual openness within the site and a beneficial effect over
a wider area. That would satisfy 145g)i) of the Framework.
8.48 The Council may disagree, but their evidence is predicated on erroneous
assumptions about SHMA mix, the applicability of the national space standards
and the need for lifts. Added to which there is an SPD which allows the
University to achieve nearly 200,000m2 of built development. That is an
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adopted SPD and it is something which the Council has judged acceptable in
terms of openness, even whilst most of existing buildings (excluding the tower)
would remain in situ.
8.49 In looking at openness, the impact of developing the site has been the subject
of 3 studies which have considered the potential for development on this site
and other parts of the Oxford Green Belt area, including 2 commissioned by the
Council. Key conclusions from these studies are as follows:
(a) All consider the campus is suitable for redevelopment, and generally one of
the highest scoring sites in the District in terms of landscape capacity for
development;
(b) The studies draw a clear distinction between the character of the site and
the wider landscape character;
(c) They note the adverse effects of the existing 12 storey tower on landscape
character, and openness of the Green Belt, and the benefits of its removal;
(d) They suggest retaining the north western part of the site in green uses and
retaining the most important trees.
8.50 The proposal would not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green
Belt. The proposal should therefore be judged not inappropriate development.
It follows that there would be no conflict with Policies CSEN1 and GB4 and
subject to consideration of the other harms (character, heritage and
accessibility, other Green Belt harm if relevant), the proposal should be allowed.
There is no need to consider very special circumstances.
8.51 If the proposal is judged not to meet the requirements of paragraph 145g) of
the Framework, then it will be inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The
impact of the proposal on the openness of Green Belt will need to be considered
in terms of the Green Belt harm as well as the definitional harm of being
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. That is why in decisions where
very special circumstances has been proved the Inspector will always look
specifically at openness. The same evidence and approach in terms of looking
at openness, as set out above, applies and the same conclusion from the
Appellant can be adopted in that analysis.
Character and appearance
8.52 The appeal site is not a sensitive location in landscape character terms, given its
history of built development/regrading and its edge of settlement location,
adjacent to the A40. It has no landscape designation and the Council accept it is
not a valued landscape.
8.53 The site is perceived as one site and the whole site is influenced by the existing
buildings. For example, the character of the area of sports pitches is plainly
influenced by the buildings adjacent to it. The Council’s characterisation of the
different parcels of land, with and without built development does not match
how the site actually reads on the ground, which is read as whole, being, rather
obviously, a campus.
8.54 The proposed residential land uses would be significantly smaller in scale than
the current educational buildings, with far less bulk and mass than the present
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

Page 35

Agenda Page 1307

Agenda Item 4a

Report APP/Q3115/W/19/3230827

agglomeration of buildings at an institutional scale and would present as more
appropriate to a countryside edge location. The spacing and grain of the
proposal is much more consistent with the local area.
8.55 The north-west quadrant, currently in use as pitches, has very clearly been reprofiled for sports use and has an engineered character. The character and
appearance of this north western part of the site would be significantly
enhanced by smoothing the engineered slopes and converting back to parkland
with additional tree planting.
8.56 In this context, there would only be limited and localised harmful residual
effects on landscape character and identifiable positive effects. There would be
no material effect on the character of the wider landscape.
8.57 The Council’s case is centred on the claim that the site is part of a historic
parkland landscape and that to build upon it would degrade it. However, this is
not a parkland. What dominates the site is the agglomeration of institutional
scale buildings, including the 35-metre tall concrete tower. The site has already
been completely compromised as a historic parkland. And that has been a long,
on-going and continually evolving process. The parkland to which the Council
refers has, as the John Moore report makes clear, been “largely degraded
following development in the Second World War and after”. However, the
Appellant’s arboricultural assessment94 confirms that many of the trees on site
are not from the historic parkland. In any event only 2 mature trees are to be
lost, as the proposal has sought to design around them.
8.58 The distinction between historic parkland and education campus is plain and
obvious. It was brought sharply into focus by the Council’s landscape character
assessments of 2003 and 201795. These documents locate the appeal site within
the Semi-enclosed Farmed Hills and Valley’s Character Type within the Mid-vale
ridge landscapes. That is in direct contrast to the Parkland and Estate
Farmlands character area which lies very clearly on the other side of the A40.
8.59 There can be no doubt that the Semi-enclosed Farmed Hills and Valley’s
Character Type is most appropriate to the appeal site: it specifically describes
as part of this character type the area around Wheatley. It does so in these
terms “landscape typically fragmented and intruded upon by roads and built
development.” That description could be written for the appeal site and the area
to the west. The A40, the new road system and roundabout by the school and
the sheer extent of built development in the area are plain to see. What remains
undeveloped land is largely in the form of playing pitches on engineered
terraces. ‘Terracing’ being the word used by the Council’s heritage consultants
to describe the character and nature of the sports pitches.
8.60 This is a University campus and there will be no harm to the character and
appearance of the area arising from this development, when one looks at the
fact it largely replaces the extent of the built development on site, but with far
less height than the tower and no institutional scale buildings.
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Heritage
8.61 There is one listed building, variously known as Holton Hall, Old Hall, Holton
Park which is Grade II and faces directly onto the appeal site, and other such
buildings located behind. There is also an on-site SM, which is designated under
the Scheduled Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979.
8.62 The appeal scheme does not involve any change to the listed buildings
themselves nor the SM. There is however no disagreement that the appeal site
falls within the setting of both Holton Park and the SM. The setting of heritage
asset is defined in the Framework which makes clear it can change over time as
has happened here.
8.63 The appeal site, in its current state, reflects the development of the campus
from the 1960s onwards. The western part of the site retains little evidence
today of its former character as historic parkland associated with the early 19th
Century Holton Park. This is due to:
(a) the extensive groundworks carried out to provide the existing sports pitches
and tennis courts on the western part of the site; and
(b) its relationship with the developed central & eastern parts of the site,
including the tower.
8.64 The park is not included on the HE Register of Parks & Gardens and does not
have any other form of national or local heritage protection. As a result of the
extensive alterations made to the landscape of the campus site in the late 20th
Century, the contribution that it makes to the designated heritage assets most
affected (Holton Park and the SM) is of a minimal nature.
8.65 The John Moore report identifies a brown area which is concerned with the
setting of the heritage assets. The proposal does not seek to place
development in that area and instead would return much of that area and more
to a parkland setting as it has previously been. That is relevant to the listed
buildings. It has less relevance to the SM because no one really knows what the
SM is and therefore judging what its setting is relies largely on guess work.
Nonetheless the Appellant acknowledges the designation and has carefully
designed the scheme to leave an open area around the SM so that it can be
appreciated by the public who will enjoy full access to the site.
8.66 The 2017 Heritage Impact Assessment96, seeks to ensure no development takes
place “at the north-western boundary of the site, as this would visually separate
the earlier moated settlement site from its successor” right next to where
Holton Park was located. It was not a concern about building on any of the
western part of the appeal site.
8.67 The SM on the appeal site is almost certainly of post-medieval date, rather than
being the site of an early medieval manor. Its setting is fairly described as
“bleak and forlorn”. Nothing has been done to celebrate it or to interpret it to
the public. Again, the area to the south makes a minimal contribution to its
setting.
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8.68 Both the Council’s Conservation Officer and HE recognized the considerable
improvements made to the scheme during the determination process. The
refusal of the appeal scheme was contrary to the recommendation for approval
made the professional planning officers of the Council whose job it is to balance
the competing interests in this case, and who expressly stated in the Report to
Planning Committee that,
“Having had careful regard to the ‘less than substantial’ harm (alleged by the
Council’s Conservation Officer & Historic England), there are insufficient grounds
to insist on further revisions, a larger retention of open space or a reduction in
unit numbers, on heritage grounds. The location of the residential development
(particularly on the western edge), by virtue of the revised layout, would not
adversely affect the historic significance to a degree that would warrant refusal,
and would not conflict with the Framework or Development Plan in terms of
heritage and conservation policy.”
8.69 The Council’s expert heritage witness fails to give proper weight to the heritage
benefits of the appeal scheme which include:
-

Reinstatement of a more parkland-like landscape in the vicinity of Holton
Park and the SM on the appeal site than that which currently exists, and

-

removal of the tower block and the benefits that this will bring to the
settings of the designated heritage assets affected.

8.70 These should both be seen as significant heritage benefits of the scheme. The
Council’s heritage witness suggests the harm is the highest below substantial.
That is his explanation of moderate in his proof. That is simply not tenable. And
as he accepted his whole approach to that level of harm ignores all the positive
benefits to heritage. HE has objected but their opinions are only provided in
writing. They cannot be challenged including the assertion about what the SM
actually is. Their views must be taken into account. The officers were aware of
HE’s comments but nonetheless found the public benefits outweighed the harm.
8.71 The public benefits of the proposal outweigh any possible heritage harm. The
Council’s approach to consider heritage benefits as public benefits rather than
reduce the heritage harm seems erroneous when one is tasked with assessing
the impact of the proposal on the significance of the heritage asset. The correct
approach is to look at the impact on the significance of the asset in terms of the
effect of the scheme. Even if the Council is right that simply means there are
more public benefits even if there is a degree of heritage harm and it makes no
real difference either way. The proposal is said to have no harm on the Grade I
listed church. But the heritage benefit is surely taken into account anyway even
if that is not the case. Failing that the benefit of removing the tower from the
view through the lychgate is a real public benefit97.
8.72 In summary, the appeal proposals will not cause harm to what is significant
about the setting of any of the designated heritage assets affected.
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Accessibility
8.73 The appeal site’s proposed allocation in the eLP is a direct acknowledgment by
the Council that the site is sustainably located. The evidence base undertaken
as part of the eLP process further acknowledges “Wheatley provides a number
of services and facilities within walking distance from the site”.98
8.74 LP Policy T7 states that the District Council will seek to encourage walking as
the predominant mode of transport for journeys up to 1 mile, as they recognise
that walking and cycling has the potential to replace car use for short trips.
The former Planning Policy Guidance Note 13 advised that “walking is the most
important mode of transport at the local level and offers the greatest potential
to replace short car trips, particularly those under 2km”. Whilst the PPG has
been withdrawn, the advice is retained in paragraph 4.41 of the Department for
Transport’s Manual for Streets. The eLP evidence base concludes that “over one
third of all journeys to work originating in Wheatley are between 0-5km – a
distance which could be made on foot or cycle by most residents”, therefore the
site is already well placed for travel by sustainable modes.
8.75 There is a very good range of day-to-day facilities nearby, including both
primary and secondary schools. Almost all lie within 1-mile walking distance of
the site, including the primary and secondary schools, local shops (such as the
Co-op foodstore, butchers, bakers), doctors, dentist, pharmacy, leisure
facilities, library and post office. These walk distances have been agreed by the
Council. Therefore, walk distances accord with local and national policy.
8.76 The appeal site has comparable or better accessibility when compared against 2
preferred residential sites in the eWNP. The site is also better located in terms
of accessibility when compared to other residential developments which have
either been granted planning permission or allowed at appeal. Many of these
sites are located a considerable distance from secondary schools99.
8.77 The Appellant has worked with OCC to develop improvements to the key
facilities for pedestrians and cyclists and this demonstrates that the Highway
Authority consider that walking and cycling is a realistic transport mode for
future residents of the development. A package of improvements to the walk
and cycle network have subsequently been agreed with the Highway Authority.
These measures include provision of new footways, widening existing footways,
provision of cycle lanes, provision of dropped kerbs and tactile paving, provision
of formal crossing points, signage and resurfacing of 2 cycle crossing points/
cycleways along the A40. These improvements would benefit future residents of
the development as well as existing residents in the village.
8.78 The development would also fund a new bus service, serving the site and
Wheatley. A financial contribution of £720,000 is to be provided which would
fund an additional bus in the commercial fleet for eight years, with a frequency
of 30 minutes; this is the highway authority’s desired position for this scheme.
This has a significant potential to reduce car journeys, by providing an
alternative and sustainable means of transport for future residents of the appeal
site. The service would also be routed so that it would serve Wheatley village to
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the benefit of existing residents, also increasing patronage and therefore
viability.
8.79 A Travel Plan100 has been prepared as part of the planning application and
agreed by the Highway Authority. Travel Plans are strongly encouraged in both
national and local transport policies and seek to change people’s travel
behaviour.
8.80 OCC did not ask for access improvements between the site and Holton. There
are evidently very few destinations in Holton and therefore that calls in question
why improvements are necessary to make the development acceptable. The
Council’s case is limited to the church and the village hall. It is also said that
because this is a strategic-scale development then one needs to put some
infrastructure there.
8.81 The Council’s case rests to some extent on the fact that the site is in Holton
parish. However, the site was selected because it is on the edge of Wheatley.
The schools might be in Holton parish but they function as schools for Wheatley.
8.82 The Council’s case on the footbridge remains unclear and unconvincing. It is
said that the bridge road serves as a barrier. However, the site and pathway are
at grade. Roads are entirely normal features. Schoolchildren regularly use the
bridge without any obvious issue. There is no evidence of pedestrian accidents
in this area.
8.83 The real nub of the issue is the allocation. The Council have agreed that the
south-west quadrant is their main cause of objection. The balance of all
destinations is close to that end of the site, and those houses would have the
shortest walk, save for Asda. The Council’s planning witness accepted that the
western end of the village is better located.
8.84 Context is everything. This is not an urban area, it is a rural area. Therefore,
what might be achieved in London is not applicable in rural Oxfordshire.
Paragraph 77 of the Framework states that decisions should be responsive to
local areas whilst paragraph 78 emphasises that development may support the
vitality of rural communities and services. The Council accept that the
development would support these services.
8.85 Accessibility is a factor which weighs significantly in favour of this scheme,
notably at the south-west quadrant. It is not a proper basis for refusal.
Affordable Housing
8.86 The SHMA identifies an annual requirement of 331 dwellings pa between 20132031. The Sedgefield method seeks to address the backlog of 713 dwellings in
the next 5 years. This equates to an annual figure of 474 affordable homes
between 2019/20 and 2023/24101. The Sedgefield approach was endorsed by
the Inspector in the Davenham appeal102 in 2016 who concluded:
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“The Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2013 identified a need for an
additional 714 net affordable dwellings per annum between 2013 and 2018 if
the backlog for such dwellings are included and delivered within 5 years. Whilst
I understand this figure would be considerably less if the backlog of affordable
housing demand were to be cleared over a longer time period, I do not
understand the Council’s justification for adopting such an approach, especially
since it has adopted the ‘Sedgefield’ method in relation to dealing with its
overall housing shortfall requirement.”
8.87 The development would provide up to 327 market homes and 173 affordable
homes (34.57%). Those in most need should be dealt with in quickest possible
time. It is agreed that the existence of either a 5YHLS or (if applicable) a
3YHLS cannot amount to any kind of cap on development. The Council
consequently accept that the provision of market housing (irrespective of the
5YHLS position) is a benefit to which “significant weight” must be attached.
They further accept that “significant weight” should be attached to affordable
housing.
Housing requirement
8.88 The Appellant puts forward 4 possible scenarios:
1) Scenario A (the Council’s position) the Standard Method (632dpa from
2019)103;
2) Scenario B based on the Growth Deal (Oxfordshire SHMA OAN plus South
Oxfordshire’s contribution to meeting Oxford City’s unmet need (775dpa
from 2011 plus 495 homes per year from 2021))104;
3) Scenario C the Oxfordshire SHMA OAN (775dpa from 2011)105, and
4) Scenario D the South Oxfordshire Local Housing Need (1,035dpa from
2019)106.
8.89 Scenario A is not appropriate and the Council should not be permitted to rely
upon the Standard Methodology figure for the following reasons:
i.

Paragraph 73 of the Framework and Footnote 37 have been amended by
the Written Ministerial Statement, following agreement of the OHGD;

ii.

The Council’s acceptance of the OHGD expressly entails acceptance of a
higher requirement, and

iii.

Application of the standard methodology would cause the Council to fall
significantly behind the necessary growth figures.

8.90 The Council’s case is premised on a narrow reading of paragraph 73 and
Footnote 37 of the Framework that local housing need must be calculated using
the standard method set out in national guidance.
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8.91 Both paragraph 73 and Footnote 37 must be read in the context of the
Framework as a whole. Paragraph 59 sets out the national policy imperative of
“significantly boosting the supply of homes”. Paragraph 60 provides that in
determining the minimum number of homes required, it is permissible to use an
alternative approach to the standard methodology. This is supported by PPG
2a-010 “When might it be appropriate to plan for a higher housing need figure
than the standard method indicates?” which identifies the following as
“situations where increases in housing need are likely to exceed past trends”:
•

“growth strategies for the area that are likely to be deliverable, for example
where funding is in place to promote and facilitate additional growth;

•

strategic infrastructure improvements that are likely to drive an increase in
the homes needed locally; or

•

an authority agreeing to take on unmet need from neighbouring authorities,
as set out in a statement of common ground;”

8.92 Each of these apply directly to the position in Oxfordshire generally and in
South Oxfordshire specifically as a constituent authority, as set out below under
Scenario B. Paragraph 6 of the Framework further makes clear that its text can
be supplemented by further statements of government policy (i.e. of equivalent
force), in 2 specific forms:
“Other statements of government policy may be material when preparing plans
or deciding applications, such as relevant Written Ministerial Statements and
endorsed recommendations of the National Infrastructure Commission.”
8.93 The 12 September 2018 WMS altered the wording of paragraph 11d of the
Framework, by reference to the then provisions of paragraph 73. It was clearly
the intention of both the Oxfordshire authorities and the Government that the
100,000 homes figure would form the basis for all calculations of housing land
supply in Oxfordshire. The Technical Consultation on Updates to National Policy
and Guidance did not alter the effect of the WMS, as it was intended to relate to
the use of the standard methodology in general: i.e. outside the Growth Deal
authorities. Furthermore, the Government had expressly endorsed the NIC
Recommendation107.
8.94 Scenario B is the housing requirement figure which is most consistent with
national planning policy as expressed in the WMS. As set out in the Appellant’s
evidence108, the OHGD109 links the time-limited planning flexibilities which
support a 3YHLS threshold to the delivery of 100,000 homes across Oxfordshire
between 2011-31, stating: “any potential flexibility would be granted specifically
to support delivery of the ambitious Oxfordshire housing deal to plan for and
support the delivery of 100,000 new homes by 2031, and to submit and adopt a
joint statutory spatial plan.”
8.95 The Council’s attempts to argue that a) the OHGD commitments are not
relevant to decision-making; and b) decouple the planning flexibilities from the
OHGD commitment to higher housing numbers are unfounded. The OHGD and
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the flexibilities come as a package. This is clear from the NIC Report and the
Government’s response. The Government expressly endorsed the NIC
recommendation that to maximise the economic potential of the CambridgeMilton Keynes-Oxford Arc, current rates of housebuilding need to double to build
up to one million homes by 2050. South Oxfordshire sits within the Arc.
8.96 The Government’s mechanism for achieving this was, and remains, through
Housing and Growth Deals of which that with Oxfordshire is the first within the
Arc. Recommendation 6 in the NIC Report was that the Government should
consider the need for extending flexibilities in the application of 5YHLS
requirements but “only in cases where local authorities agree deals to
accommodate significantly higher levels of housing growth.” Such agreements,
the NIC said, should be kept under review and “subject to local areas
demonstrating progress in the delivery of major housing growth.” It set out that
“in all cases, agreement must preserve the requirement for local authorities to
maintain a supply of land sufficient to enable house building at a rate that would
have been required in the absence of any deal to support additional housing
growth.”
8.97 These recommendations were expressly endorsed by the Government in its
response, which in respect of flexibilities in the application of 5YHLS
requirements which stated that “Government would work with local areas on a
case by case basis to negotiate bespoke arrangements in exchange for
commitment to substantial housing growth, which will ensure that overall land
supply will increase despite flexibilities applied to the application of the 5YHLS
requirement. The government has done this through the Oxfordshire Housing
and Growth Deal, where local authorities are planning for significantly greater
levels of housing growth than their Local Housing Need Assessment.”110
8.98 This therefore constituted a clear endorsement of the NIC recommendations
that would thus be material to deciding planning applications. Indeed, the
Government were not merely endorsing the recommendation, they were and
remain in the process of actually implementing it in Oxfordshire. As examined
in evidence, the application of the 3YHLS together with the standard method
would result in a threshold deliverable supply of just 1,896 dwellings above
which the tilted balance is not engaged. This falls substantially below the
position in which a standard method is used with a 5-year threshold111 clearly
showing that the Council’s position is not consistent with the statements above.
8.99 The rationale for the OHGD figure is set out across a series of documents. Each
point to particular factors which ensure that the actual housing need is far
higher in Oxfordshire than could be provided for under the standard method.
8.100 The Oxfordshire Baseline Economic Review112 identified that Oxfordshire is one
of the strongest economies in the UK. It is in a strategic location, forming an
integral part of the Golden Triangle. It has a series of keystone assets in
addition to the globally recognised universities, including two high-level
research facilities and major funds of this ensures strong growth. Recent
economic performance has been very robust: jobs growth has been 1,400 jobs
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per annum since 2011 and within Oxfordshire, 8,650 jobs per annum since
2011. Those are very substantial scales of job growth, absolutely and
comparatively. There remains substantial future growth potential.
8.101 At the same time, there has been a major affordability problem. House prices
are well above regional and national averages. South Oxfordshire’s house price
stand at 63% above national average. The National Housing Federation report113
finds that the average house prices in South Oxfordshire stand at 14 times
average income. Between 2013 and 2018 average house prices increased in
South Oxfordshire by 41%. There is a stronger relative supply/demand
imbalance in South Oxfordshire which is already leading to a significant longterm strategic imbalance. Households on lower-quartile earnings are spending
44% gross earnings on rent such that affordability issues exist in both rental
and sales market. Poor housing affordability acts as a deterrent to young
professionals hoping to live in Oxfordshire. Without these workers the area’s
ability to fill positions in high tech and innovative business sectors would be
hampered weakening Oxfordshire’s competitiveness: Businesses already say
that housing affordability is having a material impact, impacting upon
innovation, research and productivity and threatening growth potential114.
8.102 The OHGD therefore commits Oxfordshire to planning for and support the
delivery of 100,000 homes based upon the SHMA to a figure which was
recognised as significantly in excess of the Local Housing Need. It is pertinent
to consider the implications of South Oxfordshire’s withdrawal from the OHGD.
8.103 The SHMA was identified as the only evidenced approach for the 100,000
target and accordingly it has been treated by the Council as a sound justification
for an uplift consistent with the PPG115. The Scenario C figure does not make
provision for the unmet need, it would fall short of meeting the Growth Deal
target. However, it is a useful illustration of the extent of the housing need and
the inadequacy of the standard method in this context.
8.104 Chapter 6 of Mr Ireland’s PoE sets out the wider housing needs evidence in the
context of the PPG’s recognition that the standard method is merely a baseline
and the Oxford authorities have recognised the need to plan for a higher growth
figure. It considers more recent evidence than was available to the authors of
the SHMA. Having adjusted for migration and household formation rates in
younger households, it considers the severe affordability issues. It then
considers the economic position and identifies that there is abundant supporting
evidence of the need to accommodate employment growth. This identifies an
incremental growth rate of 1.1% pa in jobs and transformational growth at 1.3
– 1.4% pa. The Appellant has modelled 1.3% in line with Transformational
Growth. On this basis, it identifies the realistic Assessment of Local Housing
Need as 1035dpa from 2019 onwards116.
8.105 The Appellant’s housing supply scenarios are set out in Appendix E to this
report.
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Planning balance and Green Belt balance
8.106 If the proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt then the
Appellant must prove very special circumstances. The factors which go into
making very special circumstances do not have to be rare or uncommon to be
special and there is no restriction on what might be considered as “other
considerations” 117.
8.107 There is clearly a general need for housing given the shortage and affordability
problems which is directly impacting on the economy and the social dimension
of sustainable development in Oxfordshire and the acute need for affordable
housing. The Ministerial statement from Greg Clark118 and Brandon Lewis119
make clear that housing need will not normally or usually be sufficient to
demonstrate very special circumstances. These statements are acknowledged,
and the Appellant’s case is not predicated solely on the basis of just housing
need. The Appellant has sought to focus on 6 key factors, which is a list similar
in extent to that adopted by the Inspectors in Effingham120 and West Malling121.
They are in summary:
1) the shortage of housing in the area and serious affordability problems
affecting the local economy and the delivery of to 327 market houses;
2) the acute need for affordable housing and the delivery of 173 units with this
scheme;
3) the use of an extensive area of PDL in the Green Belt;
4) removal of a huge quantum unsightly buildings which are agreed to measure
125,500m3 which is the same volume as what is proposed. And replace it
with a similar volume of built development, with in particular without the tall
35m tower and the agglomeration of institutional scale buildings which are
completely alien in the Green Belt;
5) OBU is a charity and therefore the revenues from the land sale would fund
the improvements to the University which is recognised to be a major
contributing or part of the economy of Oxford, and
6) the fact the site has been identified in the evidence base to the eLP as a
suitable location for at least 300 houses and removal of the site from the
Green Belt.
8.108 Based on the above it is clear that the Appellant’s case does not rely solely on
housing need. However, if there is a shortfall in the 5YHLS or 3YHLS then that
would be an additional ‘other consideration’.
8.109 The purpose of including land in the Green Belt are concerned with designation
of the site. The various Green Belt studies in the Landscape SoCG122 show that
the degree of harm to the purpose of including land in the Green Belt is limited.
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One needs to be careful with the unit of analysis in these cases as sometimes it
is an area larger than the site and sometimes it is not entirely clear where the
area extends to. In the 2014 study123 the site scored poorly against the
purposes and only gave a high score on the assumption that Wheatley and
Holton were settlements, but as they are not towns that is not consistent with
paragraph 134b) of the Framework. The purposes were again examined in both
the 2015 Kirkham Study in 2015 and the LUC report. With the removal of the
tower the site is given a low moderate rating in terms of the harm, which was
the lowest category applied to any of the sites in the study. This is entirely
supportive of the Appellant’s case. It followed on from the Kirkham Study in
2015 and is clear that the LUC report “builds on the 2015 study and takes it to
the next level of detail in terms of assessing the harm to the Green belt from
the potential release of sites”.
8.110 To show very special circumstances the benefits need to outweigh the harm by
reason of inappropriateness and any other harm. The Council say this includes
harm to the purpose of including land in the Green Belt and harm to openness.
8.111 The Appellant’s position is that there is no other harm here. There is no harm
to openness, no harm to the purpose of including land in the Green Belt, no
harm to heritage assets, the local character of the area or landscape harm and
no harm in terms of accessibility. The Appellant says there is no harm but if
there is harm then the ‘other considerations’ are so significant that such harm
would be outweighed thus amounting to the very special circumstances.
8.112 Inspectors in other Green Belt cases have not felt the need to explore the issue
of the tilted balance in their decisions when they have found there are very
special circumstances. That is because all the harm will have been considered in
the very special circumstances test: And if it passes that high hurdle, then
surely planning permission should be granted.
8.113 But those were Inspectors’ own decisions and this is a SoS case, so there is a
basis for needing to explore this in case the SoS wishes to go on to consider the
case against the tilted balance. The tilted balance here could be triggered by 2
events. The first is the shortfall in the 5YHLS, which is addressed in the
evidence above. The second is if the policies most important for determining the
application are out-of-date. The University argues both, but either is sufficient.
As noted above the shortfall in the 5YHLS would also amount to an additional
part of the University’s case on very special circumstances.
8.114 On the assumption that the most important policies are out of date, then in
this case one must turn to paragraph 11d(i) of the Framework because the site
is affected by 2 of the policies identified in Footnote 6. The approach to take to
this is set out in Monkhill124. Sites in the Green Belt and affecting heritage
assets are not automatically excluded from the tilted balance. It is just that
such sites must pass the policy tests in those parts of the Framework, such that
there is not a clear reason for refusing permission. In this case that requires the
proposals to pass the test of being not inappropriate development in the Green
Belt or that very special circumstances are proven, and that the test in
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paragraph 196 of the Framework is passed as regards the heritage assets. If
that occurs then as per paragraph 45 of the Monkhill case then the tilted
balance should be applied.
8.115 Even if the tilted balance does not apply, planning permission should be
granted here under the conventional statutory test of Section 38(6) of the 2004
Act because other material considerations plainly outweigh the development
plan, which is out-of-date and inconsistent with the Framework such that its
policies should be given reduced weight. This was the approach taken by the
Inspector at paragraph 81 of the Lower Shiplake decision125.
8.116 The basic planning merits of the case are straightforward. When viewed on the
basis of “need” vs “harm” there is a clear and demonstrable need for new
dwellings in South Oxfordshire. In contrast, there is very little, if anything, in
the way of harm to suggest that that need should not be satisfied. Indeed,
there are many improvements to the environment and amenities of the village
arising as a result of the proposals as set out above.
8.117 The implications of not proceeding with the appeal scheme are that the site
would ultimately fall into disuse, once vacated. The site would continue to
present as an incongruous element, visible through the vacant tower on the
horizon. This is a far cry from the obvious beneficial use of the site through
housing development.
9. The Case for Interested Persons
9.1 The following paragraphs summarise the statements made by interested parties
and their answers to questions. The full texts used by interested persons are
within the Inquiry Documents. Points already covered by another interested
party have not been repeated.
Cllr Sarah Gray
9.2 The proposed development is inappropriate due to its impact on the openness of
the Green Belt. It spreads significantly beyond the curtilage of the existing
buildings and its scale and form would be permanently detrimental in nature.
9.3 The Council is committed to a radical reduction in carbon emissions by 2030.
This development would fail to meet the demands of 21st Century living within
our ever more crowded district.
9.4 On the 11th April 2019, under its previous administration, the Council declared a
climate emergency. In September 2019, the Council formed a Climate
Emergency Advisory Committee with the responsibility to identify means of
ensuring that SODC is carbon neutral within its own operations by 2030. To
understand the environmental impact of this proposal, the following need to be
considered:
•

125

Climate change – How will the development improve air quality in the area
(under cross examination Cllr Gray conceded that she had not read the
relevant chapter of the ES which deals with Air Quality). How will the
development reduce the contribution to climate change made by its buildings
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and other infrastructure? It must also support the resilience of the area to
climate change including flooding.
•

Transport –Currently the development has no real connectivity to either
Holton or Wheatley. Wheatley already experiences traffic congestion and
there is no scope to increase parking spaces. Sustainable transport
measures are required (under cross examination Cllr Gray welcome the
infrastructure improvements being proposed as part of the appeal scheme).

•

Biodiversity – This requires that the development enhances the current open
space to ensure it meets its full potential to supports flora and fauna.
Extending the built-up area into existing open spaces is not an option.

•

Landscape and heritage – Those open spaces that are vital to the character
of the site and the historic environment must be protected.

•

Land and resources – The development needs to ensure the efficient and
effective use of land. Sustainable waste management solutions that
encourage a reduction in waste and an increase in recycling should be
promoted.

•

Community and affordable housing – The development should cater for the
needs of existing and future residents as well as the needs of different age
groups in the community and improve access to local community services
and facilities (under cross examination Cllr Gray accepted that there is a real
need for housing in the area). Affordable housing of an appropriate mix and
tenure needs to be provided (under Cross examination Cllr Gray accepted
that the development would provide suitable levels of affordable housing and
that the SoS should give weight to that benefit). The Council supports
measures to address the shortfall of affordable and social housing in the
area. There is no evidence that increasing the supply of houses reduces the
cost.

9.5 Cllr Gray advocated a new Local Plan that prioritises the building of more social
housing and cited examples from Eastleigh and Hampshire. It was estimated
that it would take approximately 3 years to adopt a new plan.
Mr Kevin Heritage
9.6 Mr Heritage is a Wheatley Park School Manager and raised some legal issues
relating to the western site access. There was also a request for new fencing
along the school’s southern boundary to assist with security.
Mr John Fox
9.7 Mr Fox is Chairman of the eWNP Committee and a former district Councillor who
lost his seat in the May 2018 local elections.
9.8 The eWNP Committee has consistently supported the Council’s allocation of 300
homes on the built form of the appeal site. The site is separated from Wheatley
by the A40 and the lack of connectivity has been raised as a concern. Wheatley
has been described by OCC as a ‘rat-run’ and congestion is a problem. The
first draft of the eWNP in January 2018 looked at infrastructure challenges in
the village. A new bridge over the A40 was ruled out at that stage.
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9.9 The eWNP Committee opposes the current proposal for 500 homes. The area
map was drawn up in November 2015 by Holton and Wheatley Parish Councils.
In seeking to influence development outside the area boundary the eWNP may
have strayed beyond its remit at times but that was in good faith.
Mr Roy Gordon
9.10 Mr Gordon is Vice-Chair of the eWNP Committee. Policy STRAT14 of the eLP is
reflected in the eWNP. OBU has made representations on the eWNP that Policy
SPOBU – WHE25 attempts to deal with matters outside the eWNP designated
area. The wording in the latest draft has been amended to reflect this.
9.11 The walk into Wheatley from the appeal site is a lengthy one and takes
approximately 25 minutes from the bus terminus. Such a distance will be a
barrier to integration. This will lead to car dependency.
9.12 Previous development proposals on the appeal site have only been supported on
the basis that they do not exceed 10% of the existing built form. The removal
of the tower is welcomed as it is detrimental to many views in the area.
However, this should not be used to justify volume dispersal across the site
which simply transfers the negative vertical features into horizontal ones.
Development should be contained to the existing built-up area.
Mr Robert Barter
9.13 Mr Barter is Chair of Holton Parish Council and states that less than half of the
site is PDL. The development is therefore inappropriate development in the
Green Belt. There are no very special circumstances.
9.14 The allocation in the eLP offers no help as that plan has caused so much uproar
that it will not be allowed to proceed in its current form. An additional 500
dwellings would adversely transform the rural character of the village and the
whole area. Because of its location it would be an isolated settlement where
almost all journeys would be made by car.
9.15 In the words of the Council “additional school capacity will be difficult if not
impossible in the early years”. An influx of 1500 new patients would overload
the doctors’ surgery.
9.16 The status of the Appellant is irrelevant and any benefits to the education sector
carry no weight.
Mr Smith
9.17 Mr Smith is a resident of Holton. He argues that cycling and walking will not
happen and that the decision should be taken by local people. The SoS should
not decide the outcome of the appeal.
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10. Witten Representations
10.1 The officer report126 does not record the number of representations received but
does summarise the issues raised:
Objections

126

•

Insufficient justification to build on undeveloped Green Belt land;

•

The development will have an unacceptable visual impact on the open
nature of the Green Belt;

•

The development should be constrained to the eastern section, replacing
the existing buildings only;

•

500 houses will significantly change the character;

•

Proposal for 4-storey dwellings are completely out of character with the
neighbouring villages;

•

Scale of development is excessive – the eLP suggests 300, not 500;

•

Development at this elevated end of the site will compromise the
parkland setting of the listed building;

•

Roads are already too congested, resulting in a displacement of traffic
through Holton (creation of rat-runs etc). This would result in further
congestion and risk to highway safety as there is a lack of pedestrian
footpaths/pavements;

•

Access roads are unlikely to be able to cope with the increased traffic the centre of the village of Wheatley is extremely congested already, and
parking is already an issue in Wheatley;

•

The proposal has made no attempt to integrate Holton and Wheatley,
despite the fact that the future residents will be using Wheatley for daily
errands;

•

Lack of infrastructure to support a development of such a scale;

•

Facilities are too far from the site, meaning residents will be dependent
on cars to drive into Wheatley and use services;

•

There should be a footbridge over the A40;

•

GP and other services will struggle to meet needs of more households;

•

There are no additional services (shops, pubs etc) being provided and
these would need to be created to serve the extra residents;

•

Insufficient parking proposed to serve the new sports facilities and
pavilion;

•

Lack of information on who will provide and maintain the proposed onsite
re-provision of sporting facilities;

CD4.1
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•

The removal of sports facilities is unacceptable;

•

Compatibility of proposed facilities with existing pitches;

•

Security of school site, in light of proposed western access;

•

Loss of important trees which were planted by the community;

•

Risk of harm to protected species;

•

This proposal only benefits Brookes and not any of the local residents,
and

•

Even with amenity space, the wildlife will be diminished and will suffer.

In support
•

Building on a previously developed site is supported, over greenfield
development, subject to the relevant infrastructure being provided;

•

Affordable housing is needed and being provided as part of the proposal;
thereby meeting the housing needs of young people and providing local
families the opportunity to stay in the village;

•

The buildings are in poor repair, and housing is needed in the local area;

•

It is closer to city than other proposed sites, as well as facilities such as
the hospital, employment and leisure;

•

Oxford Brookes are already planning to relocate, so if the site isn’t
developed it would leave a vacant site as an eyesore;

•

The location is close to good services and the site has easy access to
theA40/M40 and the Oxford park and ride, and

•

The development is located close to Wheatley and will therefore support
the local economy, business and trade.

11. Conditions
11.1 A schedule of conditions127 to be imposed should planning permission be
granted, was discussed at the Inquiry. These are generally agreed between the
parties. I raised the possibility of an additional condition relating to the SM and
subsequently wrote to the main parties after the close of the Inquiry seeking
their views. I have taken the responses into account128.
11.2 The list of conditions that I recommend should be attached to the outline
permission in the event that the SoS concludes that the appeal should be
allowed is set out at Appendix D. In some instances, I have amended or
combined the agreed conditions in the interests of brevity and to ensure
compliance with the PPG.
11.3 Conditions 1-3 are standard conditions for outline planning permissions. The
Council had sought to halve the standard time limits for the permission but in

127
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See ID30
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view of the advice in the PPG129 and the complexity of the development
including the amount of site clearance, I do not consider that would be
appropriate in this instance. Condition 4 is imposed for the avoidance of doubt
and to ensure that the development is carried out in general accordance with
the approved plans and details.
11.4 A site-wide phasing plan is necessary to ensure the development comes forward
in a coherent and planned manner (Condition 5). I have amended some of the
wording around affordable housing to ensure sufficient flexibility to enable the
development to respond to changing market conditions and housing needs. I
have also incorporated the requirements of other suggested conditions into
Condition 5 to avoid the need for multiple phasing plans and other strategies.
Condition 6 is necessary in the interests of highway safety. A construction
method statement (Condition 7) is necessary to protect the amenity of nearby
residents. A drainage condition is necessary to ensure satisfactory drainage of
the site in the interests of flood prevention (Condition 8). An archaeology
condition is necessary to protect any archaeological assets that may be present
(Condition 9). A land contamination condition is necessary to ensure the land is
suitable for a residential use (Condition 10).
11.5 A significant amount of ecological information was submitted with the EIA130.
The scope of the various wildlife surveys was agreed with the Council’s
Countryside Officer beforehand. Those surveys confirm that some parts of the
site support protected species including bats, great crested newts, reptiles,
badger and nesting birds. These habitats would be retained, recreated and
enhanced through management delivered through measures set out in a
Construction and Demolition Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)
(Condition 11). As the presence of protected species on the site has already
been established and given that there is no suggestion from the Council that the
surveys are out of date or deficient in any other way, I have omitted the
requirement for updated surveys to be submitted. A biodiversity enhancement
plan is necessary to avoid a net-loss to biodiversity (Condition 12).
11.6 A condition relating to tree protection measures is necessary to ensure trees are
not damaged during the construction period (Condition 13). A condition is
necessary to ensure the requisite parking and access arrangements for each
dwelling are provided prior to occupation (Condition 14). A Travel Plan condition
is necessary to promote sustainable travel habits (Condition 15). To assist the
move to a low carbon future, conditions regarding electric vehicle charging
points and super-fast broadband are necessary (Conditions 16 and 17). A noise
mitigation strategy is necessary to protect future occupiers from road noise
(Condition 18). Finally, to secure the heritage mitigation, a condition relating to
the SM is necessary (Condition 19).
11.7 A condition restricting the development to no more than 500 dwellings is
unnecessary as this development concerns operational development rather than
a change of use and the application description explicitly limits the permission
to ‘up to 500 dwellings’. The suggested condition relating to gas boilers is not
supported by a development plan policy. Moreover, I am not aware there is a

129
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designated Air Quality Management Area covering the site. I am therefore
satisfied that the specification of the boilers is a matter that would be dealt with
by other legislation. I have omitted those conditions accordingly. The
requirements of several of the suggested conditions are repetitious and/or are
covered by Condition 5 or the S106.
11.8 Conditions 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 13 are pre-commencement form conditions and
require certain actions before the commencement of development. In all cases
the conditions were agreed by the Appellant and address matters that are of an
importance or effect and need to be resolved before construction begins.
12. Planning Obligations
12.1 I have assessed the S106 in light of the CIL Regulations 2010 and paragraph 56
of the Framework which state that planning obligations must only be sought
where they meet the following tests:
•

Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;

•

Directly related to the development; and

•

Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

12.2 Although the obligations are not in dispute, the agreement131 provides that if
the decision letter concludes that any provision of the agreement is
incompatible with any one of the statutory tests then the relevant obligation
shall cease to have effect. The obligations contained in Schedules 1-4 relate to
SODC and those in Schedule 5-7 to OCC.
12.3 Schedule 1 is concerned with affordable housing and would bind the site owners
to ensure that 34.57% (172 units) of all dwellings constructed comprise
affordable homes in accordance with the affordable housing mix of 75%
Affordable Rent and 25% Shared Ownership. The Council has sought to secure
40% affordable housing in compliance with CS Policies CSH3 and CSH4.
However, due to the existing buildings on site the scheme qualifies for a small
reduction through the Vacant Building Credit. I am satisfied the affordable
housing obligation meets the relevant tests.
12.4 Schedule 2 sets out the financial contributions to SODC and include the
following:

131

•

An off-site artificial football pitch (to be provided in the local area)
contribution of £985,000;

•

An off-site tennis court (to be provided in the local area) contribution of
£365,000;

•

An active communities contribution of £96,001 to fund a new member of
staff at SODC;

•

A public art contribution of £300 per dwelling. How this would be spent
would be determined through a public art strategy which would need to be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Council;

Paragraph 6.12, Page 9 (ID26)
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•

A recycling contribution of £170 per dwelling to provide each dwelling with
the necessary bins;

•

A street naming contribution of £134 per 10 dwellings, and

•

A monitoring fee of £5,190

12.5 I am satisfied that the football pitch, tennis court, public art, recycling and
monitoring contributions all meet the statutory tests. However, I have concerns
in respect of the ‘active communities’ contribution. According to the Council’s
Compliance Statement132 the contribution would fund a 2-year post at SODC the
purpose of which would be to “secure the provision and management of sports
facilities both on and off site. The replacement sports facilities are required
directly as a result of the loss of sports facilities on this site”. However, it is not
clear on the evidence before me what actual work would be involved.
12.6 A number of facilities are to be provided on-site as part of the development
including a new cricket pitch and pavilion, a bowling green and a running route.
These facilities would be designed and delivered by the developer as part of the
reserved matters applications. Consequently, their delivery would not require a
significant amount of additional work on the Council’s part.
12.7 The off-site provision is to be dealt with by way of 2 financial contributions.
Whilst there would inevitably be some work to identify suitable sites for these
facilities, the evidence suggests that sites have already been identified at Holton
Playing Field Association site or Wheatley Park school. Whilst some further
feasibility work might be required, it is not reasonable to suggest that this
would require a 2-year, full-time post holder. In any event, the build costs
provided by Sport England for the football pitch and tennis courts, include an
allowance of 6% for project management and other fees. That amounts to a
sizeable sum which in my view would be more than sufficient to cover the
Council’s costs. I therefore conclude that the ‘active communities’ contribution
fails the 3 statutory tests.
12.8 Street naming is an activity which usually falls within the normal, day-to-day
functions of the Council. On the information before me it is not clear what
additional work or expense would be incurred or exactly how the money would
be spent. I am not therefore persuaded that this contribution is necessary to
make the development acceptable in planning terms.
12.9 Schedules 3 and 4 secure the on-site LEAP, a marked ‘active route’ within the
development, public open space covering a minimum of 10.69ha, a bowling
green, cricket pitch and pavilion as well as maintenance and sinking fund
contributions for their future maintenance. I am satisfied that these obligations
and contributions meet the statutory tests.
12.10 Schedule 4 includes a £70,000 contribution towards the provision of ‘expert
advice’ in relation to the construction of the sports pavilion, bowling green and
cricket pitch. The evidence supporting the contribution is scant. The Council’s
CIL Compliance Statement states that the costs have been calculated following
quotes from relevant experts. However no further information is provided. In
my view the construction of a bowling green and cricket pitch are not large and
132
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complex projects. The latter is to be provided in approximately the same
location as the existing pitch. The areas would need to be laid out to certain
standard specifications, but such information is relatively easy to obtain and
certainly would not require the services of an expert. The pavilion would of
course require more assessment but again I do not see the construction of a
sports pavilion as an overly complex project that would require specialist advice
to be engaged.
12.11 It is also pertinent that these facilities are to be designed and delivered by the
developer who would bring their own experience to bear on these matters.
Finally, it is also not clear to me why Sport England could not be consulted on
the relevant reserved matters applications. Based on the foregoing the ‘expert
evidence’ contribution does not meet the relevant statutory tests.
12.12 The obligations to OCC in Schedule 5 comprise:
•

£105,705.73 towards the provision of 3 pairs of bus stops within the site;

•

A public transport contribution of £720,000;

•

A Travel Plan monitoring fee of £2,040.

12.13 I am satisfied that these contributions are necessary to encourage non-car
modes of travel and meet the statutory test. Schedules 6 and 7 deal with the
agreed on and off-site highway works which are set out in paragraph 3.1.
These would be delivered by the Appellant through the appropriate legal
agreements with the Highway Authority. I am again satisfied that these
obligations meet the statutory tests.
12.14 A request was made by the NHS Oxfordshire Clinical Commissioning Group for
a developer contribution of £432,000 to support the improvement of local health
care infrastructure. The Council has confirmed that ‘increasing capacity at
existing health services/local surgeries’ is covered by its CIL Regulation 123
list133.
13. Inspector’s Conclusions
13.1 On the evidence before me, the written representations, and my inspection of
the appeal site and its surroundings, I have reached the following conclusions.
References in square brackets [] are to earlier paragraphs in this report.
Main issues
13.2 The main parties hold differing views regarding the degree of heritage,
landscape and Green Belt harm, the weight to be attributed to the various
benefits of the scheme, the consistency of the relevant development plan
policies with the Framework, whether the Council has a 5YHLS and the resulting
planning balance. Against this background, and in view of the evidence
submitted in writing and presented orally at the Inquiry, I consider the main
issues are:
1. Whether the most important policies are out of date;

133
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2. Whether the development is inappropriate development in the Green Belt for
the purposes of the Framework;
3. The effect of the development on the character and appearance of the area;
4. The effect of the development on the setting on heritage assets;
5. Whether the location of the development would be sustainable in transport
terms;
6. Whether the Council can demonstrate a 5YHLS, and
7. If the development is inappropriate development, whether the harm by
reason of inappropriateness, and any other relevant harm, is clearly
outweighed by other considerations, so as to amount to the very special
circumstances necessary to justify it.
Most Important Policies
13.3 Section 38(6) of the 2004 Act requires that this application be determined in
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise. One such material consideration is the Framework, which can
override development plan policy if it is not consistent with the Framework’s
provisions. I therefore summarise the national planning policy context first,
before turning to look at relevant development plan policies.
13.4 Section 3 of the Framework stresses the desirability of local planning authorities
having up to date development plans, paragraph 213 states that the weight to
be given to relevant policies will depend on the degree of consistency with the
Framework. The closer the policies in the plan to those in the Framework, the
greater the weight that may be given.
13.5 Paragraph 11 of the Framework explains that there is a presumption in favour
of sustainable development which comprises economic, social and
environmental objectives. It goes on to indicate that where the development
plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, planning permission
should be granted unless any adverse effects of doing so would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies of the
Framework as a whole; or unless specific policies in the Framework indicate that
development should be restricted. [3.3]
13.6 There are differing views on which are the most important policies for
determining the application. Whilst I have had regard to the list of relevant
policies contained in the SoCG, I have exercised my own judgement following
the approach set out in Wavendon which confirms that “an overall judgment
must be formed as to whether or not taken as a whole these policies are to be
regarded as out-of-date for the purpose of the decision.” [3.13,6.2,7.12,8.16,8.115]
13.7 The first point to make is that the LP is now of some vintage as the Council
accepted at the Inquiry. [3.10-2.13,8.8-8.10] However, as paragraph 213 makes
clear, policies should not be considered out of date simply because they were
adopted prior to the publication of the Framework. The CS contains policies that
are high-level and strategic in nature. Accordingly, they lack the kind of detail
one would normally expect to see in development management policies. This is
because the CS was always intended to be supplemented by a DPD containing
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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detailed development management policies. [3.15,8.11-8.13] The consequence of
this is that many of the CS policies cited in the RfRs are of little assistance in
determining this appeal. [8.12]
13.8 The appeal site lies within the parish of Holton and is washed over by the
Oxfordshire Green Belt. CS Policies CSS1 and CSH1 set out the overall amount
and spatial distribution of housing for the district to deliver the CS housing
target. They seek, among other things, to support and enhance the larger
villages as local service centres, while focusing major development at Didcot
and the market towns. The appeal site is located outside the built limits of
Wheatley and Holton where large-scale development would not normally be
appropriate.
13.9 However, the housing target identified in the CS is manifestly out of date being
based on a constrained supply set out in the revoked RPG. [3.11-3.14,8.11] Existing
settlement boundaries across the district reflect the need to deliver this
constrained supply. The CS does not accord with the objectives of the
Framework to meet a full OAN for housing. [8.9-8.11] Therefore, whilst the overall
strategy and settlement boundaries may have been appropriate to guide the
quantum of development envisaged in the CS back in 2006, they are clearly not
appropriate today. I therefore consider that Policies CSH1 and CSS1 are out of
date where they are used to restrict development outside settlement
boundaries.
13.10 Although CS Policy CSEN1 is not referred to in the RfRs it is relevant inasmuch
as it refers to the protection of landscapes against inappropriate development.
Whilst its broad aims are agreeable with those of Section 15 of the Framework,
it runs into the same problem as LP Policy G2 in seeking blanket protection for
the natural environment. Apart from ‘valued landscapes’, paragraph 170 of the
Framework entertains no such protection instead referring only to the need to
recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. In my view
‘recognition’ and ‘protection’ are not the same. They are clearly distinguishable
terms and accordingly I consider that Policies CSEN1 and G2 are inconsistent
with the Framework and cannot be seen as being up to date. I note the Lower
Shiplake Inspector came to a similar view in paragraph 77 of his decision in
relation to Policy G2. [8.13]
13.11 CS Policy CSEN2 is a strategic Green Belt policy that recognises the OBU
campus as a key previously developed site but defers to the Framework in
terms of decision taking. Whilst the policy is not technically out of date, it
offers little assistance to the assessment of the appeal scheme and instead it is
the Framework that becomes the determinative document. To that end, I
conclude that Policy CSEN2 is not one of the ‘most important’ policies for
determining the application.
13.12 LP Policy GB4 is a more detailed Green Belt policy that reflects the wording in
Planning Policy Guidance Note 2 revoked in 2012. It refers to “rural character
or visual amenity” and applies a design test to development all of which are
inconsistent with the Framework. Its language is also couched in very different
terms to the Framework and does not refer to inappropriate development or
very special circumstances. I therefore conclude that Policy GB4 is out of date.
13.13 CS Policy CSEN3 is a strategic heritage policy that states that historic heritage
assets will be conserved and enhanced for their historic significance. However,
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

Page 57

Agenda Page 1329

Agenda Item 4a

Report APP/Q3115/W/19/3230827

the requirement to maintain and enhance the historic environment goes beyond
the statutory duty and paragraph 185 of the Framework, the latter of which
requires decision makers to “take account of the desirability of sustaining and
enhancing the significance of heritage assets”. Blanket protection for the
historic environment cannot therefore be seen as being consistent with the
Framework. Policy CSEN3 is thus out of date.
13.14 In a similar vein, LP Policy CON5 states that “proposals for development which
would adversely affect the setting of a Listed building will be refused”. Whilst
the general thrust of this policy might well be consistent with the Framework,
that is not enough in my view. The policy does not allow for the weighing of
public benefits against heritage harm and therefore cannot be seen as being in
conformity with the Framework. I therefore consider Policy CON5 is out of date.
For similar reasons the approach to archaeological remains advocated by Policy
CON11 is also inconsistent with the cost/benefit approach set out in the
Framework.
13.15 CS Policy CSM1 is a strategic omnibus transport policy that includes various
items most of which have no relevance to the appeal scheme. Insofar as it
‘encourages’ the use of sustainable modes of transport, it can be seen as being
consistent with the Framework. However, there is no recognition in the policy
that the opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary
between urban and rural areas, as advised in paragraph 103 of the Framework.
Despite that, I consider the policy is up to date insofar as it relates to the
appeal scheme.
13.16 Finally, Policy CSM2 establishes that proposals for major development must be
accompanied by a Travel Plan and a Transport Assessment. There is no
suggestion that these documents have not been provided in the case.
Accordingly, I do not consider Policy CSM2 passes the ‘most important’ test.
13.17 Based on the above exercise I consider that the majority of those policies
which are most important for determining the application are out of date. As a
result, the weight that can be attributed to these policies has to be
commensurately reduced and irrespective of the Council 5YHLS position, the
default position identified in paragraph 11 d) of the Framework is engaged. [6.9]
This is a matter I will return to later in my report.
Inappropriate development in the Green Belt
13.18 Although the site is proposed to be removed from the Green Belt and allocated
for development, as things currently stand the site remains in the Green Belt.
As with the Officer’s Committee Report, my assessment is therefore made on
the basis of the existing Green Belt status of the site. [7.1,8.16,8.29] I have found
that the Development Plan does not contain any up to date Green Belt
development management policies, I have therefore defaulted to advice in the
Framework, which both parties have referred to extensively in their evidence.
13.19 Paragraph 133 of the Framework states that the Government attaches great
importance to Green Belts, with the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy being
to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. It goes on to
confirm that the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and
their permanence, with paragraph 134 explaining that Green Belt serves 5
purposes:
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a. to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;
b. to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;
c. to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;
d. to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and
e. to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and
other urban land.
13.20 In paragraph 145 of the Framework gives various exceptions of where the
construction of new buildings in the Green Belt would not be inappropriate. One
such exception is:
“limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously
developed land, whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary
buildings), which would:
‒ not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing
development; or
‒ not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt, where the
development would re-use previously developed land and contribute to meeting
an identified affordable housing need within the area of the local planning
authority”
13.21 In order for the appeal scheme to benefit from this exemption, it must first be
demonstrated that it is PDL. Annex 2 to the Framework provides the following
definition of PDL:
“Land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including the
curtilage of the developed land (although it should not be assumed that the
whole of the curtilage should be developed) and any associated fixed surface
infrastructure. This excludes: land that is or was last occupied by agricultural or
forestry buildings; land that has been developed for minerals extraction or
waste disposal by landfill, where provision for restoration has been made
through development management procedures; land in built-up areas such as
residential gardens, parks, recreation grounds and allotments; and land that
was previously developed but where the remains of the permanent structure or
fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape.”
13.22 The determinative issue in this case is whether the appeal site is PDL in the
terms set out in the Framework. As much of the western part of the site is
devoid of permanent structures, the PDL question principally turns on whether
the whole campus falls within the curtilage of those permanent structures on
the site. [8.30]
13.23 The Courts have consistently held that the extent of a curtilage will be a matter
of fact and degree and will depend on the particular circumstances of a case.
[7.5,8.31,8.32] There is broad agreement that the central and eastern parts of the
site, currently occupied by the university buildings and dwellings, are curtilage.
[7.5]

13.24 The western half of the site is however appreciably more open and contentious.
[7.21]. A significant portion of it along with a strip of land along the southern site
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boundary comprises the university’s sport pitches. [2.3,4.3,8.33,8.53,8.55,8.59] These
pitches and the circulation areas around them clearly perform an important
functional purpose related to the campus buildings. [8.34] Cognisant of the
Sinclair-Lockhart judgement134and the dictionary definition of a “campus”, I am
satisfied that these areas fall within the curtilage of the university buildings.[8.34]
Whilst the Council has drawn my attention to the brownfield register plan, there
are very few details before me as to how or when this plan was drawn up. [7.4]
On its face, the plan that simply reflects those parts of the site that are
occupied by permanent structures. It does not proport to be a detailed
examination of the site under the Framework definition of PDL.
13.25 There would be no development in the north-west quadrant and therefore, as
clarified at the Inquiry, the Council’s Green Belt objection principally relates only
to the south-west quadrant. [4.3,7.31,8.6,8.19,8.37] This area accounts for
approximately 14% of the site. [2.3] The illustrative masterplan indicates this
area would be reserved for low-density housing complimented by areas of open
space such that not all of the area would be developed. [4.1,4.3,8.19,8.47,8.54]
13.26 Whilst historical aerial photographs indicate buildings once stood on this part of
the site, there is no meaningful evidence before me as to what these were or
looked like. They were evidently removed at some point during the 1950s and
any remains have since blended into the landscape. Much the same applies to
the golf course that was said to once occupy this part of the site. Today much
of the south-west quadrant is covered in a dense scrub and is largely
inaccessible save for a mown path which runs parallel to the existing surfaced
footpath through the site. The presence of a maintained path is suggestive of
some kind of functional link and physical relationship to the wider campus, most
probably as part of a circular walk. That could be considered sufficient to bring
the south-west quadrant within the definition of curtilage. In my view however
the link is a tenuous one. Beyond the mown path, there is little to suggest the
area serves a useful purpose to the permanent structures. On balance, I
consider that the south-west quadrant is not curtilage and cannot be PDL in the
terms set out in the Framework.
13.27 Returning to the approach set out in paragraph 145g), it is common ground
that the development would address an affordable housing need.
[7.63,7.69,8.37,8.87,8.107,9.4,10.1] The next step for those areas that are PDL is to
consider whether the development would cause substantial harm (my
emphasis) to the openness of the Green Belt. [7.7,8.35-8.38]
13.28 To answer that question, much time was spent at the Inquiry discussing the
possible implications of the appeal scheme on building volumes. Other than
agreeing that the existing buildings total 125,500m3, there is little common
ground on the issue. [7.16, 8.40, 8.107] What can be deduced from the competing
calculations is that any approach relies on a large amount of guesswork as to
what would come forward at the reserved matters stage. This was expressly
acknowledged in the Officer’s committee report. [8.41] Therefore, trying to
determine the exact impact on volume now is a somewhat futile task.
13.29 Nonetheless, the Appellant has demonstrated that it would be possible to bring
the site forward in a manner that broadly adheres to the existing amount of
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volume on the site. [7.18] At the other extreme, the Council argued there could
be a significant increase in volume if the site were to be developed in
accordance with the maximum limits shown on the parameter plans. [7.16, 7.17,
8.40-8.43]

13.30 Even if the maximum permissible volumes were to be pursued and one prefers
the Council’s 203,500m3 figure, the Appellant rightly points out that the
increase in volume would be broadly consistent with the 195,995m3 contained
in the Council’s SPD. [7.20,8.48]. The Council’s ‘bottom-up’ calculation of
170,000m3 would result in a generous reduction of volume compared to the
SPD allowance. [7.18]
13.31 The Appellant amended the scheme during the determination period to reduce
its potential volume. That indicates to me a willingness to work with the Council
on this matter. [1.7,5.2,5.3,7.18,8.4,8.16] It is of course possible that a different
developer might pursue a different agenda. If that did happen, I am satisfied
that it would be within the Council’s gift to control these matters at the reserved
matters stage. [8.41-8.43]
13.32 Of course, as the PPG acknowledges, openness is multi-faceted and there is
clearly a visual aspect also. [7.13,8.38,8.39] There would undoubtedly be significant
benefits associated with the removal of the existing agglomeration of large
educational buildings including the tower, which is visible over a large swathe of
the surrounding Green Belt. [6.3,7.14,7.26,7.35,7.69,8.1,8.40,8.46,8.57,8.69,8.71,8.107,9.13]
Although some 4-storey development is proposed in the eastern/central part of
the site, I am not persuaded that this would be readily visible from vantage
points outside the site. [2.4,7.35] The Council point to the possibility of glimpses
from the A40 at night. [7.25] However, I find that unlikely given that the existing
boundary landscaping is to be retained and strengthened particularly along the
A40 frontage. Even if the occasional glimpse were possible, I do not consider
this can reasonably be described as harmful given the current situation where
there are floodlit pitches very close to the A40 boundary.
13.33 Beyond the 4-storey development in the south-east quadrant, there is no
suggestion from the Council that any other parts of the development would be
visible outside the site’s boundaries. This is because the site undoubtedly has a
very high level of visual containment. [2.4,6.3,7.35,8.47] Overall, I consider the
development would have a broadly neutral effect on openness as experienced
from within the appeal site. However, there would be a significant netbeneficial effect on the openness of the wider Green Belt through the removal of
the tower. In conclusion, save for the south-west quadrant, the development
would not be inappropriate development in the Green Belt. In view of the
wording in paragraph 145g) of the Framework, there is no need to undertake a
separate assessment in relation to the 5 Green Belt purposes.
13.34 The proposed development in the south-west quadrant would be inappropriate
development. The Framework states that such development is, by definition,
harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special
circumstances. I will return to this matter in due course. Should the SoS take
the view that the whole of the site can be considered PDL then it will not be
necessary to consider whether very special circumstances exist.
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Character and appearance
13.35 Most of the appeal site was formerly part of the historic parkland of Holton
Park which survived intact until the early part of the 20th Century. The western
part of the site was used as a military hospital during the Second World War
and the historical maps provided show a proliferation of roads and buildings
during that time. In the 1960s the A40 was constructed along the southern
edge of the park. At the same time the site began to be developed for
educational purposes and has grown and evolved incrementally ever since.
13.36 The site is considered in national, regional, county and local landscape
character assessments. However, owing to the site’s level of containment and
its specific landscape characteristics, these broad-brush studies are of little
assistance as the site does not readily conform strongly to any of the key
characteristics of the various landscape types. [6.3,7.22,8.58,8.59]
13.37 The application was accompanied by a detailed Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment which assesses the likely landscape and visual effects of the
development. [8.68] This was supplemented at the appeal stage by a suite of
photomontages. Whilst I have had regard to these documents, my assessment
is primarily informed by my observations on the numerous site visits
undertaken before and during the Inquiry, the latter with the benefit of having
heard the evidence of the relevant landscape witnesses.
13.38 The site is well contained behind modern fencing and substantial belts of
landscaping such that its current visibility within the wider landscape is limited.
The site is not a designated or a ‘valued’ landscape in the terms set out in the
Framework. It is common ground that the removal of the tower and other
dilapidated structures would be beneficial in landscape terms.
[6.3,7.14,7.26,7.35,7.69,8.1,8.40,8.46,8.57,8.69,8.71,8.107,9.13]

13.39 The appeal site, although in the countryside for planning purposes, does not
possess a strong rural character. The existing buildings including parking areas,
footpaths, lighting, engineered sports pitches and the A40 dual-carriageway
exert an urbanising influence which extends over most of the site including
those undeveloped areas. Given the extensive landscape changes that have
taken place over the last 80 years, the ‘historic/relic parkland’ argument has
little resonance to what is seen on the ground today. [7.21-7.23,7.35,8.57-8.58,8.63]
That is supported by the John Moore report which found that the former
parkland is now “degraded and “truncated”. Consequently, even from those
open, western areas there is an ever-present feeling of being on a university
campus. I therefore consider that the Appellant’s description of the site as
“institutional” is apt. [7.23,8.1,8.40,8.46,8.60]
13.40 The main parties concur that the appeal site is of medium landscape value. In
addition to the evidence submitted as part of this appeal, the site has also been
considered in a range of reports that form the evidence base to the eLP. The
Kirkham Study found that the landscape has overall medium/low landscape
sensitivity and that the site should be considered further as a Potential Strategic
Allocation on landscape and visual grounds, focussing development around the
previously developed area. [7.10,7.12,8.109] A number of recommendations were
subsequently made:
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•

north-western part of potential allocation as open parkland to improve the
setting of Holton Park, protect the SM and contribute to the separation of
Wheatley and Holton.

•

the tower block to be removed and building heights kept to a more domestic
scale (2-3 storeys high).

•

The developable area should include green links, open space and SUDS
features.

•

Heights of new buildings should be such that they are not visible above tree
lines from adjacent countryside, settlement and roads.

•

Create substantial new woodland planting to contain housing and create a
new countryside edge, and to link existing woodland to the north-east of the
potential allocation with enhanced woodland in the south-western part of the
potential allocation.

•

Retain and protect valuable specimen and avenue trees and native
vegetation, within potential allocation and to outer boundaries.

•

Protect and frame views towards the north.

•

Preferred access point via existing drive off of Waterperry Road, minimising
impact on the rural character of the road.

13.41 The illustrative masterplan shows the probable layout. [4.2] It indicates that the
majority of the houses would be located on the currently built-up eastern and
central parts of the site. Accordingly, and whilst there would be encroachment
into the south-west quadrant, I do not consider that the layout necessarily
conflicts with the requirement to “focus” development on the previously
developed area. [3.19,3.23,7.1,7.24,8.18,8.5] If it was the case that no development
outside built up area would be acceptable, then it is reasonable to conclude that
alternative, more definitive, wording would have been used. The fact that the
eLP evidence base supports the removal of the whole site from the Green Belt is
also inconsistent with the Council’s view that no development should take place
outside the built-up area. [3.19,8.18] I have noted submissions about the concept
plan to Policy STRAT14 of the eLP. [8.7] However, that plan only appeared after
the Council’s decision and in any event carries no weight in view of the Holding
Direction.
13.42 The appeal scheme keeps the north-west part of the site as sports field/open
parkland. [4.3,7.31,8.6,8.19,8.37] Approximately half the site would be given over to
green infrastructure. [4.1,12.9] The tower block would be removed. The 4-storey
development would be confined to those parts of the site that currently
accommodate substantial built development and where the visual and landscape
effects would be minimised. [4.3] As the photomontages demonstrate the heights
of buildings would not be visible outside the boundaries of the appeal site above
existing trees. New woodland and tree planting would take place, and most of
the best trees would be retained. [2.4,4.2] Open green space within the northwestern part of the site would retain views towards the north. Accordingly, I am
satisfied that the scheme before me is in general accordance with the
recommendations of the Kirkham Study.
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13.43 The Kirkham Study was followed by the SODC-Landscape Assessment Update
which reviewed the findings of the Kirkham Study. [7.23] It found that the site
(with the exception of the existing tower block) is well contained and inward
looking and has no discernible connection to the wider landscape. The
conclusion was that the site could accommodate development in landscape
terms.
13.44 It should be borne in mind that the Council’s landscape objections, as clarified
at the Inquiry, relate only to the south-west quadrant. I therefore turn to look
solely at this area, which the Council describes as “relict parkland containing
trees and shrubs” with an attractive wooded character. [7.21] The area accounts
for approximately 14% of the appeal site and abuts the A40 to the south and
the Wheatley Park school site to the west. [2.1-2.4] It appears to have little or no
current use beyond an informal footpath across its northern portion. Much of
the land is inaccessible and covered in a thick scrub interspersed by a range of
deciduous and evergreen trees. The site is well screened from within and
outside the appeal site. [2.4,7.35,8.47] Unlike other southern areas, the south-west
quadrant sits at a higher level than the A40 and therefore has very little visual
exposure from it.
13.45 The south-west quadrant has a character that is distinct from the rest of the
campus. Nonetheless, I would be hard pushed to describe in quite the same
terms as the Council’s landscape witness. Whilst it undoubtedly has some
landscape and visual value as a parcel of undeveloped green land, that is about
as far as it goes. Traffic noise and the modern housing development on the
south side of the A40 are both readily apparent. Despite it forming the highest
part of the site, outward views are restricted by the mature landscaping both
within and along the site boundaries. The trees, some of which might loosely
be described as “parkland trees”, have some amenity value particularly the
“spreading oak tree”. However, most of these specimens would be retained.
The majority of the trees in this area are self-seeded and of little amenity value.
There is currently no formal public access and therefore it is difficult to argue
that the wider public derive any significant value from this part of the site.
Overall, I do not consider the south-west quadrant is particularly sensitive in
landscape or visual terms such that it should be excluded from development.
The Council’s own Landscape Architect concluded that the proposed homes in
the south-west part of the site would result in a minor impact to the landscape
character and visual quality of that area of the site.
13.46 I have noted the Council’s view that regard should be had to the “designed
landscape setting” in the John Moore report. [7.30] This encompasses a wide area
that includes most of the north and south-west quadrants of the site. However,
the report offers no meaningful explanation as to what the term actually means
or how the authors arrived at the area drawn in Figure 4.7.4 which is both
excessively large and bears no relationship to the distinct parcels of land that
make up the campus. [6.3] Moreover, when assessing how much weight should
be given to this and other reports forming the evidence base of the eLP, it
needs to be remembered that these are high-level assessments forming the
evidence base for the eLP. Their purpose is therefore to highlight heritage and
landscape issues rather than to determine what response should be made to
those issues. I do not believe the John Moore report was ever intended to be
treated as a determining factor in development management decisions without
a further, detailed landscape/heritage assessment, which the Appellant has
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undertaken. For the above reasons I am giving very little weight to the
“designed landscape setting” designation.
13.47 Overall, the proposed dwellings would be smaller in scale than the current
educational buildings and would be more appropriate to a countryside edge
location. Notwithstanding the increased footprint and encroachment into areas
that are currently open, the Masterplan and photomontages demonstrate that
the spacing and scale of the dwellings would be appropriate to the site’s rural
setting and clearly preferably to the existing scenario. [4.2,8.117] All the housing
especially that in the south-west quadrant would be visually contained with little
impact on the wider landscape. [8.47] The development would read as a logical
northern extension to Wheatley albeit separated from it by the A40. There
would be a significant visual benefit from the removal of the existing buildings.
These benefits along with on-site mitigation in the form of additional planting
and landscaping and large areas of open space would be in my view be
sufficient to secure an overall net-gain in landscape and visual terms over the
wider area. [4.3,6.3,7.14,7.26,7.35,7.69,8.1,8.40,8.46,8.57,8.69,8.71,8.107,9.13]
13.48 Based on the above, I do not consider that the development would harm the
character and appearance of the area. Accordingly, I conclude that there would
be no conflict with CS Policy CSEN1 or LP Policies G2, C4 and C9 insofar as they
seek to protect the district’s countryside and settlements from adverse
development.
Heritage assets
13.49 The duty under Section 66 of the 1990 Act requires special regard to be paid to
the desirability of preserving a listed building or its setting or any features of
special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. The Heritage SoCG
confirms that this section is clearly engaged insofar as the Holton Park (Grade
II), and St Bartholomew’s Church in Holton (Grade I) are concerned. [6.4]
The SM
13.50 The records held by HE describe the SM as the site of an early moated manor.
However, the Appellant’s own archaeological analysis casts considerable doubt
on that interpretation highlighting that its size would be insufficient to support
such a building and is more likely to have been a windmill platform or parkland
feature. HE themselves acknowledge the inability to be certain as to the nature
of the monument but judged that “in all of the possible interpretations of this
feature, there is a connection with the earthwork and the relatively open and
rural spaces surrounding it.” [7.29,8.65] HE was not present at the Inquiry and
therefore their evidence could not be tested. [8.70]
13.51 The only thing that is known with any degree of certainty is that the site
accommodated a statue which is shown on the 1880 OS map. What is
abundantly clear today is that the SM strikes a rather forlorn, neglected and
uninspiring feature. [8.67] Nothing has been done in recent years to interpret,
celebrate or even maintain it. It has been overrun by brambles, nettles and
self-seeded trees. Given its current predicament, it is not unreasonable to
suggest that the SM goes largely unnoticed and unappreciated by the public at
large.
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13.52 The setting of a heritage asset is defined in the Framework as “the
surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed
and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting
may make a positive or negative contribution to the significance of an asset,
may affect the ability to appreciate that significance or may be neutral”. [8.62]
There is no dispute that the SM currently has a fairly open setting and as much
as possible this should be retained. [7.29,8.65] The appeal scheme was amended
at the application stage to provide additional breathing space for the SM with HE
recognising the improvements made [5.2,8.68] The Council point out based on the
illustrative masterplan, that the nearest houses would come within 50m of the
SM resulting in a high degree of “less than substantial harm of moderate
extent”. [7.31,7.34]
13.53 The uncertainty over exactly what the SM is or was, makes the task of
assessing its setting all the more difficult. Nonetheless, it is apparent that its
setting has changed dramatically over the last 80 years or so. The deer park
and “open parkland setting” referred to by the Council are all but gone and all
that remains are a few parkland trees dotted around the site, nearly all of which
would be retained. [2.4,4.2] The immediate context of the SM are the levelled
sports pitches and a bank of mature trees to the south beyond which the land
falls away to the footpath and tennis courts. [8.55,8.59]
13.54 Adding credence to that view is the John Moore report which states: “Much of
the site has been considerably damaged as a result of modern development and
the archaeological remains, if any, presumably considerably degraded. There
are one or two areas where the ground surface survives in its pre-20th century
level, which includes the scheduled monument and the surrounding features”.
13.55 Insofar as it can be said that the SM derives any of its significance from its
setting, I consider that the immediate open area to the north, west and northwest has a moderately positive contribution. This area performs the important
role of maintaining indivisibility between the SM and Holton Park and also
corresponds to the “SM and listed building setting implication” area shown in
Figure 4.7.4 of the John Moore report. [7.29-7.30] However, no built development
is proposed in this area and on the contrary, the area would be subject to a
detailed landscaping scheme intended to restore the original parkland character
and appearance. [4.3,7.31,8.6,8.19,8.37,8.69]
13.56 I have noted the Council’s view that regard should be had to the ‘designed
landscape setting’ in the same report. [7.30] This encompasses a much wider
area than the ‘SM and listed building setting implication’ that includes most of
the north and south-west quadrants of the site. However, the report offers no
meaningful explanation as to what the term actually means or how the authors
arrived at the area drawn in Figure 4.7.4 which is both excessively large and
bears no relationship to the distinct parcels of land that make up the campus.
[6.3]

13.57 Moreover, when assessing how much weight should be given to this and other
reports forming the evidence base of the eLP, it needs to be remembered that
these are high-level assessments forming the evidence base for the eLP. Their
purpose is therefore to highlight heritage and landscape issues rather than to
determine what response should be made to those issues. I do not believe the
John Moore report was ever intended to be treated as a determining factor in
development management decisions without a further, detailed
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landscape/heritage assessment, which the Appellant has undertaken. For the
above reasons I am giving very little weight to the “designed landscape setting”
designation
13.58 Although the Council’s Heritage witness did not retreat from his view that there
would be overall harm to the SM, it was accepted that a carefully designed
landscaping scheme could be beneficial. [7.35,8.55,8.65] Moreover, and perhaps
more significantly, it would also be possible to secure a comprehensive
improvement scheme for the SM by condition. The wording of the condition
agreed by the parties would include maintenance and the provision of features
such as public seating, an information board and research into the SM’s origins.
Given the current state of the SM, I consider this to be a significant heritage
benefit which would enable the general public to appreciate and understand the
asset in a way that is far removed from today’s underwhelming experience.
13.59 The area to the south which includes the south-west quadrant has been
remodelled over the last 80 years. Beyond the bank of trees, the land drops
away to a parking area and a timber building beyond which is a lit footpath and
tennis courts. Evidently the setting to the south has changed significantly over
the years and now contains those urbanising influences. Although the southwest quadrant is undeveloped, views over the area from the SM are obscured
by the bank of trees and the tennis courts. There is hence little visual
relationship between the SM and the south-west quadrant. Whilst the houses
would be visible from the SM, based on the distance of separation, the potential
for additional landscaping and the careful placement of the dwellings, I do not
consider they would be unduly prominent.
13.60 Nonetheless, there would be some limited harm arising from the encroachment
of housing and the spine road to the SM’s southern flank. [7.32] However, for the
reasons given above, this would be towards the bottom end of the ‘less than
substantial’ range and would be clearly outweighed by a combination of the
proposed landscape improvements in the north-west quadrant, the SM
improvement scheme and also the removal of the existing university buildings
which form a stark backdrop in eastward views of the SM. Accordingly, there
would be an overall heritage benefit to the SM.
Holton Park
13.61 This is the other heritage asset cited to in the Council’s RfR. The Council’s
Heritage witness alleges that there would be noticeable changes to its setting
through the introduction of housing on the appeal site. The level of harm is
hence judged to be “less than substantial of minor extent”. [7.34]
13.62 Holton Park is located just beyond the north-western site boundary but
nonetheless visible from a variety of vantage points within the appeal site.
Holton Park also known as ‘Old House’, was the replacement manor house for
Holton Park constructed around 1815. Bearing in mind the history of the appeal
site there can be little doubt that Holton Park was located for a direct visual,
physical and historical connection with the surrounding deer park setting.
[7.28,7.29]

13.63 Despite the amount of change that has occurred over the last century including
its physical severance from the appeal site, a visual connection is still evident
and important to understanding the history and evolution of Holton Park. Whilst
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remnants of the deer park remain on the adjacent Wheatley school site, I do
not accept that Holton Park can be said to possess an ‘open parkland setting’.
[7.21,8.65] Instead its setting is currently dominated by 2 large education
campuses. I do however agree with the Council that the open nature of the
north-western quadrant of the appeal site, albeit dominated by the engineered
sports pitches, is an important component to understanding the manorial story
of Holton Park and therefore makes a positive contribution to its setting. [7.32]
13.64 Whilst the appeal scheme would undoubtedly bring built development closer to
Holton Park, the plan submitted at the Inquiry shows that the nearest houses
would be approximately 175 metres away. [7.33] In my view that cannot
reasonably be considered as close. Those dwellings in a more direct line of sight
from the rear of Holton Park would be over 300m away. In both cases, the
houses would not encroach into the sensitive open area between Holton Park
and the SM. Instead they would be positioned on the far side of the reinstated
parkland area. Once established, it is likely based on the submitted
photomontages, that landscaping would provide a high degree of screening,
such that the dwellings would only be visible in long distance and heavily
filtered, seasonal views from a small number of viewpoints from upper floor
windows in the rear elevation of Holton Park. [4.2]
13.65 As discussed above, the appeal scheme would retain and enhance the
openness of the north-west quadrant through a landscaping scheme that would
return this part of the site to something more akin to its original parkland
setting as opposed to the heavily engineered landscape that is seen today.
[8.55,8.59] As I saw when I visited the site, the tower features prominently in the
background of angled views of the façade. Its removal would also be a benefit
in the context of Holton Park.
13.66 Based on the foregoing, I consider the appeal scheme would lead to an
enhancement to the setting of Holton Park.
St Bartholomew’s Church
13.67 St Bartholomew’s Church in Holton is a Grade I Listed building, meaning it is of
the highest significance and of exceptional interest. The existing 12 storey
tower on the appeal site is seen in the distance in seasonal views through the
lych-gate thus harming the church’s isolated, rural setting. [7.35,8.71]
13.68 The removal of the tower would improve views southwards from the
churchyard when the intervening tree cover is not in leaf. This would represent
a heritage benefit which given the building’s status in the top 2.5% of all listed
buildings nationally attracts weight in its own right.
13.69 I have noted the Council’s view that the removal of the tower represents a
landscape rather than a heritage benefit. However, that view appears to be
underpinned by advice in HE’s Good Practice in Planning Advice Note 3.
However, that document and advice therein relate to situations where new
development might impinge upon designed views of a church tower or spire.
The circumstances here are different.
Heritage conclusions
13.70 After carefully considering all the evidence, I have found a small degree of
harm in relation to the on-site SM arising from the encroachment of
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development on its southern flank. However, I consider this harm would be
outweighed by the benefits arising from the proposed mitigation.
13.71 There would be ample separation between Holton Park and the proposed areas
of housing such that its setting would be adequately preserved. Factoring in the
mitigation specifically the on-site parkland landscaping scheme would lead to an
overall enhancement to the setting of Holton Park. There would also be an
enhancement to the setting of St Bartholomew’s Church through the removal of
the tower. Accordingly, I consider the development would result in overall
heritage betterment. This is something that weighs in favour of the scheme in
the overall planning balance.
13.72 In coming to that view, I am mindful of the comments of HE, the Council’s
Conservation Officer and heritage witness all of whom found ‘less than
substantial’ harm to the setting of the SM. [7.34] I do not disagree, but where I
depart from those assessments is with regard to the heritage benefits, which in
my view have been significantly underplayed. [8.69]
13.73 As I have found no overall heritage harm, it is not necessary to undertake the
heritage balancing exercise required by paragraph 196 of the Framework. I
have considered the Council’s submissions that heritage benefits should
properly be considered as ‘public benefits’ and only introduced at the paragraph
196 balancing stage. [7.36,8.71] However, I can find no explicit support for that
approach in the Framework and as the Palmer Judgement makes clear135, the
decision maker may legitimately conclude that although each of the effects has
an impact, taken together there is no overall adverse effect on the listed
building or its setting. In effect the exercise to be undertaken is to weigh the
positive and negative aspects of the scheme and to come to an overall
judgement as to whether the development would harm, preserve or enhance
the asset.
13.74 Even if I were to concur with the Council’s approach, the question of where and
when the benefits are considered makes no meaningful difference to the
eventual outcome of the balancing exercise to be undertaken.
Accessibility
13.75 The Council’s stance in relation to accessibility directly contradicts the eLP
evidence base which acknowledges that the site is within walking distance of
Wheatley which contains a number of services and facilities further details of
which are provided in the eWNP. [2.1,3.20-3.24, 8.73,8.75] Because of that, the
Council confirmed at the Inquiry that its objections relate to the south-west
quadrant, however as discussed below that area happens to be the best located
part of the appeal site. [8.83]
13.76 The Appellant met with Highway Authority Officers on several occasions during
the determination period. As a result of these discussions, a package of off-site
works was agreed with the aim of improving pedestrian access to key
destinations namely Wheatley Primary School, the village centre and the
employment areas/supermarket on the eastern fringe of Wheatley. [8.77] In
addition, a financial contribution of £720,000 has been agreed to fund an

135

Paragraph 29 Palmer v Herefordshire [2016] EWCA Civ 1061 (ID30)
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additional bus in the commercial fleet for eight years, with a frequency of 30
minutes. [12.12] Both the bus service contribution and off-site highway works
would benefit existing residents of Wheatley. [8.78]
13.77 Based on the above measures, the Highway Authority did not object to the
planning application and the Officer’s Committee Report concluded; “the
development represents sustainable development with bus, walking and cycling
routes to key services and facilities”.
13.78 Para 8.24 of the LP states that “the District Council will seek to encourage
walking as the predominant mode of transport for journeys up to one mile, and
cycling for journeys up to 3 miles, as far as possible within the land use
planning framework”. This is reflected in advice retained in Manual for Streets
which states: “walking offers the greatest potential to replace short car trips,
particularly those under 2km”. [7.39,8.74] The Appellant has conducted a detailed
analysis of distances to local facilities which finds that all 14 key facilities are
under 2km. Save for Asda, the facilities are also within a 1600m (or 1 mile)
walk distance from the centre of the site. These distances are contained in the
Accessibility SoCG. [6.5]
13.79 Paradoxically it is the south-west quadrant that is the best located part of the
appeal site and benefits from the shortest distances to most local services and
facilities. It is closest to the schools and Wheatley village centre. Only those
destinations at the eastern end of the village such as the Asda supermarket
would be over the recommended walk distance. [7.38] However, as the Asda site
is on the eastern extent of Wheatley, a large proportion of the existing village is
already over the recommended walk distance. However, in most cases, the
supermarket is the one destination that future and existing residents are most
likely to drive to regardless of distance. Despite that, the Appellant has agreed
to deliver a footway along Old London Road (none currently exists) which would
provide a continuous footway between the appeal site and Asda. [8.77]
13.80 The Appellant’s evidence demonstrates that the appeal site has better overall
accessibility than the other preferred housing sites in the eWNP as well as other
large housing sites consented by the Council in recent years. [8.76] The weight of
this evidence is such that it demonstrates that the Council has not approached
the issue of accessibility in a consistent way.
13.81 The A40 overbridge has been cited as a deterrent to walking and cycling.
[7.40,7.41] However, the bridge benefits from footways and from my observations
appeared to be well used by the local community particularly school children.
[8.82] The Highway Authority has determined that no improvements are
necessary, and I have seen no compelling information that would lead me to a
different conclusion.
13.82 I accept the Council’s point that the distance to some destinations such as the
primary school are over the ‘acceptable’ range specified in the IHT guidance.
[7.39] However such distances are guidelines and should not be construed as
hard and fast rules. One also has to bear in mind that this is not a large town or
city, Wheatley and the appeal site are located in a predominantly rural area.
This is relevant because paragraph 103 of the Framework tells us:
“opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary between
urban and rural areas, and this should be taken into account in both planmaking and decision-making”. Part of the route to the primary school passes
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through the historic part of the village which is less than ideal for pedestrians.
However, no history of accidents has been adduced and my observations
suggest that drivers and pedestrians are aware of its limitations and take the
necessary precautions.
13.83 Holton is a small rural settlement to the north of the appeal site. I walked and
cycled the route from Holton to the appeal site during the Inquiry. In view of
the lightly-trafficked nature of the route, I found both cycling and walking to be
an enjoyable experience. To assist pedestrians the Appellant has investigated
the possibility of providing a continuous footway between the site and Holton.
[7.43,8.80] However with the agreement of the Highway Authority, it was
concluded that one cannot be accommodated due to insufficient highway space.
The Council have not pointed to any other improvements that could reasonably
be undertaken by the Appellant. Even if they had, I am not persuaded that
improvements in the direction of Holton would be justified. The appeal site has
been identified in the eLP evidence base because of its proximity to Wheatley
not Holton which beyond a village hall and church, it contains no services.
[8.80,8.81] Consequently, the likelihood of significant numbers of people wanting
to travel from the proposed development to Holton is remote.
13.84 As is customary for a development of this size, a Framework Travel Plan was
submitted with the planning application. [8.79] This aims to encourage
sustainable travel habits among future residents and includes the following
measures; 1) appointment of a Travel Plan Co-ordinator 2) Travel Welcome
Pack and Website, 3) Promotion of public transport journey planner information,
and provision of walking and cycling information. The exact range of measures
is a matter that the Council would be able to control through the discharge of
the Travel Plan condition.
13.85 Overall and bearing in mind the rural nature of the area, I consider the site and
particularly the south-west quadrant to be well located to services and facilities
in Wheatley. Accordingly, there would be no conflict with CS Policies CS1,
CSS1, CSM1 and CSM2 of the CS or Policies T1, T2 and T7 of the LP. There
would also be no conflict with paragraphs 92, 102, 103, 108 and 110 of the
Framework. On the contrary given the extensive nature of the off-site highway
works and the bus service contribution, there would be accessibility gains to the
local community. This is something that weighs in favour of the scheme in the
overall planning balance.
Housing land supply – Housing need
13.86 In view of my findings on the first main issue, the question of whether the
Council can demonstrate a 5YHLS becomes somewhat academic as the tilted
balance in paragraph 11d) of the Framework is already engaged. Nonetheless,
for completeness and given the SoS is likely to take an interest in these
matters, I address the housing need issue below.
13.87 There is no dispute that the CS housing requirement is out of date, therefore
the starting point in determining the housing requirement has to be the
Framework. [3.14, 7.44, 8.11] Paragraph 73 advises that in circumstances where
strategic policies are more than 5 years old, as is the case here, a 5-years’
worth of housing should be measured against local housing need. Footnote 37
to paragraph 73, added to the February 2019 version of the Framework states:
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“Where local housing need is used as the basis for assessing whether a 5-year
supply of specific deliverable sites exists, it should be calculated using the
standard method set out in national planning guidance.”
13.88 Annex 2 of the Framework provides further clarification that local housing need
is “The number of homes identified as being needed through the application of
the standard method set out in national planning guidance”. Beyond that for
plan-making, the Framework simply does not entertain exceptional
circumstances for decision-taking. The national policy context is therefore
different to the Bamber Bridge appeal decision136 which pre-dated the February
2019 changes to the Framework. [7.44,7.45,8.91]
13.89 I acknowledge that the continued use of the standard method could cause the
Council to fall significantly behind the level of growth envisioned in the SHMA
and OHGD. [8.89] I also consider that the Appellant’s analysis of more recent
evidence strongly points to an even higher local housing need than is identified
in the SHMA and eLP. [8.104] There are clearly a number of exceptional
circumstances in South Oxfordshire at the current time connected to the OHGD.
[3.25-3.28, 8.14, 8.21-8.28, 8.93-8.105]. Accordingly, there is considerable merit in the
Appellant’s submissions on housing need. Nonetheless, the Framework is
unequivocal that the standard method is to be used for the purposes of
calculating the housing requirement. [7.44]
13.90 It is agreed, even on the Appellant’s supply figures, that the Council is able to
demonstrate a 5YHLS against the figure which arises from the standard method
(see Table 2, Annex E). [6.6,7.52,8.88] That being the case and as in the Lower
Shiplake decision, there is little value in conducting a thorough examination of
the competing supply arguments. [7.54]
13.91 The respective positions of the parties in relation to housing land supply are set
out in Appendix E to this report.
Other Considerations
13.92 In this unusual case, the majority of the appeal site is PDL and therefore
benefits from the exception in paragraph 145g) of the Framework. In other
words, it would not be inappropriate development.
13.93 Only a relatively small, visually contained and underutilised parcel of land in
the south-west quadrant would be inappropriate development. In accordance
with paragraphs 143 and 144 of the Framework, it is necessary to consider
whether the harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any
other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations so as to amount to
the very special circumstances necessary to justify the appeal scheme.
[7.67,8.51,8.106] I have not identified ‘any other harm’ in this case.
13.94 In support of the scheme, there are various ‘other considerations’. [8.107] I will
deal with each of these in turn. Firstly, the majority of the appeal site is located
on PDL specifically identified in CS Policy CSEN2. On any level, it must be
preferable to develop such sites ahead of greenfield sites whether in the Green
Belt or otherwise. [8.107] The Council’s own evidence base for its eLP, having
carefully considered the Green Belt purposes, has recommended that the appeal
136

Appeal Ref: APP/F2360/W/18/3198822 (Appendix 6. PoE/NI)
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site in its entirety should be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for
housing. [8.109]
13.95 The most recent report to have considered the site is the 2018 LUC report
which built upon the 2015 Kirkham Study. This assessed the Green Belt harm
that would arise from the potential release of various sites across the district
against the 5 purposes. [7.12,8.109] The LUC report concluded that the appeal site
is the only one of 5 sites that would result in “low-moderate” Green Belt harm.
The conclusion of the LUC report and others clearly informed the Council’s
decision to remove the site from the Green Belt in the eLP.
13.96 Notwithstanding the findings of the LUC report, I have found that the
development would result in an overall benefit to the visual openness of the
Green Belt arising principally from the removal of the 12-storey tower, the
urban scale and institutional appearance of which is unlike anything else in the
locality. It is seen from public viewpoints far and wide, drawing the eye in the
most grievous manner. It is difficult to envisage a building that could be more
insensitive and incongruous to its surroundings. Accordingly, and even though I
accept there would be a ‘spreading’ of development across the site, the removal
of the existing buildings would have a clear and demonstrable Green Belt and
landscape benefit. In my view, the openness benefits, are on their own,
sufficient to ‘clearly outweigh’ the ‘definitional’ harm arising in the south-west
quadrant.
13.97 Secondly, the development would make a significant contribution towards the
Council’s stock of market and affordable housing. [7.63-7.66,8.86,8.87] I heard much
at the Inquiry about the eye-watering levels of affordability in South
Oxfordshire. [3.24,7.63,8.101,8.104,8.107,9.4] This has put the aspiration of owning a
home out of reach for many and is the very embodiment of the national housing
crisis. The Council itself accepts the need is “acute and pressing”. [8.107]
13.98 For South Oxfordshire, the SHMA identifies a need for 331 net affordable
homes per annum to deal with the backlog using the Sedgefield approach for
the period between 2013 and 2031. [8.87] In the 6-year period since this annual
need figure was calculated in the SHMA, a shortfall of -713 affordable homes
has accrued as a result of delivery falling substantially short of meeting
identified needs. In order to address this backlog, the Council would need to
deliver 2,370 net affordable homes over the course of the next 5 years.
13.99 Whilst I accept the Council can demonstrate a 5/3YHLS as required by the
Framework and WMS, this is not a ceiling on the number of houses that can be
provided. Moreover, there a number of forceful arguments as to why the use of
the standard method is not appropriate in a district that has signed up to the
OHGD and committed itself, with others, to the delivery of 100,000 homes
across Oxfordshire by 2031. [3.24,3.27,6.7,7.48,8.93,8.94,8.102] The Council confirmed
at the Inquiry that it is still committed to the eLP, by extension that must mean
it accepts that the higher housing requirement therein is still appropriate for
plan-making purposes. [3.17]
13.100 Whilst I acknowledge an uplift in the Council’s delivery figures over the 201819 period, it is too early to say with any confidence whether this is part of a
sustained upward trend. [7.65] Even if it is, there is evidently much work still to
be done in view of past rates of affordable housing delivery in South
Oxfordshire. It seems to me that there is little prospect of the backlog being
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cleared without a substantial and sustained boost to housing delivery in the
district. [7.65,8.104] In terms of Wheatley and Holton Parishes, the Appellant’s
figures suggest there has also been a persistent shortfall in delivery against
identified needs and targets. The eWNP itself identifies that “the main housing
needs are for affordable housing, starter homes and supported housing for the
elderly”. [3.21]
13.101 There are some 2,421 households on the Housing Register in South
Oxfordshire at the present time. Of that total, 126 have an identified need for
affordable housing in Wheatley Parish. It is sometimes easy to reduce
arguments of housing need to a mathematical exercise, but each one of those
households represents a real person or family in urgent need who have been let
down by a persistent failure to deliver enough affordable houses in South
Oxfordshire. It is also evident that the seriousness of the affordable housing
shortage in South Oxfordshire is having wider consequences for economic
growth in the area. [3.27,8.100,8101]
13.102 Although affordable housing need is not unique to this district, that argument
is of little comfort to those on the waiting list. The proposed development
would provide 173 affordable homes. [8.87,8.107] This would contribute
significantly towards the Council’s affordable housing shortfall. Given the
importance attached to housing delivery that meets the needs of groups with
specific housing requirements and economic growth in paragraphs 59 and 80 of
the Framework, these benefits are considerations of substantial weight.
13.103 Third, there would be a range of economic benefits from the purchase of
materials and services in connection with the construction of the dwellings, local
employment during the construction period, an increase in local household
expenditure and revenues to the Council from the New Homes Bonus. [7.69]
13.104 Fourth, as the eLP evidence base confirms, the appeal site is located in an
accessible and sustainable location on the edge of a larger village which CS
Policy CSS1 states will be supported and enhanced as a local service centre.
Future residents, particularly those in the south-west quadrant would have good
access to local services and facilities in Wheatley, and with sustainable transport
choices that would provide access to higher order services in Oxford. There
would be material benefits to the local community from the off-site highway
works, increased bus frequencies and new routes across the site. The eWNP
acknowledges the importance of bus services to Wheatley. [3.22]
13.105 Fifth, there would be an overall net-benefit to biodiversity, which would be
consistent with the Framework and the requirements of the Development Plan.
13.106 Sixth, there is currently no formal public access to the appeal site and
therefore the opportunity for the local community to use and enjoy the
extensive areas of open space, heritage assets and enhanced sports facilities
created by the development on and off-site would be a benefit of the scheme.
13.107 Seventh, I have identified benefits to all 3 heritage assets on or close to the
appeal site arising from on-site mitigation and the removal of the existing
buildings.
13.108 Finally, the Appellant (OBU) is not a housebuilder but rather a charity.
Accordingly, the proceeds arising from the sale of the land would be reinvested
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into the education sector in the local area. The Council accepts this would be a
benefit of the development. [7.69,8.107]
Planning balance
13.109 I have found that a small proportion of the development would be
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. This is the area in the south-west
quadrant which equates to approximately 14% of the site. Within this area, the
illustrative masterplan indicates that there would be generous areas of open
space such that not all the area would be developed. Nonetheless, the harm by
way of inappropriateness must be afforded substantial weight, and planning
permission should only be granted if very special circumstances have been
demonstrated. Very special circumstances can only exist if the harm I have
identified is clearly outweighed by other considerations. I have not identified
any other matters weighing against the proposal which could not satisfactorily
be addressed by conditions or at reserved matters stage.
13.110 In favour of the scheme, I have identified 8 ‘other considerations’. A
balancing exercise therefore needs to be undertaken where these are weighed
against the harm. Firstly, the release of the site from the Green Belt and its
allocation for a development of ‘at least 300 dwellings’ is supported by a
significant amount of work which forms the evidence base for the eLP. The
redevelopment of the site is also supported by the eWNP. Although the
development would have a roughly neutral effect on spatial openness within the
site itself, I have found there would be a significant visual benefit to openness
over a wide area of the South Oxfordshire Green Belt resulting from the removal
of the tower and other large, unsightly structures on the site. Given the
importance attached to the Green Belt in the Framework I give this matter very
substantial weight.
13.111 The Framework attaches great importance to housing delivery that meets the
needs of groups with specific housing requirements. In that context and given
the seriousness of the affordable housing shortage in South Oxfordshire,
described as “acute” by the Council, the delivery of up to 500 houses, 173 of
which would be affordable, has to be afforded very substantial weight
irrespective of the fact that the Council can demonstrate a 3/5YHLS.
13.112 Given the scale of the development, the economic benefits collectively carry
significant weight.
13.113 The heritage benefits arising from the on-site mitigation, the removal of the
existing buildings and the opening up of the site and the SM to public
appreciation, carries significant weight.
13.114 The enhanced sporting facilities, public access to the appeal site, off-site
highway works, and the additional bus services are social benefits arising
attracting significant weight.
13.115 The bio-diversity benefits attract moderate weight. Finally, the Appellant’s
status as a charity and major education provider in the local area is a
consideration of significant weight.
13.116 There would be an overall benefit to the openness of the Green Belt, and this
alone would, in my view, be enough to outweigh the harm by reason of
inappropriateness.
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

Page 75

Agenda Page 1347

Agenda Item 4a

Report APP/Q3115/W/19/3230827

13.117 Even if one takes a contrary view on that matter, collectively the ‘other
considerations’ are of such number and force, that they clearly outweigh the
‘definitional harm’ identified in this case. As such, I conclude that very special
circumstances exist, which would justify development in the Green Belt.
Accordingly, the proposal would not conflict with CS Policy CSEN2, LP Policy GB4
or Green Belt policy in Section 13 of the Framework.
13.118 As the proposed development would not conflict with the development plan it
passes the section 38(6) test and should be approved without delay in
accordance with paragraph 11c) of the Framework. Consequently, and
notwithstanding that I have found that the ‘tilted balance’ in paragraph 11d)
does apply, it is not necessary for me to consider the proposal against that
lower test.
13.119 Should the SoS take a contrary view on the matter of very special
circumstances, then the tilted balance would be disapplied by virtue of footnote
6 to paragraph 11d)i) with protective policies providing a “clear reason for
refusing the development proposed”. The consequence of that would be that the
appeal should be dismissed.
14. Recommendation
14.1 In light of all the above points, my assessment of the planning balance leads to
the overall conclusion that the proposal should be allowed, subject to the
imposition of a number of conditions, set out in Annex D below.

D. M. Young
Inspector
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Appendix A
APPERANCES
FOR THE APPELLANT
Christopher Young QC instructed by the Appellant
He called:
Mr Gary Holliday

Dr Nicholas Doggett
Mr Richard Barton
Mr Nick Ireland

FPCR – Landscape

BA (Hons) MPhil CMLI

Asset Heritage Consulting – Heritage

FSA MCIFA IHBC

Avison Young– Housing Supply

BSc (Hons) MATP MRTPI

Iceni Projects Ltd – Housing Need

MRTPI

Mr James Stacey

Mr Robert Gardner
Ms Upinder Ubhi

Tetlow King Planning – Affordable Housing

BA (Hons) DipTP MRTPI

Avison Young – Planning

BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI

SWECO – Accessibility

Meng (Hons)

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY
Mr Hugh Flanagan Barrister Instructed by the Council
He called:
Ms Michelle Bolger

Mr Julian Kashdan-Brown
Mr Ben Duffy

Michelle Bolger Expert Landscape Consultancy

CMLI Dip.LA BA PGCE
MSc MA RIBA

SODC – Housing Supply

BA MA

Ms Tracy Smith

SODC Principal Appeals Officer – Housing Need

BA (Hons) MRTPI

Ms Philippa Jarvis

Kashdan Brown Architests Ltd - Heritage

BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI

Principal of PJPC Ltd – Planning

INTERESTED PERSONS
Cllr Sarah Gray

Ward Councillor

Mr Kevin Heritage

Wheatley Park School

Mr John Fox

Wheatley Neighbourhood Plan Chairman

Mr Roy Gordon

Wheatley Neighbourhood Plan Vice-Chairman

Mr Smith

Resident of Holton

Mr Robert Barter

Holton Parish Council
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Appendix B
DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT THE INQUIRY
ID1

Additional Photomontages (18 October 2019)

ID2

Visual Appraisal – Figure 11.2 – No. UK18-24423 Issue 2

ID3

Photomontage Locations – Figure 1B – 7590-L-51 – 30 September 2019

ID4

Appeal Decision APP/Q3115/W/19/3220425 dated14 October 2019

ID5

Opening Statement on behalf of the Appellant

ID6

Opening Submissions on behalf of South Oxfordshire District Council

ID7

Statement of Councillor Sarah Gray, Ward Councillor

ID8

Kevin Heritage, Wheatley Park School

ID9

Statement of John Fox, Wheatley Neighbourhood Plan Chairman

ID10

Statement of Roy Gordon, Wheatley Neighbourhood Plan Vice-Chairman

ID11

SODC Landscape Architect’s Comments (20 February 2018)

ID12

Illustrative Masterplan showing distances from Holton Park to development

ID13

Richard Barton Errata Sheet (25 October 2019)

ID14

The Regional Strategy for the South East (Partial Revocation) Order 2013

ID15

Ben Duffy – Proof of Evidence – Appendix J

ID16

Luton Borough Council, R (on the application of) v Central Bedfordshire
Council & Ors [2015] EWCA Civ 537, [2015] WLR(D) 226

ID17

APP/Q3115/W/15/3228431 - The Elms, Thame (21 October 2019)

ID18

Letter from Mark Stone Chief Executive of SODC to SSHCLG (16.10.19)

ID19

Timeline for Oxfordshire Plan 2050

ID20

Mr Robert Gardner - Addendum Sheet to Proof of Evidence

ID21

Wheatley Masterplan SPD Note on Increased Volumes

ID22

Appeal Decision APP/C2741/W/19/3227359 dated 23 October 2019

ID23

National Planning Policy Framework (2012) Chapter 9 – Green Belt

ID24

Signed Statement of Common Ground Between Oxford Brookes University
and Oxfordshire County Council Re: The Western Access (28 October
2019)

ID25

List of Draft Planning Conditions (30 October 2019)

ID26

Draft Section 106 Agreement (31 October 2019) superseded by the Signed
agreement dated 15 November 2019

ID27

Council’s Closing Submissions

ID28

Appellant’s Closing Submissions

ID29

Council’s CIL Compliance Statement

ID30

Correspondence relating to Condition 19
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Appendix C
CORE DOCUMENTS
CD1 Application Documents and Plans
1.1

Covering letter, dated 19 January 2018 (including schedule of submission
documents) (GVA)

1.2

Application forms and ownership certificates (GVA)

1.3

Planning Statement (GVA)

1.4

Design and Access Statement (FPCR)

1.5

Site Location Plan (Drawing No. 7590-L-17 Rev A) (FPCR)

1.6

Topographical Survey (Drawing No. 24183_T) (Amethyst Surveys Limited)

1.7

Illustrative Masterplan (Drawing No. 7590-L-10 Rev F) (FPCR)

1.8

Parameter Plans (Land Use; Green Infrastructure; Heights Drawing Nos.
7590-L-18 Rev C; 7590-L-19 Rev C; 7590-L-20 Rev C) (FPCR)

1.9

Arboricultural Plans (Tree Survey & Tree Retention Plans) (provided
Arboricultural Assessment) (FPCR)

1.10

Phasing Plan (provided in ES Figures) (Drawing No. 7590-L-21) (FPCR)

1.11

Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage Strategy (provided in Technical
Appendices in ES) (Avison Young)

1.12

Environmental Impact Assessment (Non-Technical Summary (NTS),
Environmental Statement (ES) Main Report, Figures & Appendices)
(Ramboll Environ)

1.13

Transport Assessment (provided in Technical Appendices) (SWECO)

1.14

Travel Plan (provided in Technical Appendices) (SWECO)

1.15

Ecological Assessment (provided in Technical Appendices) (EcoConsult)

1.16

Heritage Assessment (provided in Technical Appendices) (Asset Heritage
Consulting)

1.17

Archaeological Desk Based Assessment (provided in Technical Appendices)
(Icknield Archaeology)

1.18

Air Quality Assessment (provided in Technical Appendices) (Ramboll
Environ)

1.19

Noise Assessment (provided in Technical Appendices) (MLM)

1.20

Arboricultural Impact Assessment (provided in Technical Appendices)
(FPCR)

1.21

Construction & Demolition Environmental Management Plan (provided in
ES Technical Appendices) (Ramboll Environ)

1.22

Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment (provided in ES Technical
Appendices) (FPCR)

1.23

Phase 1 Ground Investigations Report (provided in ES Technical
Appendices)
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CD2 Additional/Amended Reports and/or Plans submitted after validation
2.1

Covering letter, dated 10 October 2018 (including schedule of submission
documents) (GVA)

2.2

Design and Access Statement Addendum (FPCR)

2.3

Illustrative Layout (Drawing No. 7590-L-10 rev M) (FPCR)

2.4

Revised Parameter Plans (Land Use, Green Infrastructure, Heights – Rev
F) (FPCR)

2.5

Revised Phasing Plan (Rev A) (FPCR)

2.6

Arboriculture Assessment Addendum (FPCR) (Including historical
arboricultural analysis)

2.7

Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator and Note – October 2018
(EcoConsult)

2.8

EIA Addendum (Non-Technical Summary, Environmental Statement Main
Report, Figures & Technical Appendices) (Ramboll Environ)

CD3 Appeal Documents
3.1

Revised Parameter Plan 1 – Land Use (Drawing No. 7590-L-18 Rev G)

3.2

ES Addendum Review Letter – Ramboll – June 2019

3.3

Counsel’s Advice – Inquiry Procedure – No5 Chambers – June 2019

3.4

Public Consultation Feedback Report – Avison Young – June 2019

3.5

Building Volume Plan and Spreadsheet (submitted to SODC with Local Plan
Representations but not as part of planning application) – Sky Revolutions
– May 2017

3.6

Covering Letter – Avison Young – 12 June 2019

3.7

Revised Illustrative Masterplan (Drawing No. 7590-L-60 Rev -)

CD4 Committee Report and Decision Notice
4.1

Officer’s Report to Committee 28 November 2018

4.2

Minutes of Committee Meeting 28 November 2018

4.3

Decision Notice – 13 December 2019

CD5 The Development Plan and Inspector’s Reports
5.1

The adopted Local Plan 2011 (2006)

5.2

The Core Strategy 2027 (2012)

5.3

The Core Strategy Inspector’s Report 2012

5.4

The Local Plan 2011 Inspector’s Report
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CD6 Emerging Development Plan and Evidence Base
6.1

Final Publication Version 2ND South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2011-2034
(Jan 2019)

6.2

Draft Wheatley Neighbourhood Plan (Sept 2019)

6.3

SODC Strategic Site Selection Background Paper 2019 (Part 1 and 2)

6.4

Draft Minutes Full Council Meeting 18 July 2019 re. emerging Local Plan

6.5

Settlement Assessment Background Paper 2018

CD7 OBU Relevant Appeal Decisions
Affordable Housing
7.1
APP/A0665/W/15/3005148 - Land adjacent to 28 Church Street,
Davenham (January 2016)
7.2

APP/L3815/W/16/3165228 - Land at the corner of Oving Road and A27,
Chichester (August 2017)

7.3

APP/G1630/W/14/3001706 - Land adjacent to Cornerways, High Street,
Twyning (July 2015)

7.4

APP/P0119/W/17/3191477 - Land east of Park Lane, Coalpit Heath
(September 2018)

7.5

APP/D0840/A/13/2209757 – Land north of Upper Chapel, Launceston
(April 2014)

7.6

APP/L3245/W/15/3137161 - Land at Foldgate Lane, Ludlow, Shropshire
(November 2016)

7.7

APP/A0665/A/14/2226994 - Land at Fountain Lane, Davenham
(September 2015)

7.8

APP/X2410/W/15/3007980 - Land rear of 62 Iveshead Road, Shepshed
(February 2016)

7.9

APP/P3040/W/17/3185493 - Land north of Asher Lane, Ruddington,
Nottinghamshire (May 2018)

7.10

APP/C3105/A/14/2226552 – Land at Sibford Road, Hook Norton, Banbury,
Oxfordshire (December 2015)

Housing Need & Housing Land Supply
7.11
APP/W3520/W/18/3194926 - Land on East Side of Green Road, Woolpit
(September 2018)
7.12

APP/Y3940/A/14/2222641 - Land North of Bath Road, Corsham (May
2015)

7.13

APP/L3245/W/15/3011886 - Longden Road, Shrewsbury (January 2016)

7.14

APP/G5180/W/18/3206569 - Former Dylon International Premises, Station
Road (June 2019)

7.15

APP/U1105/A/12/2180060 Land East of Butts Road, Higher Ridgeway,
Ottery St, Mary (December 2012)
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7.16

APP/P0119/A/12/2186546 Land Between Iron Acton Way and North Road,
Engine Common, Yate (April 2013)

7.17

APP/Z2830/W/18/3206346 - Land south of Kislingbury Road, Rotherstorpe
(May 2019)

7.18

APP/U2805/W/18/3218880 - Southfield Road, Gretton (August 2019)

Heritage
7.19
APP/P1615/W/16/3152190 - Land off Chartist Way, Staunton,
Gloucestershire (July 2017)
7.20

APP/G5180/W/18/3206947 - Hayes Street Farm, Hayes Lane, Bromley
(June 2019)

7.21

APP/Z1585/A/11/2165340 - Greenacres’, Old Packards Lane,
Wormingford, Colchester, Essex (July 2012)

Accessibility
7.22
APP/Q3115/W/17/3177448 - Land east of Chalgrove, Chalgrove,
Oxfordshire (October 2017)
7.23

APP/Q3115/W/14/3001839 - Land east of Crowell Road, Chinnor (October
2015)

7.24

APP/Q3115/W/15/3097666 - Land North of Lower Icknield Way, Chinnor,
Oxfordshire (March 2016)

7.25

APP/Q3115/A/14/2229389 - Land adjoining Greenwood Avenue, Chinnor
(October 2015)

7.26

APP/Q3115/W/17/3179191 - East End Farm, South East of Wallingford
Road (March 2018)

7.27

APP/Q3115/W/15/3136390 - Land north of 12 Celsea Place, Cholsey (June
2016)

7.28

APP/Q3115/W/16/3161733 - Thames Farm, Reading Road, Shiplake,
Henley-on-Thames (August 2017)

7.29

APP/Q3115/W/17/3169755 - Land off Fieldside Track, Long Wittenham
(January 2018)

7.30

APP/Q3115/W/15/3035899 - Land to the east of Newington Road,
Stadhampton (May 2016)

7.31

APP/Q3115/W/15/3136319 - Mount Hill Farm, High Street, Tetsworth
(June 2016)

7.32

APP/Q3115/W/16/3165351 CABI International, Nosworthy Way,
Mongewell, Wallingford, Oxfordshire (August 2017)

7.33

APP/Q3115/W/17/3186858 - Land to the East of Benson Lane,
Crowmarsh Gifford, Wallingford (May 2018)

7.34

APP/Q3115/W/17/317766 - Newington Nurseries, Newington Road,
Stadhampton, Oxfordshire (December 2017)

Planning and Green Belt
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7.35

APP/H2265/W/18/3202040 - Land to the rear of 237-259 London Road,
West Malling, Kent ME195AD (December 2018)

7.36

APP/P3040/W/17/3185493 - Land north of Asher Lane, Ruddington,
Nottinghamshire (May 2018)

CD8 OBU Relevant Secretary of State Decisions
8.1

APP/Q3630/A/05/1198326 - Franklands Drive, Addlestone (July 2006)

8.2

APP/P3040/A/07/2050213 - Gotham Road, East Leake, Nottinghamshire
(March 2008)

8.3

APP/H1840/A/13/2199426 - Pulley Lane, Droitwich Spa (July 2014)

8.4

APP/K2420/A/13/2208318 Land surrounding Sketchley House, Watling
Street, Burbage (November 2014)

8.5

APP/K3415/A/14/2224354 - Land and Buildings off Watery Lane,
Curborough (February 2017)

8.6

APP/Y3615/W/16/3151098 – Land at Howard of Effingham School and
Lodge Farm and Brown’s Lane, Effingham (March 2018)

8.7

APP/Z1510/W/16/3162004 - Land off Stone Path Drive, Hatfield Peverel
(July 2019)

8.8

APP/M3455/W/18/3204828 - Land off Meadow Lane/ Chessington
Crescent, Trentham, Stoke-on-Trent (June, 2019)

8.9

APP/W0340/A/14/2226342 - Agricultural land to both the north and south
of Mans Hill, Burghfield Common, Reading (March 2015)

8.10

APP/W0340/A/14/2228089 - Land at Firlands Farm, Hollybush Lane,
Burghfield Common, Reading, Berkshire (July 2015)

CD9 OBU Relevant Judgements
9.1

Bernard Wheatcroft Ltd v SSE [JPL, 1982, P37]

9.2

Wessex Regional Health Authority v SSE [1984]

9.3

Wadehurst Properties v SSE & Wychavon DC [1990]

9.4

Breckland DC v SSE and T. Hill [1992]

9.5

Tesco v Dundee [2012] UKSC 13

9.6

Bloor Homes [2014] EWHC 754 (Admin)

9.7

Turner v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2016]
EWCA Civ 466

9.8

Cheshire East [2017] UKSC 37

9.9

Suffolk Coastal District Council (Appellant) v Hopkins Homes Ltd and
another (Respondents) Richborough Estates Partnership LLP and another
(Respondents) v Cheshire East Borough Council (Appellant) [2017] UKSC
37

9.10

Catesby Estates Ltd v. Steer [2018] EWCA Civ 1697
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9.11

CEG Land Promotions It Limited v SSCLG and Aylesbury Vale District
Council [2018] EWHC 1799 (Admin)

9.12

Euro Garages Limited v SSCLG [2018] EWHC 1753

9.13

SMuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) Limited v North Yorkshire CC [2018]
EWCA Civ 489

9.14

Peel Investments (North) Limited v SSHCLG [2019] EWHC 2143 (Admin)

9.15

Wavendon Properties v SSHCLG v MKC 2019 EWHC 1524 (Admin)

9.16

Monkhill Ltd v SSHCLG [2019] EWHC 1993 (Admin)

9.17

Paul Newman v SSHCLG [2019] EWHC 2367 (Admin)

CD10 Housing Need, Land Supply & Affordable Housing
10.1

Housing Land Supply Statement for South Oxfordshire District Council
June 2019 (Revised August 2019)

10.2

Housing Land Supply Statement for South Oxfordshire District Council
April 2018

10.3

Housing Land Supply in Oxfordshire: Written statement - HCWS955

10.4

Oxfordshire Housing and Growth Deal Outline Agreement

10.5

South Oxfordshire Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment
(SHELAA) (January 2019)

10.6

Oxfordshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2014)

10.7

Oxfordshire SHMA – Summary of Key Findings

10.8

Joint Housing Delivery Strategy (2018-2028)

10.9

Joint Homelessness Strategy (2015-2020)

10.10 Oxfordshire 2030 Partnership Plan
10.11 Oxfordshire Local Industrial Strategy
10.12 Oxfordshire LIS Baseline Economic Review
10.13 Oxford City Council SHMA Update
10.14 Cambridge, Milton Keynes, Oxford, Northampton Growth Corridor Report
for NIC
10.15 Oxfordshire Economic Forecasting Final Report 2014
10.16 Economic Vision – the Oxford and Cambridge Arc
10.17 Office for Budget Responsibility Fiscal Sustainability Report 2018
10.18 SODC Housing Topic Paper January 2019
10.19 Wheatley Neighbourhood Plan Housing Needs Assessment prepared by
AECOM
10.20 PPG – Housing and economic needs Assessment (Updated July 2019)
10.21 PPG - Housing Supply and Delivery (July 2019)
10.22 PPG - Housing and economic land availability Assessment (July 2019)
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10.23 PPG Housing and economic land availability Assessment (March 2014)
10.24 Archived PPG Housing need Assessment (March 2015)
CD 11 Green Belt Documents
11.01 Green Belt protection and intentional unauthorised development: Written
statement - HCWS423
11.02 Written Ministerial Statement by Local Government Minister Brandon Lewis
17 January 2014
11.03 PPG – Green Belt (July 2019)
CD 12 Landscape Documents
12.1

Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition
2013 (GLVIA3) Landscape Institute/Institute of Environmental
Management and Assessment

12.2

PPG Landscape (July 2019)

Extracts of all the following documents are provided in the Landscape SoCG:
National Character Area 109 Midvale Ridge
National Character Area 108 Upper Thames Clay Vales
Oxfordshire Wildlife and Landscape Study
South Oxfordshire Landscape Assessment (2003)
SODC Landscape Character Assessment for the Local Plan 2033 (2017)
Landscape Sensitivity Assessment Potential Strategic allocations Jan 2018 (KLP)
South Oxfordshire District Council - Landscape Assessment Update HAD October 2018

CD 13 Heritage Documents
13.1

The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic Environment Good Practice Advice
in Planning Note 3 (2nd edition) Historic England (Dec 17

13.2

The South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2033 Heritage Impact Assessment
(Oxford Archaeology, September 2017)

13.3

John Moore Heritage Services Heritage Impact Assessment for Strategic
Land Allocations in Local Plan (March 2019

13.4

Kevin Heritage, Holton Park- A Short History (2018)

13.5

Seeing the History in View: A Method for Assessing Heritage Significance
Within Views, English Heritage, June 2012.

13.6

Guidance on Heritage Impact Assessments for Cultural World Heritage
Properties, ICOMOS, January 2011.

13.7

PPG – Historic Environment (July 2019

13.8

Historic Mapping, prepared by FPCR (Drawing No. 7590-L-63)

13.9

Illustrative Cross Sections: Proposed Parkland, prepared by FPCR (Drawing
No. 7590-L-61)
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CD14 Accessibility
14.1

Oxfordshire Walking Design Standards (2017)

14.2

Planning Policy Guidance Note 13 (PPG13): Transport (2011)

14.3

Manual for Streets (2007)

14.4

Chartered Institute of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) Planning for
Walking (2015)

14.5

Planning Permission Ref. P11/W1227

14.6

Department for Transport – Accessibility Planning Guidance Note (2007)

14.7

National Travel Survey (2017)

14.8

Connecting Oxfordshire: Local Transport Plan 4 2015-2032

14.9

‘Our Place, our future’ Sustainable Community Strategy for South
Oxfordshire (2009-2026)

14.10 South Oxfordshire Sustainable Transport Study for New Developments,
Evidence Base Report July 2017
14.11 PPG Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements (March 2014)
14.12 Planning Permission P16/S1468/O - Land north of Mill Lane, CHINNOR,
OX39 4RF
14.13 Planning Permission P15/S0779/FUL - Land on corner of Mill Lane &
Thame Lane, Chinnor
14.14 Planning Permission P11/W2357 - Former Carmel College, Mongewell
Park, Mongewell, Oxon, OX10 8BU
14.15 Planning Permission P17/S2469/O - Land Adjacent to the Village Hall, Main
Road, East Hagbourne
14.16 Planning Permission P16/S0077/O - JHHNDP Site M & M1: Highlands
Farm, Highlands Lane, Rotherfield Greys, RG9 4PR
14.17 IHT Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot (dated 2000)
CD15 Supplementary Planning Documents and Other Documents
15.1

South Oxfordshire Design Guide 2016

15.2

Oxford Brookes University Wheatley Masterplan SPD

15.3

SODC letter to Growth Deal members and local authority partners on 24th
July

15.4

Letter from former Minister of State for Housing on 22nd July 2019

15.5

Fixing our Broken Housing Market (February 2017)

15.6

Section 106 Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document
(2016)

15.7

Oxfordshire Housing and Growth Deal – Delivery Plan (2018)

15.8

Corporate Plan 2016 – 2020 (2016)

15.9

Joint Housing Delivery Strategy 2018-2028 (January 2018)
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15.10 Housing Study (May 2017)
15.11 Letter to SODC from Rt Hon Robert Jenrick MP (26 August 2019)
15.12 SODC Infrastructure Delivery Plan Update January 2019
15.13 SODC Settlement Assessment Background Paper 2018
15.14 SODC Topic Paper – Local Plan Spatial Strategy
15.15 Letter to SODC from Tom Walker, Director General, MHCLG (20
September 2019)
CD16: Statements of Common Ground
16.1

Main Statement of Common Ground (August 2019)

16.2

Landscape SoCG

16.3

Heritage SoCG

16.4

Accessibility SoCG

16.5

Affordable Housing SoCG

CD18: Case Management documents (PINS)
18.1

Case Management Conference Agenda received 8 August 2019

18.2

Case Management Conference Notes received 21 August 2019

18.3

Email Leanne Palmer at PINS dated 20 September 2019 in relation to
extension to deadline for PoE

CD19: SODC Relevant Judgements
19.1

Dyer v Dorset CC (1989) 1 QB 346)

19.2

Methuen-Campbell v Walters (1979) QB 525

19.3

Skerritts of Nottingham v SSETR (2000) 2 PLR 102)

19.4

Sinclair-Lockhart Trustees v Central Land Board (1950) 1 P&CR 19

CD20: New Inquiry Documents
20.1

Historic England Letter re. P17/S4254/O - 19 March 2018

20.2

Historic England Letter re. P17/S4254/O - 31 October 2018

20.3

SODC Conservation Officer re. P17/S4254/O - 15 March 2018

20.4

SODC Conservation Officer re. P17/S4254/O - 12 November 2018

20.5

The National Infrastructure Commission Report, Partnering for Prosperity –
A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc, published on
17th November 2017

20.6

The Government’s response to this report, published by HM Treasury on
29th October 2018.
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Proofs of Evidence
Appellant
PoE/GH

Gary Holliday Proof of Evidence 30 September 2019

PoE/ND

Dr Nicholas Doggett Proof of Evidence September 2019

PoE/JS

James Stacey Proof of Evidence September 2019

PoE/NI

Nick Ireland Proof of Evidence September 2019

PoE/RB

Richard Barton Proof of Evidence

PoE/UU

Upinder Ubhi Proof of Evidence October 2019

PoE/RG

Robert Gardner Proof of Evidence October 2019

Council
PoE/MB/1

Michelle Bolger Proof of Evidence

PoE/MB/2

Michelle Bolger Rebuttal Proof of Evidence October 2019

PoE/JKD/1

Julian Kashdan-Brown Proof of Evidence

PoE/JKD/2

Julian Kashdan-Brown Rebuttal Proof of Evidence October 2019

PoE/TS/1

Tracey Smith Proof of Evidence

PoE/TS/2

Tracey Smith Rebuttal Proof of Evidence October 2019

PoE/PJ/1

Philippa Jarvis Proof of Evidence

PoE/PJ/2

Philippa Jarvis Rebuttal Proof of Evidence 15 October 2019

PoE/BD

Ben Duffy Rebuttal Proof of Evidence October 2019

PoE/KH

Katherine Hamer (Oxfordshire County Council) Proof of Evidence
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Appendix D
CONDITIONS TO BE IMPOSED IF PLANNING PERMISSION IS GRANTED
1)

Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale, (hereinafter
called "the reserved matters") shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority before any development begins and
the development shall be carried out as approved.

2)

Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the local
planning authority not later than 3 years from the date of this permission.

3)

The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than 2 years from
the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved.

Reason: To comply with Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
4)

The development hereby approved shall be carried out in accordance with
the following approved plans:
Site Location Plan (Drawing no: 7590-L-17RevA
Parameters Plan 1: Land Use (Drawing no: 7590-L-18RevG)
Parameters Plan 2: Green Infrastructure (Drawing no: 7590-L19Rev F)
Parameters Plan 3: Building Heights (Drawing no: 7590-L-20RevF)

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt.
5)

No development shall take place until a Phasing Plan has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The plan shall
provide the following information for each phase or sub phases:
a) The number and mix (bedroom number) of market dwellings;
b) The number and mix (bedroom number) and gross internal floor areas
of affordable housing to meet the latest evidence of affordable housing
need (the total amount of affordable housing to cumulatively be 34.57%
of the total amount of housing across the site);
c) The tenure of each affordable unit;
d) The number of accessible and adaptable homes to be built to Building
Regulations Part M4(2) category 2 for both market (which shall be a
minimum of 10% overall) and affordable sectors;
e) Location and boundaries of public open space, play areas, green
infrastructure, leisure and sports pitches/pavilion, associated parking
areas to be provided and a scheme for their future management;
f) Key infrastructure including means of vehicular and pedestrian and cycle
access and links to serve each phase;
g) Drainage and landscaping works including future management
arrangements;
h) Existing and proposed ground and ridge levels;
An updated Phasing Plan shall be provided with each subsequent reserved
matter application showing how each of these elements of the development
is to be phased. The development shall be implemented in accordance with
the approved Phasing Plan/s.
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Reason: In order to secure the satisfactory development of the site
6)

Prior to commencement of the development, details of the works to the site
accesses onto Waterperry Road and Holton Park Drive, shall be submitted
to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The works shall be
completed in accordance with the approved details and timescales.

Reason: In the interest of highway safety in accordance with Policy T1 of the Local
Plan 2012.
7)

Prior to the commencement of any development (including demolition
works), a Construction Method Statement, incorporating a Construction
Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. The Statement will have been prepared in the
light of Outline Construction and Demolition Environmental Management
Plan dated January 2018 and shall include details of the following:
a) Vehicle parking facilities for construction workers, other site operatives
and visitors;
b) Site offices and other temporary buildings;
c) Loading and unloading of plant and materials;
d) Storage of plant and materials used during construction;
e) Vehicle wheel washing facilities;
f) Measures to control the emission of dust and dirt;
g) A scheme for recycling and/or disposing of waste materials arising from
the demolition and construction works;
h) Installation and maintenance of security hoarding/fencing;
i) Hours of construction
The development hereby approved shall be undertaken in accordance with
the details approved in accordance with this condition and complied with
throughout the construction period

Reason: In the interests of visual and residential amenity and highway safety
(Policies D1, and T1 of the Local Plan.
8)

No development hereby permitted shall begin until surface and foul water
drainage schemes for the site have been submitted to and agreed in writing
by the Local Planning Authority. The surface water scheme shall be based
on sustainable drainage principles and an assessment of the hydrological
and hydrogeological context of the development. The schemes shall
subsequently be implemented in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure the effective drainage of the site and to avoid flooding (Policy
DC14 of the adopted Local Plan).
9)

Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved an
Archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation, relating to the application
site area, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority.
Following the approval of the Written Scheme of Investigation and the
commencement of the development (other than in accordance with the
agreed Written Scheme of Investigation), a staged programme of
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archaeological evaluation and mitigation shall be carried out by the
commissioned archaeological organisation in accordance with the approved
Written Scheme of Investigation.
The programme of work shall include all processing, research and analysis
necessary to produce an accessible and useable archive and a full report for
publication which shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To secure the protection of and proper provision for any archaeological
remains in accordance with Policy CSEN3 of the Core Strategy and Policies
CON11, CON13 and CON14 of the Local Plan.
10)

Prior to the commencement of the development a phased risk Assessment
shall be carried out by a competent person in accordance with current
government and Environment Agency Guidance and Approved Codes of
Practice. Each phase shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. Phase 2 shall include a comprehensive intrusive
investigation in order to characterise the type, nature and extent of
contamination present, the risks to receptors and if significant
contamination is identified to inform the remediation strategy. A
remediation strategy shall be submitted to and approved by the LPA to
ensure the site will be rendered suitable for its proposed use and the
development shall not be occupied until the approved remediation strategy
has been carried out in full and a validation report confirming completion of
these works has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure that any ground, water and associated gas contamination is
identified and adequately addressed to ensure the safety of the development, the
environment and to ensure the site is suitable for the proposed use.
11)

Either prior to, or concurrent with the submission of each reserved matters
application a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
CEMP shall include the following:
a) Risk Assessment of potentially damaging construction activities;
b) Identification of biodiversity protection zones;
c) Practical measures (both physical measures and sensitive working
practices) to avoid, reduce or mitigate the impacts on important habitats
and protected species during construction;
d) A mitigation strategy for all protected species ensuring that each species
long term conservation status is protected and enhanced;
e) The location and timing of sensitive works to avoid harm to biodiversity
features;
g) The times during construction when specialist ecologists need to be
present on site to oversee works;
g) Responsible persons and lines of communication, and
h) Use of protective fences, exclusion barriers and warning signs.
The approved CEMP shall be adhered to and implemented throughout the
construction period strictly in accordance with the approved details.

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

Page 91

Agenda Page 1363

Agenda Item 4a

Report APP/Q3115/W/19/3230827

Reason: To ensure the protection of habitats and species on the site, in accordance
with Policy CSB1 of the Core Strategy and Policy C8 of the Local Plan.
12)

Concurrent with the submission of the first reserved matters application, a
Biodiversity Enhancement Plan (BEP) shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The plan should demonstrate how
the development can achieve a no net loss of biodiversity overall compared
to the biodiversity value of the site prior to development. The plan should
include both habitat and species enhancements and should use a suitable
form of biodiversity accounting to prove that no net loss can be achieved.
The BEP should include:
a) Details of habitat creation or enhancements (this could cross reference
relevant landscape plans) and include suitably detailed drawings and
cross sections as required;
b) Details of species enhancements including relevant scale plans and
drawings showing the location, elevation and type of features such as
bat and bird boxes etc. as appropriate;
c) Selection of appropriate strategies for creating/restoring target habitats
or introducing target species;
d) Selection of specific techniques and practices for establishing
vegetation;
e) Sources of habitat materials (e.g. plant stock) or species individuals;
f) Method statement for site preparation and establishment of target
features;
g) Extent and location of proposed works, and
h) Details of the biodiversity offsetting metric calculations that clearly
demonstrate that the proposals contained in the plan avoid a net loss of
biodiversity.
Thereafter, the biodiversity enhancement measures shall be developed on
site and retained in accordance with the approved details. All
enhancements should be delivered prior to final occupation.

Reason: To avoid a net loss of biodiversity in accordance with Policy CSB1 of the
Core Strategy and government guidance as stated in paragraphs 170(d) and 175 of
the Framework.
13)

No development shall take place until the tree protection measures detailed
in Appendix B of the Arboricultural Assessment dated January 2018 are
erected around any trees affected by construction activity.

Reason: To safeguard trees which are visually important in accordance with Policies
CSEN1 and CSQ3 of the Core Strategy 2027 and Policies G2, C9 and D1 of the Local
Plan 2011.
14)

Before any dwelling hereby permitted is first occupied, the proposed
vehicular accesses, driveways and turning areas that serve that dwelling
shall be constructed, laid out, surfaced and drained in accordance with the
specification details that have been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority prior to the commencement of those works.
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Reason: To ensure a satisfactory residential environment in accordance with policy
D1 and EP2 of the Local Plan.
15)

Prior to the occupation of the first dwelling hereby permitted a Travel Plan
in general accordance with the Framework Travel Plan dated 5 January
2018 shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority and shall be implemented in accordance with the approved
details.

Reason: To promote the use of non-car modes of transport in accordance with Policy
CSM2 of the Core Strategy.
16)

Prior to first occupation of any dwelling or building to which they relate
electric vehicle charging points shall be installed and be operational in
accordance with details that shall previously have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure satisfactory standards of air quality for the residents of the
development and surrounding residential properties in accordance with Policies G2
and EP1 of the Local Plan, CSQ2 of the Core Strategy and paragraphs 105 and 181 of
the Framework.
17)

Prior to the occupation of the first dwelling hereby approved details of the
means by which the dwellings may be connected to the utilities to be
provided on site to facilitate super-fast broadband connectivity have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To facilitate homeworking and to reduce the need to travel in accordance
with Policies CSM1 and CSM2 of the Core Strategy.
18)

Prior to first occupation of any dwelling a noise mitigation strategy including
full details of the proposed noise bund to be erected along the southern
boundary of the site, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. The approved measures shall be implemented
and retained thereafter.

Reason: To minimise the noise levels from the adjacent A40 and to ensure a
satisfactory residential environment in accordance with policy D1 and EP2 of the
Local Plan.
19) Prior to the occupation of the first dwelling, details of a scheme for the
enhancement and protection of the on-site Scheduled Ancient Monument on
the site shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The enhancement scheme shall include details of the following;
a) strimming / mowing and removal of scrub vegetation and self-set trees
from the monument;
b) a management plan for the preservation / maintenance of the
monument in the future, prepared with the objective of removing the
need to secure scheduled monument consent to carry out future
maintenance of the monument;
c) consultation with Historic England and the Local Planning Authority
Archaeology Officer in respect of research into the history and the
origins of the monument;
d) Design and location of an interpretation and information board in
respect of the monument. The board shall include information in
respect of the monument. It shall also include details of the statutory
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protection and security measures that the monument benefits from and
the repercussions for any individuals who damage the monument
through illegal or unauthorised activities, such as metal detecting, and
e) Design and location of a seating area, comprising at least one bench and
associated hard standing, adjacent to, but outside, the perimeter of the
monument. The perimeter of the monument is defined as the
extremities of ditch, plus an additional two metre buffer zone.
The interpretation board and seating area shall be installed and the SAM
maintained in accordance with the details set out in the SAM enhancement
scheme as approved by the Council and shall be maintained thereafter for the
lifetime of the development unless otherwise agreed in writing by the LPA.
Reason: To ensure adequate mitigation of a designated heritage asset in accordance
with Policy CSEN3 of the Core Strategy.

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

Page 94

Agenda Item 4a

Agenda Page 1366
Report APP/Q3115/W/19/3230827

Appendix E
THE RESPECTIVE POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES ON HOUSING LAND SUPPLY
Table 1: The deliverable supply of each party
Councils

Appellants

Councils

Appellants

Original

Original

updated

updated

Position

Position

position

position

Large Sites with planning permission

2632

2409

2632

2409

1673 Former Carmel College, Mongewell Park,

166

100

166

100

37

0

37

0

20

0

20

0

522

522

522

522

Mongewell Oxon, OX10 8BU
830 Thame NDP Site 2: Land at The Elms, Upper
High Street, Thame, OX9 2DX
1442 Woodcote NDP Site 16: Former Reservoir
site, Greenmore
Small sites with planning permission

(not

discounting
from total to
avoid double
counting for
windfall
reduction)
Large sites with outline planning permission

1697

0

1697

0

1639 Land West of Marley Lane

200

0

200

0

2031 Land South of Greenwood Avenue, Chinnor

140

0

140

0

1560

150

0

150

0

1009 Land to the north east of Didcot

838

0

838

0

1762 Land adjacent to the village hall, Main

74

0

74

0

95

0

95

0

Land

to

the

East

of

Benson

Lane,

Crowmarsh Gifford

Road, East Hagbourne
1737 Thames Farm, Reading Road, Shiplake
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1015 Land to the west of Wallingford (Site B),

200

0

200

0

Small Sites with outline planning permission

61

61

61

61

Large sites without consent subject to resolution

487

0

487

0

1561 Land to the south of Newnham Manor

100

0

100

0

1814 Land at Six Acres Tame Road, Warborough

29

0

29

0

1676 Wallingford Site E, Land north of A4130

258

0

258

0

1930 Benson NDP: Site BEN 3 /4

100

0

100

0

Allocations

471

0

442

0

1929 Benson NDP: Site BEN 2

52

0

52

0

1937 Watlington NDP: Site A

183

0

183

0

1938 Watlington NDP: Site B

28

0

28

0

1939 Watlington NDP: Site C

28

0

28

0

1011 Ladygrove East, Land off A4130, Hadden

129

0

129

0

22

0

22

0

Prior Approvals Large Sites

126

81

126

81

Site 1753 DAF building, Thame

45

0

45

0

Prior Approvals Small Sites

53

53

53

53

C2 Permissions

194

194

194

194

Windfall Allowance

200

105

200

105

Wallingford

to grant

Wallingford Bypass (emerging NDP site)

Hill, Didcot – site has no permission- Allocated
site in South Oxfordshire Core Strategy
977 Woodcote NDP Site 01: Chiltern Rise Cottage
– site has no permission

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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TOTAL

6472

3583

6,443

3583

Table 2: The five-year land supply position of each party against the standard method
The Councils supply

The Appellant’s Supply

Annual Requirement

632

632

Five-year requirement excluding buffer

3,160

3,160

Five-year requirement including 5% buffer

3,318

3,318

Deliverable Supply

6,443

3,583

Five-year land supply

9.71

5.40

Table 3: The five-year land supply position of each party against the figures identified
in the Growth Deal from 2011
The Councils supply

The Appellant’s Supply

Annual Requirement

775

775

Unmet Need (495 per annum added to the

1,485

1,485

Net Shortfall (2011-19)

506

506

Five-year requirement including shortfall

5,866

5,866

Five-year requirement including 5% buffer

6,159

6,159

Deliverable supply

6,443

3,583

Five-year land supply

5.23

2.91

5YHLS from 2021 to assist Oxford in meeting
its housing need)

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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Table 4: The five-year land supply position of each party against the 2014 Oxfordshire
SHMA 1
The

Council’s The

supply

supply

Annual Requirement

775

775

Shortfall 2011-2019

506

506

Five-year requirement including shortfall

4,381

4,381

Five-year requirement including 5% buffer

4,600

4,600

Deliverable supply

6,443

3,583

Five-year land supply

7.00

3.89

Appellant’s

Table 5: The five-year land supply position of each party against the figures identified
in the Appellant’s OAN calculation for South Oxfordshire
The Council’s supply

The Appellant’s supply

Annual Requirement

1,035

1,035

Five-year requirement excluding buffer

5,175

5,175

buffer

5,434

5,434

Deliverable supply

6,443

3,583

Five-year land supply

5.93

3.30

Five-year

requirement

including

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

5%
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www.gov.uk/mhclg
RIGHT TO CHALLENGE THE DECISION IN THE HIGH COURT
These notes are provided for guidance only and apply only to challenges under the
legislation specified. If you require further advice on making any High Court challenge, or
making an application for Judicial Review, you should consult a solicitor or other advisor or
contact the Crown Office at the Royal Courts of Justice, Queens Bench Division,
Strand,London,WC2 2LL (0207 947 6000).
The attached decision is final unless it is successfully challenged in the Courts. The Secretary of
State cannot amend or interpret the decision. It may be redetermined by the Secretary of State only
if the decision is quashed by the Courts. However, if it is redetermined, it does not necessarily follow
that the original decision will be reversed.
SECTION 1: PLANNING APPEALS AND CALLED-IN PLANNING APPLICATIONS
The decision may be challenged by making an application for permission to the High Court
under section 288 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (the TCP Act).
Challenges under Section 288 of the TCP Act
With the permission of the High Court under section 288 of the TCP Act, decisions on called-in
applications under section 77 of the TCP Act (planning), appeals under section 78 (planning) may
be challenged. Any person aggrieved by the decision may question the validity of the decision on
the grounds that it is not within the powers of the Act or that any of the relevant requirements have
not been complied with in relation to the decision. An application for leave under this section must
be made within six weeks from the day after the date of the decision.
SECTION 2: ENFORCEMENT APPEALS
Challenges under Section 289 of the TCP Act
Decisions on recovered enforcement appeals under all grounds can be challenged under section 289
of the TCP Act. To challenge the enforcement decision, permission must first be obtained from the
Court. If the Court does not consider that there is an arguable case, it may refuse permission.
Application for leave to make a challenge must be received by the Administrative Court within 28 days
of the decision, unless the Court extends this period.
SECTION 3: AWARDS OF COSTS
A challenge to the decision on an application for an award of costs which is connected with a
decision under section 77 or 78 of the TCP Act can be made under section 288 of the TCP Act if
permission of the High Court is granted.
SECTION 4: INSPECTION OF DOCUMENTS
Where an inquiry or hearing has been held any person who is entitled to be notified of the decision
has a statutory right to view the documents, photographs and plans listed in the appendix to the
Inspector’s report of the inquiry or hearing within 6 weeks of the day after the date of the decision. If
you are such a person and you wish to view the documents you should get in touch with the office at
the address from which the decision was issued, as shown on the letterhead on the decision letter,
quoting the reference number and stating the day and time you wish to visit. At least 3 days notice
should be given, if possible.
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1.

Introduction

1.1

This Proof of Evidence has been prepared by Katherine Greenwood, Planning Policy
& Housing Officer at Chorley Council.

1.2

I am a chartered member of the Royal Town Planning Institute, and I hold a Masters
Degree in Town and Country Planning from the University of Manchester.

1.3

This evidence is provided on behalf of Chorley Council in relation to the appeal
against the refusal to grant outline planning consent for up to 180 dwellings with
associated open space and landscaping with all matters to be reserved except for
site access.

1.4

The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this appeal within this proof is
true and has been prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance of my
professional institution, the Royal Town Planning Institute. I confirm that the opinions
expressed are my true and professional opinions.

1.5

I address the matter of five year land supply (issue b)), excluding the establishment
of the requirement. Miss Zoe Whiteside covers the matter of planning policy and the
planning balance. Mrs Leona Hannify covers the standard method, the NPPG
context for and rationale for re-distribution within the HMA and default standard
method re-distribution.

1.6

This Proof of Evidence reinforces the second part of the reason for refusal. My
evidence refers to a number of supporting evidence documents contained in the
Core Documents for the inquiry. In this proof they are referred to by reference
number in the Core Documents List to assist the Inspector’s appreciation of the case.
The case will be discussed at the Public Inquiry due to commence at 10am, 23rd
June 2020.

1
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The Case for Chorley Council
Preface

2.1

The Appellants dispute the Council’s ability to demonstrate that it has a five year
housing land supply with a view to the most important policies for determination of
the current appeal being considered to be out of date.
Five Year Land Supply - Housing Land Requirement

2.2

The following table sets out in summary how the requirement aspect of the five year
land supply has been calculated in accordance with the Council’s case:

Table 1: Summary of housing land requirement based on MOU2

Annual requirement
Total requirement for five year period
Total requirement for five year period including 5% buffer
Annual requirement for five year period including 5% buffer

278
1,390
1,460
292

Five Year Land Supply - Deliverable Housing Land Supply
2.3

The following section of my proof sets out the sites which the Council relies upon as
its deliverable supply. The Council’s current Five Year Housing Supply Statement for
Chorley, May 2020 (CD7.21) has a base date of 1st April 2020. I have prepared this
document and consider that it is an accurate representation of the Council’s current
housing land supply position.

2.4

Covid-19 has been taken into consideration when preparing the five year supply. A
number of developers were contacted to obtain updates on the development
timescales of their sites. Feedback from the developers whose sites were under
construction at 1st April 2020 was that they will get back on site as soon as possible.
Feedback from developers whose sites had not started at 1st April 2020 was that the
development was still planned to go ahead. Where the sites were due to commence
early 2020/21 the developers advised that the start will be delayed until they are able
to get on site. No developers indicated that their site may no longer go ahead due to
Covid-19. These delays have been factored into the five year supply. At the time of

2
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preparing the five year supply a delay of around 3-4 months was assumed when
calculating delivery on specific sites.

2.5

NPPF paragraph 73 requires local planning authorities to identify and update

annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of
five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement set out in adopted
strategic policies, or against their local housing need where the strategic policies
are more than five years old.
2.6

Annex 2 (Glossary) of the NPPF defines ‘deliverable’ in terms of five year housing
land supply calculations. Additionally, Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 68-00720190722 of the PPG provides further guidance on what constitutes a ‘deliverable
site’.

2.7

The Council relies on three components of supply, allocations from the Chorley Local
Plan (with and without planning permission), windfall sites with planning permission
(large and small), and a windfall allowance.
Allocations from the Chorley Local Plan

With planning permission [663 deliverable dwellings]

2.8

NPPF Annex 2 states that sites which do not involve major development and have
planning permission, and all sites with detailed planning permission, should be
regarded as deliverable until permission expires, unless there is clear evidence that
the schemes will not be implemented within five years. Appendix 1 of CD7.21
contains information on the allocations which have planning permission. The Council
has obtained updates from developers for a number of these sites, details of which
are provided in the commentary for each site. The Council does not count all units
with permission as being deliverable within the five year period.
Without planning permission [112 deliverable dwellings]

2.9

In regard to allocations without planning permission, NPPF Annex 2 states that they
should only be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing
completions will begin on site within five years. PPG (Paragraph: 007 Reference ID:
68-007-20190722) provides further guidance on the evidence to be used. Many of

3
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the sites which are allocated in the Local Plan have been developed or are now
progressing through the planning system. Appendix 2 of CD7.21 contains information
on the allocations without planning permission and why the Council considers an
element of these sites are deliverable within the five year period.
2.10

There are a number of allocations where the Council has not counted any units as
coming forward within the Plan period, however there is nothing preventing these
sites from coming forward, and as allocated sites they would likely gain planning
permission and move to construction in a timely manner.

2.11

The Housing Requirement and Five Year Housing Supply Supplementary Statement
of Common Ground 2 between the Appellant and the Council addresses the areas of
common ground in respect of the housing requirement and five year housing supply.
The only dispute in regard to the five year supply is the inclusion of Cowling Farm as
the Appellant states that there is no clear evidence that housing completions will
begin on site within five years.

2.12

The Council considers that there is sufficient evidence to include the site in the five
year supply. A land exchange took place between the Council and Homes England in
March 2017, with Homes England now owning the residential part of the allocation.
The Council and Homes England are working together to progress a joint masterplan
for the site. At the time of preparing the Five Year Housing Supply Statement Homes
England confirmed in writing that the site will be delivered in the five year period
therefore all 158 dwellings allocated on the site were included in the supply. However
following publication of the Five Year Housing Supply Statement they have provided
more detailed information on the development of the site which is included in
Appendix 1. They have advised that construction of the dwellings is due to
commence by the end of July 2022 with a build rate of 3.5 dwellings a month. This
would result in 112 dwellings being completed in the five year period. The number of
deliverable dwellings on this site has therefore been reduced from 158 as set out in
the Five Year Housing Supply Statement to 112.

4
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Windfall sites with planning permission

Large sites [410 deliverable dwellings]

2.13

Appendix 3 of CD7.21 contains information on the large windfall sites (10 or more
dwellings) with planning permission. The Council has provided commentary on the
deliverability of the large windfall sites which have been assessed in accordance with
the definition of ‘deliverable’ as set out in the NPPF and PPG. Updates from
developers have also been obtained for some of these sites. The Council has not
included all sites with planning permission as deliverable, where there is uncertainty
sites have been discounted.
Small sites [241 deliverable dwellings]

2.14

Appendix 3 of CD7.21 also sets out details of small windfall sites (less than 10
dwellings) with planning permission. For these sites the number of dwellings with
planning permission left to be built has been reduced by 33% based on an analysis of
the completion rates of small sites in Chorley in recent years and to reflect the fact
that some permissions will expire and development of other sites will not be fully
completed within the five year period.
Windfall allowance [191 deliverable dwellings]

2.15

Paragraph 70 of the NPPF states that Local Planning Authorities may make an
allowance for windfall sites as part of the anticipated supply if there is compelling
evidence that they will provide a reliable source of supply. It states that any
allowance should be realistic having regard to the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends.

2.16

In accordance with this, Chorley makes an allowance for windfall sites of less than 10
dwellings in the five year supply as our records show that they have consistently
become available. CD7.21 provides at paragraph 19 onwards an analysis of past
windfall delivery and a justification of the Council’s adopted windfall allowance.
Applications will also be approved over the five year supply period for dwellings on
windfall sites of more than 10 dwellings however an allowance has not been
calculated for these larger sites.

5
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Total Five Year Housing Land Supply

2.17 The following table sets out in summary the deliverable supply relied upon by the
Council.
Table 2: Summary of housing land supply
Site Source
Allocated sites with planning permission
Allocated sites without planning permission
Windfall sites of 10 or more dwellings with planning permission
Windfall sites of less than 10 dwellings with planning permission
(discounted by 33%)
Windfall allowance
Total

2.18

Deliverable
Dwellings
663
112
410
241
191
1,617

The final stage of the five year supply assessment is to compare the requirement and
the supply.
Table 3: Housing land supply position

Deliverable Housing Supply
Total Five Year Supply
Annual Five Year Housing Requirement 2020-2025 + 5% buffer
Equivalent Years Supply

2.19

Number of
Dwellings
1,617
292
5.5

This proof clearly demonstrates that the Council can demonstrate a robust 5 year
land supply position, with a total supply of 5.5 years.

The 2019 Housing Delivery Test Measurement
2.20

The 2019 Housing Delivery Test Measurement was published in February 2020 and
the Council has passed at 116% as follows:

6
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3.

Conclusion

3.1

Chorley Council can demonstrate a robust five year land supply position for the
period 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2025. A total deliverable supply of 1,617 dwellings
has been identified which equates to 5.5 years supply when assessed against the
current housing requirement as set out in the Central Lancashire Memorandum of
Understanding and Statement of Co-operation, April 2020 and including a 5% buffer.

3.2

The supply has reduced from 5.7 years as set out in the Five Year Housing Supply
Statement to 5.5 years due to updated information being received from Homes
England in relation to the site disputed by the Appellant (Cowling Farm).

7
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Appendix 1: Evidence relating to disputed site (Cowling Farm)

Hi Katherine
Thanks for your email. I can update as follows.
The site is allocated for housing as part of a larger mixed use area inc CBC land; site capacity for Homes
England land is estimated between 146 and 163 units. A number of studies and reports have been prepared
including a DAS (please see attached draft which will be tweaked before final submission), FRA, noise,
Transport assessment, ecology surveys, tree survey. Drainage and capacity/layout is currently being reviewed.
There is a signed MoU between Homes England and the Council regarding delivery of the site and expect an
application will be submitted within 6 to 8 weeks (by end August). We would expect to then:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Secure a consent by end dec 20
Market the site from dec 20 for 2 months
Agree a conditional contract by end June 21
Developer to submit RM application by end Oct 21
RM approval by end Feb 22
Start on site by end apr 22
House build commencement by end july 22
Assuming 3.5 completions per month and a scheme of 160 homes this would result a scheme
final completion by Spring 2026.

Attached is a short report with result of soft market testing undertaken, which was positive.
We have also taken professional advice and confirm the site is viable, subject to further discussions regarding
s106 contributions.
Thanks
Nicola Elsworth
Head of Planning and Enabling

0161 200 6128
07788968577
1st Floor Churchgate House
56 Oxford St
Manchester
M1 6EU
@nicolawooders
@HomesEngland

#MakingHomesHappen
We’re the government’s housing accelerator. We have the appetite, influence, expertise
and resources to drive positive market change. Find out more and help make this happen.
8
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1.

Introduction

1.1

This Summary Proof of Evidence has been prepared by Katherine Greenwood,
Planning Policy & Housing Officer at Chorley Council.

1.2

I am a chartered member of the Royal Town Planning Institute, and I hold a Masters
Degree in Town and Country Planning from the University of Manchester.

1.3

This evidence is provided on behalf of Chorley Council in relation to the appeal against
the refusal to grant outline planning consent for up to 180 dwellings with associated
open space and landscaping with all matters to be reserved except for site access.

1.4

The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this appeal within this proof is true
and has been prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance of my
professional institution, the Royal Town Planning Institute. I confirm that the opinions
expressed are my true and professional opinions.

1.5

I address the matter of five year land supply (issue b)), excluding the establishment of
the requirement.

1.6

My full Proof of Evidence reinforces the second part of the reason for refusal. My
evidence refers to a number of supporting evidence documents contained in the Core
Documents for the inquiry. In this proof they are referred to by reference number in the
Core Documents List to assist the Inspector’s appreciation of the case. The case will
be discussed at the Public Inquiry due to commence at 10am, 23rd June 2020.
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2.

Summary of the Case for Chorley Council – Five Year Land Supply

2.1.

The Appellants dispute the Council’s ability to demonstrate that it has a five year
housing land supply with a view to the most important policies for determination of the
current appeal being considered to be out of date.

2.2

I set out in my full Proof of Evidence the Council’s current housing land supply position.
The supply has reduced slightly from that included in the Five Year Housing Supply
Statement, May 2020 (CD7.21) due to updated information being received from
Homes England on the site disputed by the Appellant (Cowling Farm) in the Housing
Requirement and Five Year Housing Supply Supplementary Statement of Common
Ground 2 between the Appellant and the Council. This is the only dispute in regard to
the five year supply as the Appellant states that there is no clear evidence that housing
completions will begin on site within five years. The Council considers that there is
sufficient evidence to include the site in the five year supply as set out in my full proof
of evidence.

2.3

The supply is summarised below:

Deliverable Housing Supply
Total Five Year Supply
Annual Five Year Housing Requirement 2020-2025 + 5% buffer
Equivalent Years Supply

2.3

Number of
Dwellings
1,617
292
5.5

The Council can demonstrate a robust 5 year land supply position, with a total supply
of 5.5 years.

3.

Conclusion

3.1

Chorley Council can demonstrate a robust five year land supply position for the period
1st April 2020 to 31st March 2025. A total deliverable supply of 1,617 dwellings has
been identified which equates to 5.5 years supply when assessed against the current
housing requirement as set out in the Central Lancashire Memorandum of
Understanding and Statement of Co-operation, April 2020 and including a 5% buffer.

3.2

The supply has reduced from 5.7 years as set out in the Five Year Housing Supply
Statement to 5.5 years due to updated information being received from Homes
England in relation to the site disputed by the Appellant (Cowling Farm).
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SUMMARY

1.1

My name is Leona Hannify. I am a Chartered Town Planner and employed as a Director in the
Strategic Planning Team at consultancy Iceni Projects. I have been instructed by Chorley Borough
Council to provide evidence at this inquiry on housing matters relating to the appropriate housing
requirement figure against which to assess the five year housing land supply at the current time.

1.2

The three Central Lancashire authorities – Chorley, Preston and South Ribble – have a history of
working together. They have worked together to prepare a joint Core Strategy, which was adopted
in 2012. They have jointly commissioned evidence, including the 2017 Strategic Housing Market
Assessment and 2020 Housing Study; and are working together to prepare a new Local Plan. This
reflects the close functional inter-relationships between the three authorities, which form a common
housing market area and sub-regional economy.

1.3

My evidence sets out that as more than 5 years has elapsed since the adoption of the Core Strategy
in 2012, the housing land supply should be assessed using the standard method set out by
Government in Planning Practice Guidance. Based this and the latest data, Central Lancashire’s
local housing need is for 1,010 homes a year.

1.4

The Central Lancashire authorities have then worked together through the Duty to Cooperate to
consider the appropriate apportionment of the HMA’s housing need between the three local
authorities. This has been informed by a Housing Study, which Iceni prepared, which reviewed a
range of considerations including the existing distribution of population, workforce, employment,
relative affordability characteristics, and potential land supply.

1.5

Following public consultation, the Councils have then agreed through a Memorandum of
Understanding and Statement of Co-Operation in April 2020 (CD 7.23) a distribution of homes
whereby 27.5% of the HMA’s housing needs should be met in Chorley, 32.5% in South Ribble and
40% in Preston.

1.6

The approach put forward is supported by the NPPG and Planning Practice Guidance. It is based
on meeting Central Lancashire’s local housing need. It represents a best practice example of the
Duty to Cooperate in action, meeting the requirements of the NPPF for effective and ongoing joint
working to meet development needs.

1.7

It is based on an agreed Statement of Common Ground which addresses the distribution of housing
needs across the housing market area, as the PPG now requires. It is an approach supported by
the PPG which sets out that where there is a joint plan, housing need should be treated as the sum
of that for the constituent authorities (as assessed using the standard method) and that it is for the

1
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authorities to then consider and agree how this is apportioned. This is exactly what the Central
Lancashire authorities have done.

1.8

This effective joint working culminates in a Statement of Common Ground (CD 7.34), signed by the
three authorities on 13th May 2020, which brings together the agreed distribution in the Memorandum
of Understanding and Statement of Co-Operation (CD 7.23) with the latest evidence on Central
Lancashire’s local housing need. This generates a base housing requirement of 278 dwellings per
annum for Chorley, which I consider is the appropriate basis on which to calculate the five year
housing land supply at the current time.

1.9

Through the Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Co-Operation (CD 7.23) and the
Statement of Common Ground (CD 7.34), the three authorities are monitoring housing delivery on a
consistent basis which meets in full the area’s housing needs using the Government’s standard
method.

2
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INTRODUCTION

2.1

My name is Leona Hannify. I am employed as a Director in the Strategic Planning Team at
consultancy Iceni Projects. I am a Chartered Town Planner and I hold a Masters in Regional and
Urban Planning from University College Dublin. I am a full chartered member of the Royal Town
Planning Institute.

2.2

I have 14 years’ experience working in the town planning sector for public and private bodies. I have
worked at Iceni Projects since 2012 and prior to Iceni, I spent 6 years working for John Spain
Associates, a planning consultancy in Dublin.

2.3

As part of my role, I advise on a wide range of large scale projects with a particular focus on greenfield
residential-led mixed use schemes, including planning applications, appeals, planning policy and
representation work.

2.4

I have been instructed by Chorley Borough Council (“the Council”) to provide evidence at this inquiry
on housing matters relating to the appropriate housing requirement figure against which to assess
the five year housing land supply at the current time.

2.5

The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this Inquiry (PINS Reference
APP/D2320/W/20/3247136) is true and has been prepared and is given in accordance with the
guidance of the Royal Town Planning Institute and I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true
and professional opinions.

Scope of my Evidence
2.6

My evidence deals with matters relating to the housing requirement against which to assess the five
year housing land supply at the current time. This includes what the local housing need is across the
Central Lancashire Housing Market Area, the justification for the distribution of this amongst the three
constituent authorities and the resultant base housing requirement figure for Chorley against which
I consider housing land supply should be assessed at the current time.

2.7

I have structured my evidence to address:
•

Section 3: The Planning Policy Context and Background to Co-Operation in Central
Lancashire;

•

Section 4: The Local Housing Need in Central Lancashire;

•

Section 5: Considering the Distribution of Homes in Central Lancashire; and
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Section 6: Agreeing the Distribution of Homes.
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PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

3.1

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that the determination of
planning applications must be made in accordance with the Development Plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.

3.2

The revised National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF” or “the Framework”) was published by
Government on 24th July 2018 and then revised and reissued on 19th February 2019. Paragraph 121
therein is clear that the policies set out within are material considerations which should be taken into
account in dealing with planning applications from the day of its publication.

3.3

Paragraph 73 sets out which approach should be used to calculating the five year housing land
supply position. In respect of the housing requirement, it states that:
“Local planning authorities should identify and update annually a supply of specific
deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their
housing requirement set out in adopted strategic policies, or against their local housing need
where the strategic policies are more than five years old.”

3.4

Paragraph 68-005 in the PPG similarly outlines that housing requirement figures identified in adopted
strategic housing policies should be use for calculating the 5 year housing land supply figure where:
the plan was adopted in the last 5 years; or the strategic housing policies have been reviewed within
the last 5 years and found not to need updating. It states that “in other circumstances the 5 year
housing land supply will be measures against the area’s local housing need calculated using the
standard method.”

3.5

The Central Lancashire Core Strategy (July 2012) sets out the relevant adopted strategic policies for
Chorley. It is a joint Core Strategy covering three local authorities – Chorley, Preston and South
Ribble – which collectively make-up the Central Lancashire Housing Market Area.

3.6

The Core Strategy is now more than five years old; and the circumstances identified in Footnote 37
in the NPPF and Paragraph 68-005 of the PPG whereby the housing requirement figures within it
could be used where ‘they have been reviewed and found not to require updating’ are not applicable.
Footnote 37 to Paragraph 73 therefore directs that:
“where local housing need is used as the basis for assessing whether a five year supply of
specific deliverable sites exists, it should be calculated using the standard method set out in
national planning guidance.”

5
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It is clear therefore that the standard method should be used to calculate five year housing land
supply at the current time.

3.8

Paragraph 2a-004 of the PPG on Housing Needs Assessments provides local authorities with a guide
on how to approach the standard method for assessing local housing need and provides an overview
of the formula which I use to calculate the local housing need in Section 3.

3.9

The issue between the parties is for what geography the standard method figure should be used.
My view, having regard to national policy and guidance (as considered herein) and the existence of
a Joint Core Strategy is that there is clear support for the 3 Central Lancashire authorities to calculate
the local housing need across Central Lancashire and then agree through a Statement of Common
Ground (“SOCG”) how this should be distributed. The Appellant’s case is that the local housing need
figure for Chorley specifically should be used in calculating the five year land supply requirement,
and that that requirement can or should properly only be met within its administrative area.

3.10

NPPF Paragraph 17 recognises that strategic policies to address each local planning authority’s
priorities for the development and use of land in its area can be contained in joint local plans produced
by authorities working together. This is the case in Central Lancashire which has a joint Core Strategy
covering three local authorities – Chorley, Preston and South Ribble – and where the three authorities
are working to prepare a new joint Local Plan.

3.11

The three Central Lancashire authorities sit within a common Housing Market Area, as set out within
the 2017 Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (“SHMA”, CD 7.25).

This

reflected evidence of strong migration flows between the three authorities and their location within a
common travel to work area with significant commuting flows between them.

3.12

As is agreed in the Supplementary Statement of Common Ground 2 (paragraphs 2.1 to 2.4) relating
to this appeal, the three Councils which comprise Central Lancashire – which functions as one
integrated local economy and is a single housing market area - have a history of joint working. The
history and depth of joint working by the Councils is reflected in the current development plan, as
also agreed between the appellant and the Council. These agreed matters provide important context
for the proper interpretation of NPPF and the PPG together insofar as the matters discussed below
are concerned.

3.13

NPPF Paragraphs 26 and 27 set out that joint working between local planning authorities is integral
to effective plan-making and is a continuous process, stating:

26. Effective and on-going joint working between strategic policy-making authorities and
relevant bodies is integral to the production of a positively prepared and justified strategy. In
particular, joint working should help to determine where additional infrastructure is necessary,
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and whether development needs that cannot be met wholly within a particular plan area could
be met elsewhere.

27. In order to demonstrate effective and on-going joint working, strategic policymaking
authorities should prepare and maintain one or more statements of common ground,
documenting the cross-boundary matters being addressed and progress in cooperating to
address these. These should be produced using the approach set out in national planning
guidance, and be made publicly available throughout the plan-making process to provide
transparency. (my emphasis)

3.14

Strategic policy-making authorities are required through the ‘Duty to Cooperate’1 to cooperate with
each other, and other bodies, when preparing, or supporting the preparation of policies which
address strategic matters. Government thus expects cooperation between authorities to be a
continuous process; not just one which happens around the submission of a Plan.

3.15

The section of the Planning Practice Guidance (“PPG”) on Plan Making outlines what Statements of
Common Ground are expected to contain. Para 61-011 states that they are expected to contain the
following:
“(a) a short written description and map showing the location and administrative areas
covered by the statement, and a brief justification for these area(s);

(b) the key strategic matters being addressed by the statement, for example meeting the
housing need for the area, air quality etc.;

(c) the plan-making authorities responsible for joint working detailed in the statement, and
list of any additional signatories (including cross-referencing the matters to which each is a
signatory);

(d) governance arrangements for the cooperation process, including how the statement will
be maintained and kept up to date;

(e) if applicable, the housing requirements in any adopted and (if known) emerging strategic
policies relevant to housing within the area covered by the statement; and

1

The duty to cooperate was introduced by the Localism Act 2011, and is set out in section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004
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(f) distribution of needs in the area as agreed through the plan-making process, or the
process for agreeing the distribution of need (including unmet need) across the area...”

3.16

Para 61-017 in the PPG is clear that such statements should relate to ‘the most appropriate functional
geographical area … For example, housing market and travel to work areas …’. Para 61-020 is clear
that Statements of Common Ground are intended to be prepared and maintained on an on-going
basis throughout the plan-making process, and can be updated over time.

3.17

Section 28 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 enables two or more local planning
authorities to agree to prepare a joint local plan; and the commitment of the Central Lancashire
authorities to work together to plan strategic for the sub-region demonstrates that this is one of the
few areas in which cooperation is both embedded and effective.

3.18

It was revisions to the NPPF in 2018 which introduced the new requirement for the preparation and
ongoing review SOCG to seek to increase the effectiveness of the ‘duty to cooperate’. It is clear
from Para 27 of the Framework that these are not just intended to be produced close to the
submission or examination of a plan. It is a means of ensuring that development needs can be fully
met.

3.19

It is clear from the above that:

a. Government requires authorities to collaborate for the relevant functional Housing Market Area
develop Statements of Common Ground;
b. That such Statements are expected to address the distribution of housing needs across the
relevant area; and
c.

This is not something which is expected just to happen at a late stage of plan-making but is
expected to be a continuous process, with scope for statements to be reviewed over time to take
account of new evidence.

3.20

Paragraph 2a-013 of the PPG section on Housing and Economic Needs Assessments states the
following:
“Local housing need assessments may cover more than one area, in particular where
strategic policies are being produced jointly, or where spatial development strategies are
prepared by elected Mayors, or combined authorities with strategic policy-making powers.

In such cases the housing need for the defined area should at least be the sum of the local
housing need for each local planning authority within the area. It will be for the relevant
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strategic policy-making authority to distribute the total housing requirement which is then
arrived at across the plan area.”

3.21

Notably, Guidance was previously provided in these same terms at PPG paragraph 2a-01820180913.

3.22

The PPG section on Housing Supply and Delivery includes in Para 68-028 guidance on calculating
five year housing land supply in areas with joint plans, as is the case in Central Lancashire. It states:
“Areas which have a joint plan have the option to monitor their 5 year housing land supply
and have the Housing Delivery Test applied over the whole of the joint planning area or on
a single authority basis. The approach to using individual or combined housing requirement
figures will be established through the plan-making process and will need to be set out in the
strategic policies.

Where the 5 year housing land supply is to be measured on a single authority basis, annual
housing requirement figures for the joint planning area will need to be apportioned to each
area in the plan. If the area is monitored jointly, any policy consequences of under-delivery
or lack of 5 year housing land supply will also apply jointly.”

3.23

In Central Lancashire, five year land supply is assessed for the individual authorities rather than for
the joint plan area. As set out in the PPG, what the authorities in Central Lancashire have done is to
consider how the need – as assessed using the standard method – should be apportioned to each
part of the joint plan area.

3.24

Central Lancashire has an extant Joint Core Strategy and its constituent authorities are working
together to prepare a new Local Plan. It is reasonable, and supported by national guidance, for the
Central Lancashire HMA authorities to consider the housing need for the defined area (i.e. Central
Lancashire) as be the sum of the local housing need for each local planning authority within the area
derived from the standard method.

3.25

The PPG is then also clear that it will then be for the relevant strategic policy-making authority to
apportion the total housing requirement which is then arrived at to each of the three local authorities
covered by the Plan. The NPPF and PPG have not changed to reverse St Modwen v. SSCLG [2016]
EWHC 968 (Admin) (CD 11.04) in this respect. The High Court upheld that the NPPF does not
require housing need to be assessed always and only by reference to the area of an individual local
authority; and that it was reasonable to rely upon an apportionment of needs within a housing market
area which represented the agreed views of the councils concerned and did not amount to the
application of a policy-on constraint at that level, rather than a rigidly legalistic interpretation of policy
and guidance.
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The Background to Co-Operation in Central Lancashire
3.26

The Central Lancashire authorities have a well-established history of joint working, decision-taking
and successful joint plan-making. The three authorities collaborated between 2008 and 2012 to
produce a Local Development Framework which was jointly resourced by all three authorities. A
Core Strategy team based at Lancashire County Council was created specifically to produce a
Central Lancashire Core Strategy.

3.27

The Core Strategy has a plan period running from 2010 to 2026 with a purpose to set the overall
strategic direction for planning over this period in line with national policies. The Core Strategy sets
out the spatial planning proposals for the single housing market area of Preston, South Ribble and
Chorley, and is a clear statement of the history and depth of joint working in Central Lancashire.

3.28

Central Lancashire Core Strategy Policy 1: Locating Growth sets out the overall spatial pattern of
development across Centre Lancashire and Policy 4: Housing Supply contains the housing
requirement for Central Lancashire and for each of the Councils within it as follows:

Preston: 507 dwellings per annum
South Ribble: 417 dwellings per annum
Chorley: 417 dwellings per annum
Total: 1,341 dwellings per annum

3.29

The Core Strategy was adopted in 2012 and is now more than 5 years old. The housing requirement
in Policy 4 has not been ‘reviewed and found not to require updating’ and as set out above, I consider
that the specific housing requirement figures in Policy 4 are therefore out-of-date. This does not
imply that the development strategy therein is; however, the use of the housing requirement figures
set out in Policy 4 is no longer appropriate.

3.30

In 2017, the three authorities jointly commissioned the preparation of a Central Lancashire SHMA,
published in August 2017 (CD 7.25), to provide an evidence base which would allow the authorities
to consider whether the housing requirements in the Core Strategy should be reviewed.

3.31

The SHMA acknowledged Central Lancashire as a common housing market area and therefore
provided a single objectively assessed need figure for the whole plan area, with a recommendation
that the distribution between Chorley, Preston and South Ribble is agreed through a formal
commitment made via an Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”).
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The SHMA produced a housing need and distribution which broadly reflected the distribution set out
within Policy 4 of the Core Strategy. The overall level of objectively assessed housing need identified
in the 2017 SHMA also exceeded the figure within Policy 4.

3.33

In September 2017, following the completion of the Central Lancashire SHMA, an MOU (CD 7.22)
was entered into in relation to the distribution of housing evidenced by the SHMA prior to the adoption
of a new Local Plan. Given the overall level of objectively assessed housing need in Central
Lancashire was not found to be radically dissimilar to the housing requirements of Policy 4, the 2017
MOU agreed to a continuation of the use of the Policy 4 housing requirement and distribution.

3.34

In November 2017, the 2017 MOU was subject to assessment in an appeal in relation to a
development at Pear Tree Lane, Euxton, Chorley (CD 10.01). Although I recognise that the standard
method for calculating local housing need has been introduced since this decision was issued,
national policy around joint working and the duty to co-operate has been strengthened by the
introduction of a requirement to produce and maintain Statements of Common Ground. As a result,
the fundamental principles of this decision, where the Inspector adopted a rationale assessment of
the MOU, remain pertinent.

3.35

The Inspector assessed the legitimacy of the 2017 MOU in apportioning the objectively assessed
housing need across the plan area outside of the development plan process. The Inspector’s
decision (paragraph 27) recognised the proven track record of joint working across the HMA and
concluded (paragraph 32 – 33) as follows:
“32. Drawing together my findings above, I have found that…

It is acceptable for the Council to rely on an apportionment of 102 dwellings pa from
elsewhere in the HMA…
33. I therefore conclude, on the basis of the apportionment in the JCS (as reflected in the
MOU), that the Council can demonstrate a supply of housing land in excess of 5 years and
relevant development plan policies for the supply of housing can therefore be considered up
to date”

3.36

The revised National Planning Policy Framework was published in July 2018 and so with it came the
formal introduction of the standard method for calculating local housing need. In response to the
substantive changes in national policy and guidance, a review of the Core Strategy and individual
local plans was begun, and the authorities continue to work together in jointly preparing the new
Local Plan and commissioning evidence to inform the strategy and policies within it.
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The aspiration of all three authorities is to have a new Central Lancashire Local Plan adopted by the
end of 2022. A dedicated Central Lancashire Local Plan Team has been created and jointly funded
by all three authorities. The first formal consultation on Issues and Options ran for 13 weeks from
18th November 2019 until 14th February 2020.

3.38

The Councils jointly commissioned the preparation of the Central Lancashire Housing Study (CD
7.05) in April 2019 to take into account changes to national policy following the publication of the
2017 SHMA and advise on the implications of the standard method on the housing need, the local
housing need and appropriate distribution of housing need in Central Lancashire. Importantly, this
evidence was commissioned not only to inform the preparation of the new Local Plan, but also to
inform a new interim arrangement by way of a revised MOU and Statement of Co-Operation (“SOC”).

3.39

The Central Lancashire MOU and SOC (CD 7.23) was formally agreed in April 2020, including in
respect of the recommended distribution as evidenced by the Housing Study, following an extensive
period of public consultation and associated amendments prior to its finalisation.

3.40

The MOU and SOC (paragraph 8.1 (d)) includes provision to update annually the actual minimum
housing requirements across Central Lancashire, in accordance with the agreed distribution as
evidenced by the Housing Study. A SOCG (CD 7.34) was signed on 13th May 2020, with all three
authorities agreeing to monitor housing completions and each Council’s respective five-year housing
land supply position against the requirement as at 1st April 2020.

3.41

This revised MOU and SOC and SOCG are the latest statements to demonstrate effective and
ongoing joint working between the Central Lancashire authorities consistent with what is expected
from the Framework and Guidance to agree the local housing need across Central Lancashire, the
distribution of housing need and a commitment to this housing need being met.

3.42

The remainder of my evidence works through the following sections:

Section 4 - Calculating local housing need in Central Lancashire as at 1st April 2020
Section 5 - Consideration of the distribution of homes in Central Lancashire; and
Section 6 - The process of agreeing the distribution of homes in Central Lancashire as at 1st
April 2020
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LOCAL HOUSING NEED IN CENTRAL LANCASHIRE

4.1

In this section of my evidence, I consider the overall local housing need for Central Lancashire in
accordance with Planning Practice Guidance. As the Central Lancashire Joint Core Strategy (CD
8.04) is more than five years old, the starting point for calculating local housing need is the standard
method which is clearly set out in the PPG.

Central Lancashire Housing Market
4.2

Planning Practice Guidance [61-017] encourages authorities to work together to plan for housing
need for functional housing market areas (“HMA”). The HMA geography was considered within the
2017 Central Lancashire SHMA (CD 7.25) which identified that Preston, Chorley and South Ribble
constituted a single HMA as a best-fit to local authority boundaries. The evidence base supporting
the identification of the Central Lancashire HMA is set out in Section 2 of the SHMA.

4.3

The SHMA considered national and regional research on housing market geographies, both of which
supported the identification of a Central Lancashire housing market. It considered housing price
dynamics, migration and travel to work patterns finding that triangulation of the sources strongly
supports placing Chorley, Preston and South Ribble within a common and unique HMA. Put simply,
the three authorities operate as one sub-regional housing market with a high level of movement
between them, of both people moving home and commuting to work.

4.4

Preston’s urban area and the main urban areas in South Ribble (including Penwortham and Bamber
Bridge) are in close proximity to one another, and there is clear and strong migration and commuting
relationships between the three authorities. It is therefore appropriate to undertake an assessment
of local housing need for the Central Lancashire HMA.

Housing Need and the Standard Method
4.5

In the context of decision-taking, the Framework (paragraph 73) is clear that the standard method –
as defined in the PPG - should be used to consider the local housing need where more than 5 years
has passed since adoption of a Local Plan.

4.6

In this area, the extant adopted Local Plan is for Central Lancashire; and I consider that the housing
need should therefore be considered across Central Lancashire. As the PPG [2a-013] sets out, the
housing need for ‘the defined area’ should at least be the sum of the local housing need for each
local planning authority within the area. It will then be for the authorities to distribute the total housing
requirement which is then arrived at across the plan area as the PPG sets out in 2a-013 and 68-028.
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I set out the steps to the calculation of the local housing need for Central Lancashire on this basis. I
have used the most up-to-date data as at May 2020 herein.

Step One: Setting the Baseline
4.8

The starting point in considering housing need against the standard method is to establish a
demographic baseline of household growth. This baseline is drawn from the 2014-based Household
Projections and should be the annual average household growth over a ten year period, with the
current year being the first year i.e. 2020 to 2030.

4.9

This results in household growth of 886 per annum over the ten year period across Central
Lancashire, as is shown in the Table below.

Central Lancashire Household Growth, 2020 to 2030
Chorley

Preston

South Ribble

Central
Lancashire

Households in 2020

50,611

59,323

47,995

157,929

Households in 2030

55,446

61,632

49,712

166,790

Change (2020-2030)

4,835

2,309

1,717

8,861

Annual

483.5

230.9

171.7

886.1

Step Two: Affordability Adjustment
4.10

The second step of the standard method is to consider the application of an uplift on the demographic
baseline, to take account of market signals. The adjustment increases the housing need where the
house price to income ratio is above 4. It uses the published median affordability ratios from ONS
based on workplace-based median house price to median earnings ratio for the most recent year for
which data is available. The latest (workplace-based) affordability data is for 2019-based and was
published by ONS in March 2020.

4.11

The Guidance states that for each 1% increase in the ratio of house prices to earnings, where the
ratio is above 4, the average household growth should be increased by a quarter of a per cent, with
the calculation being as follows:
[Affordability Factor = ((local housing need – 4)/4) x 0.25]

4.12

Applying this calculation to household growth in the Central Lancashire authorities (as shown in
Table 4.1) results in a local housing need figure for 1,010 dwellings per annum, as is shown in the
Table below.
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Local Housing Need (2019-2029) – Affordability Adjustment
Chorley

Preston

South Ribble

Central
Lancashire

2014-based Household Growth

483.5

230.9

171.7

886.1

Median Affordability Ratio, 2019

6.83

5.35

5.76

Adjustment

18%

8%

11%

Local Housing Need

569

250

191

1,010

Step Three: The Cap
4.13

The third and final step of the standard method is to consider the application of a cap on any increase
and ensure that the figure which arises through the first two steps does not exceed a level which can
be delivered. There are two situations where a cap is applied:

a) The first is where an authority has reviewed their plan (including developing an assessment
of housing need) or adopted a plan within the last five years. In this instance the need may
be capped at 40% above the requirement figure set out in the plan.
b) The second situation is where plans and evidence is more than five years old. In such
circumstances a cap may be applied at 40% of the higher of the projected household growth
or the housing requirement in the most recent plan, where this exists.

4.14

In the case of the Central Lancashire authorities, the second situation is relevant given the most
recent Local Plan2 is more than five years old. The impact of the cap is shown in the Table below
for all three authorities.
Local Housing Need – Capping the Increase
Chorley

Preston

South Ribble

17.07.2012

05.07.2012

18.07.2012

Plan Housing Requirement

417

507

417

40% above Household Growth

677

323

240

40% above Adopted Requirement

584

710

584

Higher Figure:

677

710

584

Date of Plan Adoption

2

The Central Lancashire Core Strategy (July 2012)
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The cap exceeds the local housing need figure established under step two.

As a result, the

minimum local housing need figure across the Central Lancashire HMA is 1,010 dwellings per
annum, as set out in Table 4.2. No cap is applied.

4.16

The local housing need for Central Lancashire as a whole has been agreed by all three authorities
in the latest SOCG (CD 7.34) signed on 13th May 2020.
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CONSIDERING THE DISTRIBUTION OF HOMES IN CENTRAL
LANCASHIRE

5.1

The PPG [2a-013] is clear that once the total sum of local housing need for the defined area has
been calculated, it will be for the strategic planning authority to distribute the housing requirement
across the plan area. As the PPG states in 68-028, where the 5 year housing land supply is to be
measured on a single authority basis as here, annual housing requirement figures for the joint
planning area will need to be apportioned to each area.

5.2

In this section of my evidence, I deal with why and how the three Central Lancashire authorities have
sought to review the distribution of housing and seek to move away from the distribution generated
by the standard method. I consider that this is underpinned by clear and rational planning principles.

Understanding the Standard Method Distribution
5.3

I have set out the distribution generated by the standard method in the Table below. The distribution
is heavily weighted towards Chorley with 56% of the total local housing need in Central Lancashire,
followed by Preston with 25% and South Ribble with 19%.

Standard Method Distribution of Housing Need

5.4

Chorley

Preston

South Ribble

Central
Lancashire

Local Housing Need

569

250

191

1,010

Distribution (%)

56%

25%

19%

100%

The analysis in the Central Lancashire Housing Study demonstrated that the standard method
distribution of local housing need between the three authorities in Central Lancashire is strongly
influenced by the level of development in different areas between 2009-14 which is the core period
from which the 2014-based Population Projections (“SNPP”) were derived (as well as their relative
affordability). The Housing Study also showed that the level of development feeding into the 2014based SNPP was notably different to more recent trends and I expand on these matters in turn below.

The 2009/10 to 2013/14 Period
5.5

The 2014-based SNPP project population is based on trends seen over the 2009/10 to 2013/14 five
year period (and a six year period 2008-14 in respect of international migration). The household
projections apply age and sex specific assumptions on the proportion of people expected to be a
head of household to this. The household projections feeding into the standard method are thus
influenced by demographic trends, and particularly the pattern of migration, which was seen over
this period.
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5.6

Looking further at the 2009/10 to 2013/14 period, I note that 60% of completions across Central
Lancashire were accounted for in Chorley, 24% in South Ribble and 16% in Preston. This split has
fed through to the demographic baseline in the standard method figures. I have set this out in the
Table below.

Distribution of Housing Completions, 2009/10-2013/14 vs Pop Growth
Chorley

Preston

South
Ribble

Central
Lancs

Completions 2009-14

2,739

741

1,076

4,556

% Completions

60%

16%

24%

100%

11,000

2,900

2,100

16,000

69%

18%

13%

100%

Projected Population Growth 2014based SNPP (2021 – 2036)
% Pop Growth

Source: Chorley, Preston and South Ribble Monitoring Reports

5.7

It is important to recognise that past delivery levels and in particular delivery levels over the 2009/10
to 2013/14 period have been influenced by the impact of housing completions on a key strategic
mixed-use allocation – Buckshaw Village in Chorley Borough – as well as infrastructure constraints
in South Ribble and Preston, which have in turn affected the level and pace/phasing of development
in different areas.

5.8

Buckshaw Village is a strategic development allocation involving the redevelopment of a former
Royal Ordnance munitions factory and largely sits in Euxton, Chorley (for background, see CD 7.14
p.45 – which noted that ‘The scale of the site means that Buckshaw will contribute significantly to
growth through housing and employment provision in Chorley and South Ribble’ (para. 5.37)). It was
allocated for 2,300 homes in the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (CD 7.14, Policy 1). Its delivery
has resulted in significant development in Chorley and has had a notable impact on overall housing
completions. The Table below shows the impact of the development site in Chorley over the 200914 period.
Chorley Housing Completions – Buckshaw Village Impact
Monitoring Year

Chorley

Buckshaw Village

% of Total

2013/14

582

290

50%

2012/13

638

228

36%

2011/12

552

199

39%

2010/11

527

237

45%

2009/10

440

110

25%

2,739

1,064

39%

Total (2009-14)
5.9

As the analysis shows, 39% of all completions in the Borough over the period feeding into the 2014based SNPP had come through development of the strategic allocation at Buckshaw Village. This
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was the highest proportion of completions of any settlement in the Borough; with Chorley town having
the second higher proportion.

Notably, Buckshaw Village is now nearing completion with 321

dwellings with planning permission left to be built as at 1 st April 2019, including 161 dwellings under
construction.

5.10

The impact of Buckshaw Village is heightened when set against the impact of infrastructure
constraints in Preston and South Ribble in a context whereby these have historically inhibited
housing delivery. A number of planning applications in the twelve months following the adoption of
the Central Lancashire Core Strategy were refused planning permission on the grounds that there
was insufficient capacity on the highway network; whilst a number of other imminent planning
applications were also at risk of refusal in 2013. These constraints and infrastructure barriers were
acknowledged explicitly in the Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal which seeks to
address these constraints and barriers by providing funding for the necessary major strategic
infrastructure.

5.11

The Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal is an agreement between the Government and
four local partners – Lancashire County Council, Lancashire Enterprise Partnership, Preston City
Council and South Ribble Borough Council. The City Deal was signed in 2013 and is intended to
ensure the City Deal area continues to grow; by addressing the strategic transport infrastructure and
development challenges to deliver new jobs and housing. The City Deal (page 2) set out explicitly
that:
“At present, nowhere in England north of the M25, has a higher employment density level
than Preston, meaning that there are more people of working age working in Preston than
living in Preston. The City Deal area is clearly the key employment generator for the whole
of Lancashire.

However, in order to unlock further significant levels of market driven growth and private
sector investment, a more strategic and ambitious approach is required to remove the
existing critical infrastructure barriers to enable sustainable housing and economic growth.
This will allow the area to help realise its full economic potential. The current deleterious
effect of the network capacity issues are well documented by studies which show peak traffic
flow blockages on the local highway network”

5.12

The City Deal established an Infrastructure Delivery Programme and Investment Fund to deliver the
critical infrastructure required to enable the full development of significant housing and commercial
development schemes which had been planned for in the Central Lancashire Core Strategy. The
City Deal is clear in explicitly stating that both “will act as a catalyst for commercial and housing
development”. It is concerned with bringing forwards and enabling the growth provided for within the
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Core Strategy in Preston and South Ribble by supporting the delivery of infrastructure to allow key
development schemes to progress.

5.13

In light of the significant but historic impact of Buckshaw Village (which has skewed the distribution
of housing shown by the standard method) set against the current and future role of City Deal in
acting at a catalyst for housing development in South Ribble and Preston moving forward (which
supports the realism of a different distribution of housing growth), I consider that there are clear,
positive planning reasons as to why the appropriate distribution moving forwards should not mirror
development trends between 2009/10 to 2013/14. A reliance on the standard method figures for
individual authorities would see growth disproportionately skewed towards Chorley simply through
perpetuating what happened within that period.

5.14

The absence of a strategic approach to the distribution of housing distribution would be inconsistent
with this evidence-led, government supported approach and has the potential to frustrate the
objectives of the City Deal, which are intended to deliver sustainable growth and contribute to a
balanced housing market.

Long-Term and More Recent Trends
5.15

In comparison to trends feeding into the 2014-based SNPP, the Table below provides a longer-term
assessment of the distribution of housing development between the three authorities. This longerterm trend shows a very different distribution to that between 2009-14 with 39% to Chorley, 33% to
Preston and 27% to South Ribble. Notably, the last reporting year shows a balance of 28.5% in
Chorley, 44% in Preston and 27.5% in South Ribble.

HMA Housing Completions Data, 2003/04 to 2018/19
Monitoring Period

Chorley

Preston

South Ribble

2018/19

508

785

491

2017/18

661

634

318

2016/17

517

791

189

2015/16

597

282

371

2014/15

723

488

486

2013/14

582

142

346

2012/13

638

202

168

2011/12

552

265

170

2010/11

527

127

221

2009/10

440

5

171

2008/09

355

468

312

2007/08

288

609

320

2006/07

121

565

284
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2005/06

489

627

520

2004/05

479

544

657

2003/04

585

308

538

Total

8,062

6,842

5,562

% of HMA Total

39%

33%

27%

Source: Chorley, Preston and South Ribble Monitoring Data

5.16

I have also considered housing completions over the more recent five year period from 2014/15 to
2018/19 – the most recent period for which data is available. The analysis in the Table below
demonstrates that there has been a notable shift in the balance of completions between Chorley and
Preston (with completions in Preston increasing by 302% over the more recent five year period);
whilst completions in South Ribble have increased in absolute terms.

5.17

Over this 2014-19 period 39% of completions were in Chorley, 38% in Preston and 23% in South
Ribble. The Central Lancashire City Deal is clear that it was about accelerating the delivery of
development in Preston and South Ribble which was planned for through the Central Lancashire
Core Strategy; and the impact of providing the necessary infrastructure provision via the funding from
City Deal is clear from the Table below.

Distribution of Housing Completions, 2014/15-2018/19

5.18

Chorley

Preston

South Ribble

Central
Lancashire

Completions 2014-19

3,071

2,980

1,855

7,906

% Completions

39%

38%

23%

100%

The above analysis clearly shows how the base period (and development trends over that period)
can affect the distribution of development significantly. As this influences migration, it then influences
population and household growth projections.

5.19

Clearly given the circumstances considered above in Central Lancashire, there is a need to consider
an appropriate distribution of local housing need in Central Lancashire which is suitable and reflective
of each authority’s role in the housing market area. I consider next the approach Iceni and the
authorities have taken to arrive at an appropriate distribution of the housing requirement in Central
Lancashire.
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The Central Lancashire Housing Study
5.20

The agreed distribution of housing need in Central Lancashire, as set out in the May 2020 SOCG
(CD 7.34) draws on the analysis and recommendations set out within the Central Lancashire Housing
Study (March 2020, CD 7.05) which was prepared by Iceni.

5.21

The Housing Study was commissioned by all three Central Lancashire authorities in March 2019
principally for two reasons:
•

Advise on the scale of housing need and the interim distribution of housing across Central
Lancashire to inform a revised Joint MOU; and

•

Provide a robust up-to-date evidence base regarding the scale, type and mix of housing
which is needed to inform the development of the local plan and consideration of the housing
mix on individual development sites.

5.22

Following the publication of the draft Housing Study (October 2019), the authorities developed a draft
Joint MOU and SOC which addressed the proposed housing distribution between the three Central
Lancashire local authorities. The three authorities then undertook public consultation on the Joint
MOU and SOC and the draft Housing Study. The consultation ran over a period of 7 weeks, initially
from 4th November 2019 to 15th November 2019 and then over an extended period from 9th December
2019 to 13th January 2020.

5.23

In total, 37 responses to the consultation were received from a range of stakeholders. A report on
the consultation responses was presented to Central Lancashire Strategic Planning Advisory
Committee on 28th January 2020. Iceni contributed to reviewing and working with the authorities to
consider the consultation responses, and revised the Housing Study to take these into account. A
final version of the Central Lancashire Housing Study was published in March 2020.

5.24

It is notable that of the 37 responses from various consultees including developers, planning agents,
parish councils and neighbouring authorities, no consultee sought to propose an alternative
distribution of housing across Central Lancashire to the recommended distribution set out in the
Housing Study. This includes representations made by the appellant to the consultation.

5.25

I have sought to detail the evidence set out within the Housing Study regarding the distribution of the
overall level of housing need in Central Lancashire across the three local authorities. The Housing
Study overlays a number of variables including population, jobs and urban capacity and reviews
strategic development constraints to arrive at a recommended distribution and I work through the
analysis below.
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Approaches to the Distribution of Housing Need
5.26

The Housing Study recognises that there are a number of key factors which weigh in on the approach
to arrive at an appropriate distribution of housing need between the three authorities in the plan area.
I have summarised in the Table below the needs-based factors which influenced the recommended
distribution including the balance of population, workforce, jobs and affordable housing need.
Central Lancashire Housing Study – Needs Based Factors
Chorley

Preston

South Ribble

Population (%)

32%

38%

30%

Workforce (%)

32%

38%

30%

Jobs (%)

22%

48%

30%

Affordability (%)

36%

28%

36%

Affordable Housing Need (%)

22%

42%

35%

Source: Table 4.1, Table 4.2, Table 4.3, Table 4.4 and Table 4.10 of the Housing Study

5.27

The analysis shows that Preston accounts for largest proportion of the total population in Central
Lancashire; followed by Chorley and South Ribble on the basis of the 2017 Mid-Year Population
Estimates. The analysis shows the same balance of workforce (i.e. those who are economically
active) across the plan area, drawing on the 2018 Annual Population Survey, with the highest
proportion of the workforce found in Preston.

5.28

The proportion of jobs, drawn from the ONS Business Register and Employment Survey (“BRES”,
2017), shows a significantly higher proportion of jobs in Preston which accounts for almost half (48%)
of all jobs in Central Lancashire compared with Chorley which accounts for only 22% of all jobs.

5.29

The need for affordable housing is considered in Section 5 of the Housing Study and I note that the
evidence points to the greatest affordable housing need being in Preston (42%) with the lowest
proportion in Chorley (22%). This demonstrates Preston’s role as essentially the largest economic
centre in the sub-region, consistent with its City status.

5.30

It is common practice in strategic planning to seek to align the distribution of homes and jobs in order
to reduce commuting distances and promote travel by sustainable modes. To do so would be
consistent with Paragraphs 103 – 104 in the NPPF. A distribution of homes which sought to do this
would promote a higher level of development in Preston – with 48% of all jobs across Central
Lancashire found in Preston.

5.31

On the other hand, Iceni also sought to take account of and address relative affordability. As the
Table shows below, this could promote a higher level of development in Chorley and South Ribble
in response to ‘market signals’; with these areas having workplace-based affordability ratios of 6.6
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and 6.5 respectively at the time of the Housing Study’s preparation. Equally however, providing
homes in the more affordable authority of Preston might make new housing more accessible to
people on lower incomes.

The Existing Spatial Strategy
5.32

The Housing Study (paragraph 4.18 – 4.25) also deals with the existing spatial strategy and the
current focus for housing growth across the three local authorities. As is shown in Table 4.8 of the
Housing Study, the current strategy set out in the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (July 2012)
places a greater focus for growth at Preston with 38% of the housing requirement compared with
Chorley and South Ribble each accounting for 31%.

5.33

The Core Strategy (paragraph 5.5) acknowledges Preston’s emergence as ‘a new economic force’
which had ‘survived the decline in manufacturing employment that had affected other parts of
Lancashire and the North West’. The Core Strategy (paragraph 5.5) also recognises the City Centre
of Preston as ‘the largest concentration of commercial activity in Central Lancashire’; and notes the
University of Central Lancashire in Preston as a significant driver for economic growth.

5.34

However, I note that the rationale for growth in Central Lancashire and the focus on Preston was
also influenced by the North West Regional Spatial Strategy 3 (“RSS”). The RSS identified the City
of Preston as the main focus of the sub-region. The RSS fundamentally aimed to support the vision
to development Central Lancashire as an area where economic growth is focussed at Preston. This
economic growth would be supported by high quality investment sites in sustainable locations that
meet the requirements of business and industry.

5.35

The Core Strategy sets out a total provision for Central Lancashire of 22,158 new homes over the
16-year plan period; including prior under provision of 702 homes and a breakdown of the broad
distribution of housing development in Central Lancashire is shown in Table 4.9 of the Housing Study.
This shows the Core Strategy predicted that 48% of the total supply would be developed at strategic
sites and location within the urban area of Preston and South Ribble – driven principally by the large
strategic sites in North West Preston, Central Preston, Cottam and South of Penwortham.

5.36

Drawing this together, the Figure below brings together the various factors considered from
paragraph 4.3 to 4.27 of the Housing Study. The distribution of population, workforce and jobs as
portrayed in the Figure below clearly points to greater growth in Preston followed by South Ribble
and therefore an alternative apportionment from the standard method figure which results in rolling
forward higher trends of growth in Chorley over the 2009-14 period.

3

North West of England Plan Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021 (September 2008)

24

Agenda Page 1414

Figure 4.1:

Agenda Item 4b

Approaches to the Distribution of Housing Need

60%

50%

Population

40%

Workforce
Jobs
30%

Affordability
Affordable Housing Need
Existing Strategy

20%

Standard Method
10%

0%
Chorley

5.37

Preston

South Ribble

If focussing solely on the standard method figures on an authority-by-authority basis, the Figure
clearly shows that this focuses 57% of the HMA’s total housing provision in Chorley; with only 23%
in Preston and 20% in South Ribble. I consider this to be significantly at odds to the distribution of
people, jobs and services, and neither sustainable nor realistic – and this is reflected in the
recommendations of the Housing Study.

Strategic Development Constraints & Urban Housing Capacity
5.38

The Housing Study (paragraph 4.28 – 4.33) recognises the need to manage patterns of growth and
focus development on sustainable locations in accordance with the Framework (Paragraph 103).
Para 3-002 of the PPG on Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessments is also clear that
in assessing the suitability, availability and achievability of sites, local authorities should consider
constraints including those set out in the Framework under Footnote 6 including the Green Belt,
AONB or other protected areas such as Sites of Specific Scientific Interest and Local Green Space.

5.39

The Housing Study therefore reviews strategic development constraints and the indicative urban
capacity across Central Lancashire. Table 4.11 of the Housing Study below shows that around 80%
of Chorley is covered by nationally significant constraints compared with 14% of Preston. This is
replicated below.

Proportion of Land Covered by Significant Constraints
Area

Green Belt, National Parks, Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty or Sites of Special Scientific Interest
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Chorley

80%

Preston

14%

South Ribble

69%

Source: Table 4.11 of the Housing Study

5.40

Figure 4.2 of the Housing Study visualises the extent of the constraints across the three authority
areas, demonstrating that Chorley and South Ribble are Boroughs which are heavily constrained by
nationally significant constraints and are also heavily constrained by Green Belt, which the
Framework (paragraph 133) says should only be amended in exceptional circumstances through the
plan-making process.

5.41

The Housing Study (paragraph 4.34 – 4.47) then works through various sources of housing land
supply information (as set out in paragraph 4.49) to establish a nominal capacity for housing taking
account of existing commitments, allocations, brownfield sites and underutilised land identified in the
Councils’ land supply, recognising the need to ensure all options for development of land which is
not Green Belt have been fully explored prior to reviewing Green Belt boundaries in accordance with
the Framework (Paragraph 138).

5.42

The key document is the Central Lancashire Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment (“SHELAA”)’ which is an assessment which seeks to identify a future supply of housing
and employment land which is suitable, available and achievable over the plan period in Central
Lancashire. The Housing Study (paragraph 4.41 – 4.42) references the interim methodology and
the broad assumptions used to calculate capacity in each authority area, noting that the SHELAA is
yet to be finalised.

5.43

By drawing together the supply information provided by the local authorities and through applying
the broad assumptions in the SHELAA, the Housing Study identifies a nominal capacity for 77,459
homes across Central Lancashire as a result of submissions to the SHELAA process (shown in Table
4.7 below).

Central Lancashire Total Nominal Housing Capacity
Housing Land Supply
All SHELAA Housing Submissions
% HMA Total

CBC

PCC

SRBC

HMA

21,818

27,335

28,306

77,459

28%

35%

37%

100%

Source: Table 4.12 of the Housing Study

5.44

In line with the Paragraph 137 of the Framework which requires as much use as possible of
brownfield sites and underutilised land, the Housing Study therefore seeks to arrive broad urban
capacity figure by removing all sites which either fall wholly within the Green Belt or fall wholly on
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greenfield sites. The nominal capacity on this basis is reduced to 29,549 dwellings and the Table
below provides a breakdown of this land supply taking account of these broad assumptions.

Calculating the Urban Capacity for Central Lancashire
Housing Land Supply

CBC

PCC

SRBC

HMA

All SHELAA Housing Submissions

21,818

27,335

28,306

77,459

Wholly within Green Belt

-15,534

-22

-16,412

-31,968

Wholly within the Countryside

-1,030

-14,896

-16

-15,942

Nominal Urban Capacity (max.)

5,254

12,417

11,878

29,549

% of Urban Capacity

18%

42%

40%

100%

Source: Table 4.13 of the Housing Study

5.45

As the analysis shows, the higher proportion of constraints in Chorley are reflective of the available
urban capacity in the Borough representing 18% of all ‘available’ land. It is anticipated that Preston
and South Ribble would therefore be able to accommodate a higher proportion of the plan area’s
need without the need to release Green Belt or greenfield land.

The Recommended Approach to the Distribution of Need
5.46

The Housing Study recognises that there are a number of ways to approach the distribution of
housing need including drawing on the existing distribution of housing with reference to housing land
supply, population, workforce and jobs; and acknowledging the extent of nationally significant
constraints across the HMA, and the Framework’s direction on directing growth towards the most
sustainable locations.

5.47

The approach taken in the Housing Study sought to overlay these variables in order to arrive at an
interim distribution which is supported by clear logic which will in turn support sustainable patterns of
development; drawing on components which include:
•

Optimising urban capacity through making as much use as possible of suitable brownfield
sites and underutilised land as well as optimising densities;

•

Seeking to locate homes close to jobs in order to build a strong, responsive and competitive
economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in the right places and
at the right time to support economic growth, innovation and improved productivity;

•

Readdressing the distribution of housing to be more reflective of the Preston and South
Ribble City Deal aspirations;

•

Supporting delivery of affordable housing in accordance with the distribution of affordable
housing needs shown; and
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Responding to the proportion of land take currently subject to nationally significant
constraints referenced in the Framework in each authority area.

The conclusions on the recommended distribution of housing within Central Lancashire for the
purposes of the MOU take account of the distribution of jobs, population, and workforce and the
relative affordability of the three areas are considered to support, in particular, sustainable patterns
of development at the scale at which the issue is being considered. Nominal urban capacity, the
need for affordable housing and land subject to national constraints have also informed the
distribution recommended.

5.49

Drawing the analysis in this section together, the Table below sets out the variables which have
influenced the Housing Study’s recommendation on the distribution of housing need. The Housing
Study sets out that the 27.5% of the local housing need should be distributed to Chorley, 40% to
Preston and 32.5% to South Ribble.
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Recommended Distribution for Central Lancashire
Variable

CBC

PCC

SRBC

Jobs Distribution

22%

48%

30%

Population Distribution

32%

38%

30%

Affordability Distribution

36%

28%

36%

Affordable Housing Need Distribution

22%

42%

35%

Workforce Distribution

32%

38%

30%

Nominal Urban Capacity

18%

42%

40%

Existing Spatial Strategy

30%

40%

30%

Land not Subject to National Constraints

20%

86%

33%

Recommended Distribution (%)

27.5%

40%

32.5%

Standard Method Distribution (%)

56%

25%

19%

Source: Table 4.14 of the Housing Study

5.50

The Housing Study recommends that the highest proportion is distributed to Preston recognising that
this is the higher order centre within the sub-region with the greatest range of services and
employment opportunities, with investment and funding being utilised as a result of the City Deal. It
is also subject to the lowest proportion of nationally-significant development constraints.

5.51

Chorley sees the lowest proportion at 27.5% reflecting that it has a lower level of employment
opportunities than other areas, more limited urban capacity, and a significant level of nationallysignificant development constraints, in particular Green Belt.

I would highlight that, despite a

standard method distribution seeing 56% of local housing need focussed towards Chorley, there are
no influencing variables set out in Table 5.10 approaching this level. This substantial contrast
provides further justification for a redistribution from that which falls out of consideration of the
standard method by default, or without more.

5.52

South Ribble sees a distribution which is slightly above the current proportion of employment, but
sits between this and the current population base and slightly above that in Chorley reflecting the
lower proportion of land subject to nationally-significant constraints and higher level of urban
capacity. The Borough is also being supported by investment and funding as a result of the City
Deal. Preston and South Ribble also have a greater affordable housing need.
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AGREEING THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE LHN

6.1

In this section of my evidence, I have detailed the process that by the three authorities have followed
to agree the distribution of local housing need in Central Lancashire as informed by the
recommendations of the final Central Lancashire Housing Study (CD 7.05). I consider this approach
to be reflective of the strong history of joint working between the three authorities and strong
justification as to why the standard method should not be applied on a single authority basis.

6.2

Published in October 2019, the draft Housing Study recommended that an appropriate distribution
of the local housing need for Central Lancashire would see 27.5% distributed to Chorley, 40% to
Preston and 32.5% to South Ribble. As I have set out in Section 4 of my evidence, the recommended
distribution of housing need was arrived at through a robust assessment, drawing on a range of
components summarised at paragraph 4.42 of my evidence.

6.3

The Housing Study anticipated that the recommended distribution would be agreed through an
updated MOU which would be signed by the three authorities. In response, the three authorities
developed a draft MOU and SOC. The draft MOU and SOC, as well as the draft Housing Study, was
subject to a period of public consultation which ran over a period of 7 weeks. The first consultation
was initially from 4th November 2019 to 15th November 2019; however, feedback suggested the
consultation period was too short. As a result, the consultation was re-opened from 9th December
2019 to 13th January 2020.

6.4

A report on the consultation responses was presented to Central Lancashire Strategic Planning
Advisory Committee on 28th January 2020 (CD7.24). Iceni contributed to reviewing and working with
the authorities to consider the consultation responses, and revised the Housing Study to take these
into account. A final version of the Central Lancashire Housing Study was published in March 2020.
This took account of the consultation responses.

6.5

Alongside this, necessary amendments were made to the draft MOU and SOCG before it was then
taken through the relevant delegation and Full Council approval processes for each local authority in
Central Lancashire.

6.6

The MOU and SOC was approved by Chorley Council on 25th February 2020, South Ribble Borough
Council on 26th February 2020, and Preston City Council on 17th April 2020. Following approval by
all three Central Lancashire Councils, the MOU became effective in April 2020. The MOU and SOC
(paragraph 8.1(a) – (e)) between the three authorities provides for formal agreement on:
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a) Use of the standard method formula to calculate the minimum number of homes needed in
Central Lancashire, in accordance with national policy, in replacement of the out-of-date
housing requirements set out in Policy 4 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy
b) Application of the recommended distribution of homes as evidenced by the Housing Study
which directs 27.5% of homes to Chorley, 32.5% to South Ribble and 40% to Preston
c) A commitment to review the distribution of homes no less than every three years or upon
adoption of a new Central Lancashire Local Plan
d) A commitment to produce a SOCG annually to update the minimum housing requirements
across Central Lancashire, in accordance with the agreed distribution, until the adoption of a
new Central Lancashire Local Plan; and
e) A commitment to co-operate in the performance and monitoring of the MOU generally and to
monitor housing completions and each Council’s respective five-year housing land supply
position against the requirements set out.

6.7

As set out, part (d) to the agreement contained within the MOU and SOC includes provision to
produce a SOCG to update the minimum housing requirements for each authority, in accordance
with the agreed distribution. As I have set out upfront, Paragraph 27 of the Framework is clear that
these are not just intended to be produced close to the submission or examination of a plan.

6.8

The PPG [2a-004] requires that local housing need using the standard method should be calculated
with the current year being used as the starting point from which to calculate household growth and
the most recent median workplace-based affordability ratios, published by the ONS, should be used.
In the intervening period of the MOU and SOC’s preparation, ONS released the latest median
workplace-based affordability ratios as of 2019 (published on 19th March 2020).

6.9

In response, a SOGC (CD 7.34) was prepared and signed by all three authorities on 13th May 2020
in order to update the minimum housing requirements across Central Lancashire as at 1 st April 2020.

6.10

The SOGC confirms that for the base date of 1st April 2020, by applying the recommended distribution
as agreed under part (d) of the agreement in the MOU and SOC, the housing requirement for Chorley
Borough is 278 dwellings per annum.

The housing requirements for all three authorities, as

confirmed in paragraph 2.5 of the SOCG, are shown in the Table below.
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Central Lancashire Local Housing Need as at 1st April 2020

Local Housing Need (Standard Method)
Recommended Distribution (%)
Local Housing Need (Distribution)
6.11

CBC

PCC

SRBC

Total

569

191

250

1,010

27.5%

40%

32.5%

100%

278

404

328

1,010

I consider important to highlight that the SOCG (paragraph 2.6) reaffirms the agreement and
commitment, in accordance with part (e) of the agreement in the MOU and SOC, that all three
authorities will monitor housing completions and each Council’s respective five-year housing land
supply position against the requirements set out in the Table above and at paragraph 2.5 of the
SOCG.

6.12

In summary, on the basis of the latest local housing need in Central Lancashire – as I have calculated
in Section 3 of my evidence - and in line with the recommendations on distribution as established
through the Housing Study, as formally agreed through the MOU and SOC, it is my core position that
the recommended distribution results in a local housing need of 1,010 dwellings per annum
distributed across the plan area as follows:

6.13

•

278 dwellings per annum in Chorley,

•

404 dwellings per annum in Preston; and

•

328 dwellings per annum in South Ribble.

The MOU and SOC is an agreed interim position between the three authorities which have a wellestablished history of joint working and decision-taking, evidenced by the extant Joint Core Strategy
and the work undertaken jointly since 2008, as set out in paragraphs 2.19 to 2.34 of my evidence.

6.14

The content of the MOU and SOC is based on the standard method and is distributed in accordance
with the evidence set out in the Housing Study and in line with the PPG [2a-013] on Housing and
Economic Development Needs Assessments in advance of the adoption of the new Local Plan.

6.15

The SOCG, which agrees the latest annual local housing need figures as redistributed by 8(d) of the
MOU and SOC, represents the current position on housing requirements for the purpose of decisiontaking in the interim period. This confirms a collective commitment to assess the five-year housing
land supply position against the housing requirement, which for Chorley is equal to 278 dwellings per
annum as at 1st April 2020.
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1.

Introduction

1.1

This Proof of Evidence has been prepared by Zoe Whiteside, Service Lead - Spatial
Planning, Chorley Council

1.2

I am a Licentiate Member of the Royal Institute of Planning, and a Chartered Member
of the Chartered Institute of Housing. I have a master’s degree in planning from the
University of Manchester.

1.3.

This evidence is provided on behalf of Chorley Borough Council in relation to the
appeal against the refusal to grant outline planning consent for up to 180 dwellings
with associated open space and landscaping with all matters to be reserved except
for site access.

1.4

I address, in whole or part, the matters of:
(a) Whether the Council can demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable
housing land against the housing requirement.

(b) Whether or not the most important policies of the development plan for
determining the appeal are out of date, having regard to the 5 year
housing land supply position and relevant national policy.

(c) Whether this, or any other material consideration, would justify the
development of safeguarded land at this time.
1.6.

This Proof of Evidence supports the reason for refusal and also provides an
assessment of the overall planning balance, reaching a conclusion whether planning
permission should be granted. My evidence refers to a number of supporting
evidence documents contained in the Core Documents for the inquiry. In this proof
they are referred to by reference number in the Core Documents List to assist the
Inspector’s appreciation of the case. The case will be discussed at the Public Inquiry
due to commence at 10am, 23rd June 2020
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2.0

The Site & Surrounding Context

2.1

The appeal site comprises 7.3 ha of open countryside land which is currently used for
agriculture. It is located on the eastern edge of Euxton to the south and east of
School Lane.

2.2

To the west of the site is the settlement of Euxton, the neighbouring development is a
ribbon of houses fronting School Lane. To the north the site is bounded by an
existing tree line, beyond which is a housing allocation in the Local Plan under
construction. To the south the site is bounded by a row of mature trees and
hedgerows with Valley Park beyond. The east of the site is bounded by Pear Tree
Lane; beyond this the countryside is designated as Green Belt.

Planning History
2.3

Planning permission was refused on 8th December 2016, for an outline planning
application (16/00489/OUTMAJ) at land at Pear Tree Lane, Euxton, Chorley,
Lancashire PR7 1DP (i.e. the application or appeal site), for up to 165 dwellings
(30% affordable), planting and landscaping, informal open space, children's play
area, surface water attenuation, two vehicular access points from School Lane and
associated ancillary works. All matters to be reserved with the exception of the main
site access.

2.4

An

Appeal

against

that

refusal

of

planning

permission

was

(APP/D2320/W/17/3173275) by decision letter dated 30th November 2017.

dismissed
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3.

The Proposed Development

3.1

Chorley Borough Council validated the planning application that is the subject of the
appeal on the 8th July 2019.

3.2

The application is an outline planning application for up to 180 dwellings of which
30% are proposed to be affordable. Access to the site is sought as part of this
application and would be from School Lane via two new priority junctions to the west
and north of the site. The outline plan includes for the provision of planting,
landscaping, public open space, children’s play area and surface water attenuation
with all the details to be considered at reserved matters stage.

3.3

Planning permission was refused by the Planning Committee which took place on the
12th November 2019 which was notified by a refusal notice issued 13th November
2019. It was refused for the following reason:

The proposed development would be located within an area of Safeguarded
Land as defined by the Chorley Local Plan 2012 – 2026. The Council has a
five year housing land supply as required by the National Planning Policy
Framework. The proposal therefore conflicts with Policy BNE3 of the Chorley
Local Plan 2012 – 2026. It is not considered that the material considerations
put forward in favour of the development are sufficient to outweigh the
presumption against it.
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Planning Policy
The Development Plan

4.1.

Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) requires that
this appeal must be determined in accordance with the provisions of the
Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

4.2.

For the purposes of this appeal the Development Plan compromises the adopted
Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012) and the adopted Chorley Local Plan 20122026.
Central Lancashire Core Strategy (CD7.14)

4.3.

The Central Lancashire Core Strategy was adopted in July 2012. It is a strategic
planning document that covers the three neighbouring authorities of Chorley, South
Ribble and Preston. The three authorities are a single Housing Market Area (HMA).

4.4.

Policy 4 of the Plan sets the following minimum requirements for housing
development across the Core Strategy area.

4.5.

•

Preston 507 dwellings pa

•

South Ribble 417 dwellings pa

•

Chorley 417 dwellings pa

Policy 7 of the Plan seeks to ensure sufficient affordable housing and special needs
housing is provided to meet housing needs. It sets a requirement of 30% affordable
housing on residential schemes within urban areas of 15 or more dwellings.

Chorley Local Plan (CD7.01)
4.6

The Chorley Local Plan (Site Allocations and Development Management Policies
DPD) was adopted in 2015. It post-dates the NPPF and is a Framework compliant
Plan. It forms the second limb of the Development Plan for Chorley and sets out the
detail of how the Core Strategy targets and aims will be delivered in Chorley. Euxton
is identified within the Plan as an Urban Local Service Centre.

4.7

Policy V2 establishes the Settlement Areas in the Borough. Within these areas there
is a presumption in favour of appropriate sustainable development, subject to
material planning considerations and the other policies of the Development Plan. It is
within these areas (and the strategic allocations) that the majority of development is
envisaged to take place.
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Policy HS1 identifies the housing allocations that have been made to meet the
requirements of the Core Strategy over the Plan period (5,755 dwellings). Policy HS1
allocates land for 5,607 dwellings; the remaining units will be delivered from existing
commitments and a small windfall allowance.

4.9

Polices HS4A and HS4B set the open space and playing pitch requirements that new
residential development must achieve.

4.10

Policy BNE3 identifies areas of land safeguarded for future development needs;
these areas can be seen on the policies map. These areas are defined in accordance
with paragraph 139 of the NPPF. They have been identified to ensure that the Green
Belt boundaries in the Local Plan are “long lasting” to meet longer term development
needs stretching well beyond the Plan period (CD7.01, paragraph 7.15). The appeal
site is covered by this designation.

4.11

Policy BNE8 affords protection and enhancement of heritage assets including listed
buildings and adheres to minimising the impact on heritage assets.

4.12.

Policy BNE9 biodiversity and nature conservation affords protection to designated
sites and species and sets a number of provisions to which new development should
adhere. These provisions include a net gain in biodiversity where possible, and
mitigation measures where necessary.

4.13.

Policy BNE10 seeks to avoid tree loss as part of new development and directs that
replacement planting will be required where losses are deemed necessary. The
policy also requires an associated maintenance scheme.

4.14.

Policy HW3 states that proposals to enhance the recreational value of the Valley
Parks at Yarrow Valley, Cuerden and Chapel Brook will be permitted if it can be
demonstrated that they would not detract from the amenity, recreational and wildlife
value of the Valley Parks.
Other Material considerations

4.15.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (CD12.01) is a key material
consideration. The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the
achievement of sustainable development. There are three overarching objectives,
which are interdependent and need to be pursued in mutually supportive ways (so
that opportunities can be taken to secure net gains across each of the different
objectives). There are three objectives to sustainable development set out at
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paragraph 8 and it is fundamental that development strikes the correct balance
between:
Environmental - the protection of our natural, built and historic environment.
Economic - the contribution to building a strong and competitive economy.
Social - supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities.
4.16.

Paragraph 10 of the NPPF states that so that sustainable development is pursued in
a positive way, at the heart of the Framework is a presumption in favour of
sustainable development (paragraph 11).

4.17

Paragraph 11 of the NPPF States for decision-taking this means:
c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan
without delay; or
d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are
most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting permission
unless:
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development
proposed6; or
ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.

Footnote 6 to paragraph 11 sets out examples of the type of policies that may
indicate development should be refused. Footnote 7 makes clear that the tilted
presumption in favour of sustainable development will apply where an LPA cannot
demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites.
4.18.

Paragraph 59 of the NPPF states the Government’s objective of significantly boosting
the supply of homes.

4.19

Paragraph 60 of the NPPF reinforces that requirements represent the minimum
number of homes needed.

4.20

Paragraph 73 of the NPPF requires LPAs to maintain a supply of deliverable sites
sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their housing
requirement set out in adopted strategies or against their local housing need where
the strategic policies are more than five years old. Footnote 37 states in
circumstances where strategic policies are more than five years old, five year
housing land supply should be calculated against Local Housing Need calculated
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using the Government standard methodology, unless those strategic policies have
been reviewed and found not to need updating.
4.21.

Of particular significance here, section 13 of the NPPF sets out the Government’s
policy on protecting Green Belt land. It begins by stating that “the government
attaches great importance to Green Belts”. The importance of the permanence of the
Green Belt is reiterated. Paragraph 139 explains that Local Authorities should, where
necessary identify in their plan’s areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban area
and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching well
beyond the plan period. It further states that Local Authorities “should make clear that
the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present time. Planning
permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should only be
granted following a Local Plan review which proposes the development”.

4.22

Section 16 of the NPPF sets out the importance of heritage assets, how these are an
“irreplaceable resource” and so should be preserved for future generations to come.
NPPF requires that “great weight be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more
important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether
any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial
harm to its significance”

.
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Whether the Council can demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable
housing land against the housing requirement.

5.1

The purpose of this section is to refer in particular to previous Inspector’s
observations in respect of MOU1, to describe the consultation undertaken in respect
of MOU2, and to expand on the significance of the distribution of housing within the
CL Housing Market Area from a planning point of view (paras. 5.10-15 & 5.21-24).
The remaining text is contextual and I defer to Leona Hannify and Katharine
Greenwood in respect of other and more detailed matters bearing on housing land
requirement and supply.

5.2

The relevant housing requirement is now to be identified in accordance with the
proper interpretation of NPPF [73] & footnote [37]. NPPF [73] provides so far as
relevant that:
‘73. … Local planning authorities should identify and update annually a
supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five
years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement set out in adopted
strategic policies, or against their local housing need where the strategic
policies are more than five years old37. The supply of specific deliverable
sites should in addition include a buffer …’ (underlining (‘u/l’) added)

Footnote [37] reads:
‘Unless these strategic policies have been reviewed and found not to require
updating. Where local housing need is used as the basis for assessing
whether a five-year supply of specific deliverable sites exists, it should be
calculated using the standard method set out in [NPPG].’ (u/l added)

5.3

The first sentence within footnote [37] is a critical qualification to the
second/alternative limb of the sentence within paragraph [73] to which it is attached.
This is a qualification which NPPG paragraph: 030 Ref ID: 3-030-20180913 reflects,
and to which NPPG paragraph 004 Ref ID: 2a-004-20190220 makes repeated
reference, lest its significance be overlooked.

5.4

The Core Strategy sets out strategic policy applying within Chorley, including Policy
4 (Housing Delivery). That policy concerns the housing requirements within Central
Lancashire and the distribution of provision to meet them across the three local
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planning authorities it comprises. The strategic rationale for collaborative planmaking is well-established.

5.5

The Core Strategy policies are more than five years old (adopted July 2012), and
Core Strategy Policy 4 no longer provides a satisfactory basis for the five year
housing land supply requirement. It has been superceded by the standard method.

5.6

The aggregate standard method housing requirement figure for Central Lancashire
equates to 1,010 dwellings per annum (provision of 18,180 dwellings over the period
2018 -2036), which is lower than the Core Strategy total requirement of 1,341
dwellings per annum. It is recognised the standard method requirement figure is a
minimum figure and the Central Lancashire authorities are proposing a redistribution
by the Central Lancashire Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Cooperation, April 2020 (CD7.23) following robust evidence from the Central Lancashire
Housing Study (CD7.05).

5.7

The Council has a five-year land supply (CD7.21) as covered by the Statement of
Common Ground 2 (CD 7.21). In accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF the
Council have identified in excess of 5 years supply of housing and there is an
additional buffer of 5%.

5.8

The three councils of Chorley, Preston and South Ribble entered into a Memorandum
of Understanding (hereafter referred to as MOU 1) (CD 7.22) in September 2017 and
this document provides clear evidence of the close working relationship between
these three authorities in plan-making, building on the extant Core Strategy and
committing to the preparation of a new single Central Lancashire Local Plan, which is
now in progress.

5.9

The MOU1 records the continuing agreement upon an appropriate spatial distribution
of future residential development across the Housing Market Area (HMA) whose
sustainability was tested through the Core Strategy examination process. That
distribution which reflects Policy 4 of Core Strategy (Table 4, page 71) (and exceeds
the Standard Housing Method aggregated across the HMA).

5.10

MOU1

reflects the single HMA across Central Lancashire and is a policy-on

response to the findings of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA
published in 2017) which concluded that: ‘the spatial distribution of need within the
HMA varies depending on judgements made on projections. There has been a
historical over-delivery of homes in Chorley relative to housing requirement policies,
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compared to an under-delivery in Preston and South Ribble’ (CD7.25, para 11.28
page 190).

5.11

The appeal decision (Land off Sandy Gate Lane, Broughton, Preston, Ref:
APP/N2345/W/17/3179105) concluded that MOU1:
“is effectively a joint declaration of intent as to how the Councils will for the
time being distribute new housing between and across their respective and
combined areas” (CD10.02, Paragraph 44 page 8).

5.12

The appeal decision (Keyfold Farm, 430 Garstang Road, Broughton, Preston Ref:
APP/N235/W/17/3179177, CD10.03, paragraph 55, page 10) concluded:
“…the Memorandum of Understanding is clear in specifically agreeing that
the adopted development plan is currently the proper basis for
determining the housing requirement within the individual local planning
authority areas”.

5.13

Following the publication of the draft Iceni Central Lancashire Housing Needs Study
in October 2019, the Central Lancashire authorities consulted on the Memorandum
of Understanding and the Statement of Co-operation (Relating to the Provision and
Distribution of Housing Land- hereafter referred to as MOU2). The Central
Lancashire Authorities consulted on the MOU2 over a period of 7 weeks. The first
consultation was between 4th November 2019 and 15th November 2019 (two full
calendar weeks, 10 working days). Feedback from this initial consultation suggested
the consultation period was too short. These comments were taken on board and
the consultation was re-opened between 9th December 2019 and 13th January 2020
(five calendar weeks, 22 working days).

5.14

The consultation was publicised on the Central Lancashire Local Plan website and
on the websites of the three Central Lancashire authorities. The following
stakeholders were consulted for both consultations:
•

Developers and agents (as registered on the Central Lancashire
Developer Forum mailing list).

5.15

•

All Parish Councils within Preston, South Ribble and Chorley.

•

All Elected Members within Preston, South Ribble and Chorley.

•

All County Councillors representing Preston, South Ribble and Chorley.

A total of 37 responses were received to the consultation on the MOU2 and these
matters are addressed in the evidence of Leona Hannify.
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of the Central Lancashire Housing

Needs Study the Memorandum of Understanding (CD7.23) was approved by
Chorley Council on Tuesday 25th February 2020, South Ribble Borough Council on
Wednesday 26th February 2020 and Preston City Council (Leader taking Executive
Decisions during the Covid-19 Outbreak) on Friday 17th April 2020.

5.17

Following the release of the median work-place based affordability ratios in March
2020 and applying these to the formula as set out in Planning Practise Guidance
(Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 2a-006-20190220), the aggregate Central Lancashire
minimum annual local housing need figure was at April 2020 is therefore equal to
1,010 dwellings.

5.18

In May 2020, the three Councils have approved an addendum to MOU2, entitled
Joint Memorandum of Understanding & Statement of Co-operation Relating to the
Provision and Distribution of Housing Land: Statement of Common Ground
(Hereafter referred to as MOU2 Statement of Common Ground (CD 7.34).

5.19

As at 1st April 2020, the application of the agreed distribution ration to this aggregate
figure results in the following requisite minimum housing requirements for each
Central Lancashire authority:

5.20

Preston:

404 dwellings pa

South Ribble:

328 dwellings pa

Chorley:

278 dwellings pa

Total:

1,010 dwellings pa

Preston City and South Ribble and Chorley Borough Councils recognise that their
combined area functions as one integrated local economy and travel to work area, as
well as a single Housing Market Area, with self-containment for commuting of 71-74%
and for migration of 82-83% (CD7.25, SHMA 2017, Section 2).

5.21

There has been no change in Planning Practice Guidance regarding how housing
market areas are defined between the publication of the SHMA in 2017. The Central
Lancashire Housing Study (CD7.05, paragraph 2.5)

concludes that the SHMA

definition of the Central Lancashire HMA as comprising Preston, Chorley and South
Ribble remains appropriate.
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Annual dwelling completions in Chorley Borough have in the past exceeded the rate
envisaged within Core Strategy Policy 4, whereas those in Preston City and South
Ribble Borough have fallen substantially short. For this and other reasons
Government has entered into a City Deal with these authorities and Lancashire
County Council.

5.23

The absence of a strategic approach to the distribution of housing distribution and
would be inconsistent with this evidence-led, government supported approach and
has the potential to frustrate the objectives of the City Deal, which are intended to
deliver sustainable growth and contribute to a balanced housing market.

5.24

Any change in the distribution of both housing and employment land allocation needs
to be supported by robust evidence and subject to full and proper assessment and
consultation, with a full consideration of the infrastructure required to ensure
sustainability and compliance with NPPF. It is not for Chorley Council to simply adopt
a higher figure outside of a full and NPPF compliant review of the Central Lancashire
Local Development Plan which is now underway and will include a review of the Core
Strategy Policy 4 (Housing Delivery) CD7.14, page 71).

5.25 A strategic, evidence-led approach to an appropriate distribution of housing across
Central Lancashire culminating in the adoption of MOU2, negated the need for
Chorley to consider a request to Preston and South Ribble Councils to address
unmet need deriving from the standard methodology applied to Chorley unabated.
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6.0 Whether or not the most important policies of the development plan for
determining the appeal are out of date, having regard to the year housing
land supply position and relevant national policy
Relevant National Policy
6.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) requires that this
appeal must be determined in accordance with the provisions of the Development Plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The Statement of Common Ground
agreed between the parties refers to a number of development plan policies, and it is
clearly the case that the development plan falls to be applied as a whole. The most
important policy amongst these, however, is – as in the previous appeal – Policy BNE3,
and I have therefore focussed on whether that policy in particular is out of date.

6.2 Paragraph 11 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable
development which means that for decision taking, stating “Approving development
proposals that accord with the development plan without delay or where policies which
are most important for determining the application are out of date , granting permission
unless:
i)the application of policies in this framework that protect areas or assets of particular
importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed ; or

ii) any adverse impacts of doing so would so significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole”.
6.3 Foot note 7 of the NPPF states that for applications for housing, this includes “Situations
where the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable
housing sites (with the appropriate buffer as set out in paragraph 73) ;or where the
Housing Delivery Test indicates that the delivery of housing was substantially below (less
than 75% of) the housing requirement over the previous three years”.

6.4 The Council is able to demonstrate a five year housing land supply therefore it is
considered therefore that the Development Plan policies in respect of housing are not
"out of date" in that regard. Neither is its most important component otherwise out-ofdate.
6.5 Paragraph 139 of NPPF states that local planning authorities should “where necessary,
identify areas of safeguarded land between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order
to meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period” and
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“make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present
time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should
only be granted following an update to a plan, which proposes the development”.
6.6 Policy BNE3 of the Chorley Local Plan is compliant with paragraph 139. It is the
principle of not developing this site within the plan period that is therefore established by
the development plan; and consideration must therefore be given to whether there are
any other material considerations that would outweigh the significant weight to be
afforded to the development plan and the consequences of its breach.

6.7 Policy BNE3, and the other strategic housing polices V2 and HS1 set the spatial
strategy for housing in the Borough for the period 2012 - 2026. Housing growth is
directed towards urban areas and a number of sites allocated in line with Core Strategy
Policy 1 (Locating Growth). This development proposal located outside the settlement
boundary of Euxton and in an area of safeguarded land is in clear breach of this strategy
(CD7.01, Map 9).

6.8 Policy BNE3 is a restraint policy and states that development other than that permissible
in the Green Belt or Area of Other Open Countryside (CD7.01, Policy BNE2, page 46)
will not be permitted on Safeguarded Land. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy
BNE3.
6.9 The Inspector for the 2017 Pear Tree Lane appeal afforded “ Very substantial weight to
the conflict with the development plan in the planning balance”.

6.10

The appeal site was designated as Green Belt in the 1993 Lancashire Structure

Plan. It was removed from the Green Belt designation and reallocated as Safeguarded
Land along with a number of other sites in the 1997 Chorley Borough Local Plan under
the Safeguarded Land policy (Policy C3) (CD 7.36)). In the Chorley Borough Local Plan
Review in 2003 the appeal site was again designated as Safeguarded Land under Policy
DC3.
6.11

The areas of Safeguarded Land covered by Policy DC3 were reviewed as part of the

current Local Plan process which started in 2010. The review included a sustainability
assessment, and consultation with Lancashire County Council and United Utilities. In
order to meet Chorley’s housing, employment and open space requirements in the
Chorley Local Plan 2015, safeguarded sites that were considered the most suitable,
specifically those that were natural extensions to existing settlements, and proved most
viable in terms of highways access and the characteristics of the site were allocated. The
remaining Safeguarded Land was retained as Safeguarded Land under Policy BNE3, a
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restraint policy to provide for potential future development needs beyond the Plan period
(i.e. after 2026).

6.12

Policy BNE3 (page 47) is in full accordance with the NPPF which confirms that:

“Safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present time. Planning
permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should only be granted
following a Local Plan review which proposed the development” (para 139). It is
considered that full weight should be attached to Local Plan Policy BNE3. When the
Local Plan was adopted it was envisaged that Safeguarded Land would be protected
until 2026.
6.13

There has, importantly, been no material change in respect of safeguarding policy

from the date of the previous appeal decision (CD10.01, Land at Pear Tree Lane,
Euxton, Chorley, APP/D2320/W/17/3173275). The exclusion of safeguarded land from
footnote 6 of the NPPF does not result in any material change bearing in mind that the
tilted balance was not applied in the previous appeal decision in any event.

6.14

It remains that as the Inspector found previously, the proposal would “Quite clearly

fail to comply with the core principle of the Framework that planning be genuinely planled’ (CD12.01, paragraph 39). Very substantial weight therefore continues to attach to
the conflict with the development plan and the NPPF combined in the planning balance.

6.15

The appellant’s Statement of Case suggests that Policy BNE3 is a policy for the

supply of housing ( para 8.1.2), as the Council is unable to demonstrate a five year
housing land supply and in that context, land which has been taken out of the Green Belt
and safeguarded for the provision of housing in the future, and which is proposed as an
emerging housing allocation, is eminently an appropriate location for development to
make up the shortfall in land supply. It is suggested by the appellant to be more
appropriate than an ordinary greenfield site which has not been earmarked in this way.

6.16

BNE3 is a not a policy for the supply of housing. The development of safeguarded

land is a clear-cut breach of development plan policy aimed at safeguarding the Green
Belt (a policy, which is itself clearly up-to-date). Significant weight therefore attaches to
that policy and the proposed breach of it.The grant of planning permission now, prior to
the conclusion of the preparation of the new Central Lancashire Local Plan, would also
be contrary to paragraph 139 of the NPPF, to which breach significant weight also
attaches. Policy BNE3 (CD7.01 page 47) is in accordance with paragraph 139 of the
Framework which states that local planning authorities should:
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c) “where necessary, identify areas of safeguarded land between the urban area and the
Green Belt, in order to meet longer term development needs stretching well beyond the
plan period” and:
d) “make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present
time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should only
be granted following an update to a plan which proposes the development” and is therefore
up-to-date.

6.17

Land is allocated as such to ensure that Green Belt boundaries last for a long time.

It is protected from development until a time in the future which it might be required to
serve development needs. The main purpose of designating Safeguarded Land in
Chorley is to ensure that the inner boundary of the Green Belt will endure in the long
term rather than act as a land bank for future development. Designating land as
safeguarded does not mean that its development is inevitable in the long term.

6.18

Retaining this land for future development needs at this time is consistent with the

purposes of designating the site as safeguarded land within the Local Plan, in
accordance with the NPPF.
6.19

In relation to Safeguarded Land, the Inspector for the appeal Land at Pear Tree

Lane, Chorley, recorded in their decision notice at paragraphs 37 and 38, page 9) :
“Safeguarded land is land which is likely to be suitable for development in the
long term, which for strategic purposes is considered unsuitable for
development within the plan period or short term. As such, I am conscious
that the purpose of safeguarded sites is to indicate the long- term direction of
development as a means of ensuring the protection of the Green Belt in the
short and medium term. Their retention for that purpose, albeit not
permanently, therefore has an important strategic role. In assessing the harm
that would arise from the release of the site I accept that the potential for
release beyond the plan period indicates that it is appropriate to judge the
harm that would arise from release now, against that arising from
development at a future date. I also take into account that the harm arising to
the objectives of policy from the release of safeguarded sites will be less than
that which would arise from the release of Green Belt, which is intended to
be permanent.
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Nevertheless, the specific identification of such sites as being safeguarded at
this time elevates the importance of their protection above that of other open
countryside during the plan period. Indeed Paragraph 85 of the Framework
explicitly states that planning permission for the permanent development of
safeguarded land should only be granted following a local plan review which
proposes the development” (APP/D2320/W/17/3173275) (underlining
added).
6.20

The Inspector for the previous appeal decision also states in paragraph 3:
“…… Nonetheless, the release of the site within the plan period, when the
Framework explicitly directs otherwise, would quite clearly fail to comply with
the core principle of the Framework that planning be genuinely plan-led. I
therefore attribute very substantial weight to the conflict with the development
plan and the NPPF combined in the planning balance”. The restrictive nature
of BNE3 was fully considered by the Inspector of the Chorley Local Plan
(CD7.26) who considered safeguarded land in detail finding that:
“these sites serve an important planning purpose of ensuring the longevity of
the Green Belt boundaries”.

6.21

It is clear from the Inspector’s Report that representations were made to the Local
Plan Examination which supported the view that the proposed policy would be too
restrictive (particularly in light of a shortfall in housing supply) and that the policy
should be amended. The Inspector notes at paragraph 168 of her report:
“The policy [BNE3] has been criticised for being inflexible by not permitting
the early release of safeguarded land, for contingency, if needed to ensure
an adequate housing land supply during this Plan period.

However, as I have concluded in Issues 3 and 5, the Plan provides an
adequate supply of housing and employment land. Furthermore, providing
early release flexibility within Policy BNE3 would be inconsistent with
paragraph 85 of the Framework, and would make the policy unsound”.

6.22

For the purposes of this appeal, it is appropriate to compare and contrast an
changes which have occurred in national policy relevant to this case because if
there have been no material changes in relevant national policy, then there can
be no basis on which to suggest that the outcome of the particular application to
those relevant national policies should be any different to the findings of the
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Inspector in the previous appeal in 2017. (NPPF) published 27th March 2012
states “Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. The National Planning Policy Framework
must be taken into account in the preparation of local and neighbourhood plans
and is a material consideration in planning decisions”.
Paragraph 85 of the 2012 the NPPF confirms that: ‘Safeguarded land is not
allocated for development at the present time. Planning permission for the
permanent development of safeguarded land should only be granted following a
Local Plan review which proposes the development” .
6.23

Section 139 of the extant NPPF states that when defining Green Belt boundaries,

plans should “Make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at
the present time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded
land should only be granted following an update to a plan which proposes the
development”.

Harm

6.24

Although the Council does not consider that the impact on the character and

appearance of the area and local highway network merit reasons for refusal,
development of the site will clearly impact upon both. The relative performance of this
and other safeguarded sites in these and other respects (including sustainability more
generally) should properly form part of the Local Plan review process. The assessment
should not be carried out piecemeal through the development management process.

6.25

As can be seen from the Euxton Inset Map (CD7.01, Map 9) there is little land

outside of the Green Belt surrounding Euxton. Releasing and developing on this
safeguarded land now, outside of the Local Plan process, could lead to increased
pressure being placed on Green Belt land surrounding Euxton either within the Plan
period or at the next Local Plan review.

6.26

The proposal would result in the irreversible loss of a safeguarded green field site

not required to meet current housing needs at this point in time. This loss weighs heavily
against the proposal and is contrary to the prudent use of land and resources in an area
where much of the Borough is designated Green Belt. The NPPF is clear that
safeguarded land is not for development at the present time (i.e. within the Plan period)
and planning permission should only be granted following a Local Plan review.
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Two High Court cases of relevance concern legal challenges by the Appellant to two

appeal decisions made by Planning Inspectors relating to the interpretation of paragraph
11(d)(ii) of the NPPF. The principal question for the court was “Does that policy require
as the Claimant submits, the ‘tilted balance’ to be struck without taking into account
policies of the development plan, leaving those matters to be weighed separately under
s.38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004?” The Recent High Court
Case – Gladman Development Ltd v SSHCLG & Corby BC; & Uttlesford DC (2020)
EWHC 518 (Admin).
6.28

The appellant argued that it was a misinterpretation of the tilted balance in paragraph

11(d)(ii) of the NPPF to have any regard to the development plan or its policies when
answering the paragraph 11(d)(ii) question – whether any adverse impacts of granting
planning permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of doing
so, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole.
6.29

NPPF paragraph 10 states “So that sustainable development is pursued in a positive

way, at the heart of the Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable
development (paragraph 11).
6.30

NPPF paragraph 11 says:
“For decision-taking this means:
c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development
plan without delay; or
d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are
most important for determining the application are out-of-date7, granting
permission unless:
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development
proposed6; or
ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken
as a whole

6.31

Footnote 6 referenced in paragraph 11d) i) above provides:
“The policies referred to are those in this Framework (rather than those in
development plans) relating to: habitats sites (and those sites listed in paragraph
176) and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as
Green Belt, Local Green Space, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, a National
Park (or within the Broads Authority) or defined as Heritage Coast; irreplaceable
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habitats; designated heritage assets (and other heritage assets of archaeological
interest referred to in footnote 63); and areas at risk of flooding or coastal change”.

Mr Justice Holgate decided that paragraph 11(d)(ii) did not require development plan
provisions to be excluded from consideration and that decision-makers may take
them into account when conducting the tilted balance exercise. Mr Justice Holgate
concluded that paragraph 11(d)(ii) did not exclude consideration of development plan
policies in the tilted balance.

6.32

It was made clear that decision-makers may conclude that development plan policies
should be given substantial or even full weight.

6.33

Mr Justice Holgate also accepted the Secretary of State’s submission that there was

no legal justification for requiring the tilted balance in paragraph 11(d)(ii) and the s38(6)
PCPA 2004 balance to be applied in two separate stages in sequence. There is nothing
in the operation of the two presumptions which requires them to be applied separately in
two stages. The Judge concluded that it was permissible for a decision-maker, having
assembled all the relevant material, to undertake the two balances together or
separately. He commented that the position is no different in substance if the decisionmaker applies an overall judgement to all relevant considerations which takes into
account the presumptions in both paragraph 11(d)(ii) and s38(6).

6.34

It is clear from Mr Justice Holgate that the tilted balance does not oust or trump the

proper application of Section 38(6).
6.35

Section 13 of the NPPF states that “The Government attaches great importance to

Green Belts”. This chapter of NPPF sets out the framework against which, Green Belt
should be maintained with changes in only exceptional circumstances and even then,
those must be set out in strategic policies.
6.36

Section 138 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to achieve the following

objectives when defining Green Belt objectives:
[c]“where necessary, identify areas of safeguarded land between the urban area and
the Green Belt , in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching well
beyond the plan period” and
[d] “make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the
present time. Planning permission for the permanent development of
safeguarded land should only be granted following an update to a plan which
proposes the development”.

Agenda Page 1445

7.0

Agenda Item 4b

Whether this, or any other material consideration, would justify the
development of safeguarded land at this time

7.1

Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 provides that, in dealing with
proposals for planning permission, regard must be had to the provisions of the
development plan, so far as material to the application, and to any other material
considerations. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
provides that if regard is to be had to the development plan for any determination
then that determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. Material considerations, such as the benefits of
the scheme, are capable of outweighing the harm arising from conflict with a
development plan. To be able to undertake such a balance, the weight which should
be attributed to a breach of the policy needs to be determined.

7.2

Policy BNE3 of the Chorley Local Plan is clear; there is to be no development of
designated safeguarded land within the Plan period. The grant of planning
permission would result in serious harm - first and foremost, and as previously found
– to the permanence of the Green Belt boundary in the Borough.

7.3

In accordance with Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
(2004), this proposal being contrary to the provisions of the Development Plan,
should be refused and the appeal respectfully dismissed unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. Material considerations are considered in detail
below.

The Emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan
7.4

The assessment of Safeguarded Land is being undertaken as part of a
comprehensive review of the Central Lancashire Local Plan. This assessment
process will ensure that the most suitable areas of Safeguarded Land are released if
required and brought forward for development where appropriate, thereby minimising
harm to Green Belt Boundaries. Granting planning permission on safeguarded land
outside that process means that the opportunity is not taken to ensure that the
decisions taken are least harmful. There is a total of 11 Safeguarded Land sites
designated in the Chorley Local Plan (which includes the appeal site and adjacent
area forming site BNE3.9 (CD7.01) Policies Map 1, Chorley Borough). The
assessment should not be carried out ad-hoc through the development management
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process, rather as part of a holistic Strategic Housing Economic Land Availability
Assessment and sustainability appraisal process.

7.5

The new Local Plan will cover the whole single housing market area. Once adopted,
the Local Plan will guide the future growth and development in the Central Lancashire
area and replace the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (adopted in 2012) and the
Local Plans/Site Allocations and Development Management Policies of the three
Central Lancashire Authorities (all adopted 2015). To date, three call for sites
exercises have been undertaken, and consultation on an Issues & Options version of
the plan ended on 14th February 2020.

7.6

The appeal site is identified as a potential allocation for housing in the Issues and
Options draft of the plan (CD 7.02, Annex 1 – Site Suggestions Proposed by Chorley,
SHELAA reference 19C264x). The appeal site of 7.34 hectares forms part of a larger
designated Safeguarded Land site totalling 16.6 hectares (Chorley Local Plan, Policy
BNE3.9). An area of 11.57 hectares (including the appeal site) has been proposed
for the designation as housing referenced as Annex 1, 19C264x with Plan (Site
Suggestions Proposed by Chorley, page 16).

7.7

The remainder of the Safeguarded Land designation (Chorley Local Plan, Policy
BNE3.9, has not been proposed for a use in Annex 1 (Site Suggestions Proposed by
Chorley)) so in principle would remain as Safeguarded Land protected by a Valley
Park designation (CD7.01 Policy HW3, Valley Parks, page 59 and Euxton Inset Map
9 known as Chapel Brook). This area is also protected by Chorley Local Plan Policy
HW2 (Protection of Existing Open Space, Sport and Recreational Facilities (CD7.01,
page 59 and Euxton Inset Map 9).

7.8

All sites submitted as part of the Call for Sites exercises have been considered by
Chorley Council. However, it is important to note that detailed assessments including
flood risk, impact on the local environment and cumulative infrastructure
requirements including strategic school provision, transport

and health provision

have not yet been finalised. Duty to Cooperate engagement has commenced with a
number of partners including Lancashire County Council as the education authority,
and the NHS on infrastructure requirements in the Borough. These infrastructure
requirements are still to be planned for, and locations identified within the available
land allocations and consulted on at the Preferred Options stage.

7.9

The Preferred Options consultation (Central Lancashire Local Plan) is anticipated to
take place during Summer 2021, with submission to the Planning Inspectorate
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anticipated in early 2023, with adoption scheduled for December 2023 as approved in
the Central Lancashire Local Development Scheme (January 2020 - January 2023)
(CD 7.35) ).
Other Impacts
7.10

The appeal proposal would result, as previously, in additional adverse impacts in
respect of heritage assets and the character and appearance of the area (CD10.01,
paragraphs

51-57,

Land

at

Pear

Tree

Lane,

Euxton,

Chorley,

APP/D2320/W/17/3173275).

7.11

The appeal proposal would cause less than substantial harm to the setting of
Houghton House by way of the development of previously undeveloped land formerly
related to its agricultural use, and great weight attaches to it in accordance with
NPPF paragraph 193.

7.12

The

replacement of an open field with residential development would have an

adverse impact on the character and appearance of the site and its immediate
surrounds that would not be entirely mitigated.

7.13

The introduction of a new residential development would result in permanent, albeit
localised, changes in the landscape. The character of the landscape of the site would
be altered from a pastoral one to an urban one comprising residential development
with open space.

7.14

In relation to Landscape and Visual impact the impact is considered to be minor to
moderate adverse.

7.15

The application site is dominated by relatively species-poor improved agricultural
grassland that is not of substantive ecological value, although there are habitats on
the site and very close to the site that have local value for wildlife, including
hedgerows, trees, woodland and wetlands (stream course) and therefore there is
residual harm from the proposed development.

7.16

The development of the site would inevitably reduce the open-ness of the site and this
could affect species movement; the large areas of grassland that would be lost to the
scheme are not without any value for wildlife.

Benefits
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It is important to consider the proposal in the round. In accordance with Section 38(6)
the decision maker should consider if there are material considerations that indicate
that the development should go ahead despite being contrary to policy.

Social
7.14

The

appellant

has

identified

several

planning

benefits

of

the

proposed

development. The provision of housing is of benefit, however, in the context of a
Council which can demonstrate a five year supply of housing land and a proven track
record of delivery, this attracts limited weight.

7.15

The provision of up to 126 market homes could contribute to the Local Planning
Authority’s stock of affordable housing. However only limited weight should be
attached to such a benefit. Any residential development in Euxton which delivered
through the Core Strategy and adopted Chorley Local Plan process would deliver
30% affordable housing. The appeal scheme is to deliver 54 affordable dwellings
however, this is not in excess of what is required by Core Strategy Policy 7 (CD7.14,
page 78) which sets out the approach to the delivery of affordable and special needs
housing.

7.16

The Council considers, moreover, that sufficient land has been allocated for housing
in Euxton in the Local Plan in accordance with Core Strategy Policies 1 and 4 (pages
50-51 and page 71) and has granted four permissions in Euxton on allocated sites.
These include site HS1.40 planning permission granted for 51 affordable dwellings
and site HS1.42 planning permission granted for 36 affordable dwellings. The
identified housing need is currently being met through the existing housing allocations
and windfall sites including policy requirements for affordable housing. Therefore,
there is no need for this development to come forward for affordable housing to be
provided.

7.17

The appellant suggests the provision of up to 54 affordable dwellings is a benefit.
Appendix One: Table of Affordable Housing delivery 2019/20 illustrates the
successful delivery of affordable homes in Chorley. Of these, 11 units are located in
Euxton and a further 23 homes at Parcel H1b(ii), Group 1 which is at Buckshaw
Village which is directly adjacent to the Euxton boundary and a very short distance
away from the appeal site. Looking ahead, there are further

units of affordable

homes in Euxton to come forward including Dunrobin Drive, Greenside and Pear
Tree Lane/Euxton Lane totalling 122 homes.
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Therefore, there is ample supply for affordable homes and there is a risk that if
affordable homes are brought forward too early in heavy concentration, that the
supply will be too saturated at one time and demand will not come from the local
communities. This is important because notwithstanding the Council’s duties under
Part 6 Housing Act 1996 as Amended by Homelessness Act 2002, in order to
achieve sustainable communities, it is essential that a steady supply of affordable
homes, spread across the borough, is achieved to offer opportunity to newly forming
households with a desire to remain in their community. As at 1st April 2020, the total
number of households on the Council's Housing Register was 655 and of those, 180
have selected Euxton as one of their areas of choice (not necessarily their only area
as this is a Choice Based Lettings scheme where customers proactively select
homes they wish to be considered for as opposed to being nominated or directly
allocated).

7.19

124 of the 180 applicants have an established local connection to the wider Chorley
borough (if an additional local lettings policy were to be used by the social landlords,
the landlord would be responsible for establishing any additional local connection to
that specific area of the borough as comprehensive details in regards to local
connection are not stored under our Choice Based Lettings system). Out of the 124,
17 of the households currently reside in Euxton so would have a local connection
based on residence. The 107 households who currently do not live in Euxton may
still have a local connection through family, employment or previous residence but
this information is not available and would be something that would be checked by
the social landlords at the point of offer.

7.20 To develop the site now would be premature and place further pressure on future land
supply. In order to inform future housing need including types and tenures, there is an
emerging suite of evidence which will support a robust local plan for the next 15 -20
years. There is no need to deliver this site now rather, it should await the evaluation
and outcome of the Central Lancashire Local Plan Review process. Accordingly, this
is not a material consideration which justifies the early release of this site.

7.21

The appellant has advised the Council that there is a proposal to provide a number of
self-build plots on the appeal site. The Chorley Custom and Self Build Register
(March 2020) shows 9 individuals who want a self-build plot. Of these 9, 3 individuals
have indicated a preference for a number of areas including Euxton. The Council
commenced the register on 1 April 2016 and had one individual on the register at the
base date of 20 October 2016. There are currently 2 sites with planning permission
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for self-build plots in the Euxton area, totalling a maximum of 20 plots, with 14 plots
so far as confirmed as self- build. The details of which are outlined below:

Erection of up to 12 detached self-build houses with double garages and associated
infrastructure (Ref No 16/00633/OUTMAJ and subsequent reserved matters) at
Gleadhill House Stud, Gleadhill House, Dawbers Lane, Euxton, Chorley. Ten of the
12 plots have been granted self-build exemption (the other 2 plots have paid CIL in
full). Of the 12 plots, 10 are completed. 10 dwellings have been granted self-build
exemption; the other 2 plots have paid CIL in full.

Erection of 8 self-build dwellings at Euxton Mill, Dawbers Lane, Euxton (Ref No
16/00633/OUTMAJ and subsequent reserved matters). Of the 8 plots, 4 have
currently been given self-build exemption (this figure includes a plot which is 2
original plots combined). Of these 4

plots, 1 is under construction, 1 has no

permission and the remaining plots have not started.

7.22

Therefore, it is considered that limited weight be afforded to this benefit.

7.23

The development proposal includes 2.25ha of formal and informal open space
(over

30% of the gross site outline application area) including provision of a

Local Equipped Area of Play The proposals provide for new formal and informal open
space, including provision of new recreation and play space. These features will be
accessible to new residents and the wider community. The provision of green
infrastructure, open space and recreation facilities will be of moderate benefit
however the provision of green infrastructure and open space is a policy requirement
(HS4A) rather than a benefit of the proposal.

7.24

Other suggested highways and public access benefits (listed below) are suitable
provision to ensure highways and to mitigate the impact of the proposals and
therefore should be afforded no material weight:
•

provision of a continuous footway link on School Lane between the site
access road and existing footway termination point to the west of the site

•

Provision of a footway link between the new School Lane footway and
the PROW that passes through the Rowland Homes site

•

Introduction of a pedestrian improvement scheme on Pear Tree Lane
between School Lane and Euxton Lane, including c. 125m of footway

•

Introduction of traffic calming features on Pear Tree Lane and School
Lane
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Introduction of street lighting on School Lane (along the northern site
boundary) and Pear Tree Lane

•

Extension of the 20mph speed limit along the full length of School Lane,
the site access road and Pear Tree Lane (to the north of School Lane)

•

Widening of Pear Tree Lane at the junction with Euxton Lane

•

Introduction of a pedestrian island on Euxton Lane to assist pedestrian
crossing movements

Environmental

7.25

Provision of on-site Sustainable Drainage System to provide a betterment in surface
water runoff from the site carries moderate weight.

7.26

The proposals are likely to result in a net gain in biodiversity, this carries moderate
weight.
Economic

7.27

The economic benefits of the proposal carry little weight in justifying development of
safeguarded land because they are generic and arise equally (pro rata) from the
development of land that is not safeguarded. So, the proposals are likely to result in
increased spend in the local area, this carries moderate weight.

7.28 The proposals also have a number of temporary benefits associated with the
construction phase such as employment opportunities, indirect spend and new
homes bonus funding. Due to their temporary nature these attract limited weight.

7.29

The Council does not regard increased council tax receipts as a benefit of the
development as this is essential to cover the increased demand for Council services
that the development would generate.
Sustainable Development

7.30

The Council considers that does not constitute sustainable development in
accordance with the NPPF (paragraph 8, page 5).

7.31

There are no evident economic benefits that this development would provide that
would not be generated by the residential development of land that is not
safeguarded. It is not allocated for housing in the development plan and therefore
such growth has not been accounted for in plan-making including the developing the
supporting evidence for future strategic infrastructure such as transport, education
and training, open space and recreation, and, employment and skills.
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This development is not currently planned for and as such, is contrary to limb (b) of
NPPF paragraph 8, as the Council has demonstrated that delivery of the
development plan objectives for housing are being met, with housing delivery
consistently meeting development plan requirements. This track record of delivery
demonstrates an effective plan-led approach which is informed by full and proper
evidence gathering and, a process of engagement and test of soundness which led
to the adoption of a local development plan. To deviate from such a plan-led system
which is fully transparent to local communities, undermines both the Green Belt and
that process, and can disrupt the cohesion of those local communities - placing
unplanned pressures on infrastructure (including but not exclusive to primary schools
and public transport).
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8.

Conclusions & The Planning Balance

8.1

Paragraph 11 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable
development which is at the heart of the NPPF. It also provides two alternatives to
the decision-making process, both of which are worded positively.

8.2

Paragraph 11c) requires decision makers to ““[approve] development proposals that
accord with an up-to-date development plan without delay”.

8.3

Given the evidence of a five year housing land supply, and an up to date
Development Plan, there is no requirement to do other than determine this
application in accordance with the Development Plan as required by Section 38(6) of
the PCPA 2004. There are no other material considerations that would indicate
otherwise.

8.4

NPPF paragraph 11d) states “where there are no relevant development plan policies,
or the polices which are most important for determining the application are out of
date, granting planning permission unless:
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development
proposed6; or
ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole”
Footnote 6 to paragraph 11 sets out examples of the type of policies that may
indicate development should be refused. Footnote 7 makes clear that the tilted
presumption in favour of sustainable development will apply where an LPA cannot
demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites.

8.5

It is my view that given the position set out at above, footnote 7 of paragraph
[11(d)(ii)]

not engaged. Chorley Borough Council can demonstrate a five year

housing land supply and the ‘tilted’ balance within NPPF [11(d)(ii)] does not apply.
Even if the Council could not demonstrate a five year housing land supply, I consider
that there are specific policies that would indicate development should be restricted.
Policy BNE3 is plainly a restrictive policy and full weight should be attached to it
regardless of the Council’s housing land supply position.
8.5

The proposal would result in the irreversible loss of a safeguarded green field site not
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required to meet current housing needs now. This loss weighs heavily against the
proposal and is contrary to the prudent use of land and resources in an area where
much of the Borough is designated Green Belt. The NPPF is clear that safeguarded
land is not for development at the present time (i.e. within the Plan period) and
planning permission should only be granted following a Local Plan review. The
conflict with the adopted Local Plan weighs heavily against the proposal in the
planning balance.

8.6

It is accepted that there are some benefits which weigh in favour of the scheme. The
provision of housing is of some benefit. However, Chorley has an adequate supply
of housing land and as such does not require additional sites to be developed. The
provision of affordable housing weighs heavily in favour of the proposal.

8.7

The development would provide construction jobs during the construction phase,
though these would be temporary and as such I afford this only minimal weight. The
scheme would attract New Homes Bonus, but there is no guarantee that this would
benefit Euxton, I consider this also carries minimal weight. The provision of open
space and green infrastructure is a policy requirement but will be accessible to all
and result in biodiversity gains; I consider this carries some weight.

8.8

Given the benefits and disbenefits detailed above I am of the view that, even if the
presumption in paragraph 11 did apply; the adverse impacts of this scheme would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when set against the policies in
the Framework taken as a whole.

8.9

The Inspector is respectfully requested to dismiss the appeal.
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Appendix One : Table of Affordable Housing Delivery 2019/20

Settlement

Ward

Number of
Affordable
Dwellings
Completed

Parcel
H1b(ii),
Group 1

Buckshaw
Village

Astley &
Buckshaw

23

23 x social rent

15 x 2 bed house
8 x 3 bed house

Wigan Road
(Lovells)

Clayton-leWoods

15

15 x shared
ownership

11 x 2 bed house
4 x 3 bed house

Wigan Road
(Redrow)

Clayton-leWoods

16

16 x social rent

4 x 2 bed flat
4 x 2 bed house
8 x 3 bed house

Site
Address

Coppull
Enterprise
Centre, Mill
Lane
Euxton
Lane/Pear
Tree Lane
Leatherlands
Farm, Moss
Lane
(Wainhomes)
TOTAL

Clayton-leWoods West &
Cuerden
Clayton-leWoods West &
Cuerden

Tenure

House Type

Coppull

Coppull

10

2 x social rent
8 x shared
ownership

10 x 3 bed house

Euxton

Euxton North

11

1 x social rent
10 x shared
ownership

7 x 2 bed house
4 x 3 bed house

Whittle-leWoods

Pennine

6

6 x social rent

6 x 1 bed flat

81
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CBC05S

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 APPEAL UNDER
SECTION 78 BY GLADMAN DEVELOPMENTS LTD

CHORLEY REFERENCE: 19/00654/OUTMAJ
PLANNING INSPECTORATE REFERENCE:
APP/D2320/W/20/3247136

SUMMARY PROOF OF EVIDENCE
OF
ZOE WHITESIDE
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1.

Introduction

1.1

This Summary Proof of Evidence has been prepared by Zoe Whiteside, Service
Lead - Spatial Planning, Chorley Council, a Licentiate Member of the Royal Institute
of Planning, and a Chartered Member of the Chartered Institute of Housing. I have a
master’s degree in planning from the University of Manchester.

1.3.

This evidence is provided on behalf of Chorley Borough Council in relation to the
appeal against the refusal to grant outline planning consent for up to 180 dwellings
with associated open space and landscaping with all matters to be reserved except
for site access.

1.4

I address, in whole or part, the matters of:
(a) Whether the Council can demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable
housing land against the housing requirement.

(b) Whether or not the most important policies of the development plan for
determining the appeal are out of date, having regard to the 5 year
housing land supply position and relevant national policy.

(c) Whether this, or any other material consideration, would justify the
development of safeguarded land at this time.
1.6.

My full Proof of Evidence supports the reason for refusal and also provides an
assessment of the overall planning balance, reaching a conclusion whether planning
permission should be granted.
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The Proposed Development
The application is an outline planning application for up to 180 dwellings of which
30% are proposed to be affordable.

2.2

Planning permission was refused by the Planning Committee which took place on the
12th November 2019 which was notified by a refusal notice issued 13th November
2019. It was refused for the following reason:

The proposed development would be located within an area of Safeguarded
Land as defined by the Chorley Local Plan 2012 – 2026. The Council has a
five year housing land supply as required by the National Planning Policy
Framework. The proposal therefore conflicts with Policy BNE3 of the Chorley
Local Plan 2012 – 2026. It is not considered that the material considerations
put forward in favour of the development are sufficient to outweigh the
presumption against it.
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3.0

Summary Case for Chorley Council

3.1

The proposed development is in clear breach of policies in the adopted Local Plan,
The Chorley Local Plan (Site Allocations and Development Management Policies
DPD) was adopted in 2015. It post-dates the NPPF and is a Framework compliant
Plan. It forms the second limb of the Development Plan for Chorley and sets out the
detail of how the Core Strategy targets and aims will be delivered in Chorley. Euxton
is identified within the Plan as an Urban Local Service Centre.

3.2

Policy BNE3 identifies areas of land safeguarded for future development needs; these
areas can be seen on the policies map. These areas are defined in accordance with
paragraph 139 of the NPPF. They have been identified to ensure that the Green Belt
boundaries in the Local Plan are “long lasting” to meet longer term development
needs stretching well beyond the Plan period (paragraph 7.15). The appeal site is
covered by this designation.

3.3

As the proposed development is contrary to the Development Plan, the Appellant
are seeking to prove that the Council does not have a five year housing land supply
in the hope that that relevant policies will be regarded as out of date.

3.4

The Council has a five-year land supply as covered by the Statement of Common
Ground 2. In accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF the Council have identified
in excess of 5 years supply of housing and there is an additional buffer of 5%.

3.5

In May 2020, the three Councils have approved an addendum to MOU2, entitled
Joint Memorandum of Understanding & Statement of Co-operation Relating to the
Provision and Distribution of Housing Land: Statement of Common Ground
(Hereafter referred to as MOU2 Statement of Common Ground .

3.6

As at 1st April 2020, the application of the agreed distribution ration to this aggregate
figure results in the following requisite minimum housing requirements for each
Central Lancashire authority:
Preston:

404 dwellings pa

South Ribble:

328 dwellings pa

Chorley:

278 dwellings pa

Total:

1,010 dwellings pa
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The absence of a strategic approach to the distribution of housing distribution and
would be inconsistent with this evidence-led, government supported approach and
has the potential to frustrate the objectives of the City Deal, which are intended to
deliver sustainable growth and contribute to a balanced housing market.
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4.

Conclusions & The Planning Balance

4.1

Paragraph 11 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable
development which is at the heart of the NPPF. It also provides two alternatives to
the decision-making process, both of which are worded positively.

4.2

Paragraph 11c) requires decision makers to ““[approve] development proposals that
accord with an up-to-date development plan without delay”.

4.3

Given the evidence of a five year housing land supply, and an up to date
Development Plan, there is no requirement to do other than determine this
application in accordance with the Development Plan as required by Section 38(6) of
the PCPA 2004. There are no other material considerations that would indicate
otherwise.

4.4

NPPF paragraph 11d) states “where there are no relevant development plan policies,
or the polices which are most important for determining the application are out of
date, granting planning permission unless:
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development
proposed6; or
ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole”
Footnote 6 to paragraph 11 sets out examples of the type of policies that may
indicate development should be refused. Footnote 7 makes clear that the tilted
presumption in favour of sustainable development will apply where an LPA cannot
demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites.

4.5

It is my view that given the position set out at above, footnote 7 of paragraph
[11(d)(ii)] is not engaged. Chorley Borough Council can demonstrate a five year
housing land supply and the ‘tilted’ balance within NPPF [11(d)(ii)] does not apply.
Even if the Council could not demonstrate a five year housing land supply, I consider
that there are specific policies that would indicate development should be restricted.
Policy BNE3 is plainly a restrictive policy and full weight should be attached to it
regardless of the Council’s housing land supply position.
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The proposal would result in the irreversible loss of a safeguarded green field site not
required to meet current housing needs now. This loss weighs heavily against the
proposal and is contrary to the prudent use of land and resources in an area where
much of the Borough is designated Green Belt. The NPPF is clear that safeguarded
land is not for development at the present time (i.e. within the Plan period) and
planning permission should only be granted following a Local Plan review. The
conflict with the adopted Local Plan weighs heavily against the proposal in the
planning balance.

4.7

It is accepted that there are some benefits which weigh in favour of the scheme. The
provision of housing is of some benefit. However, Chorley has an adequate supply
of housing land and as such does not require additional sites to be developed. The
provision of affordable housing weighs heavily in favour of the proposal.

4.8

The development would provide construction jobs during the construction phase,
though these would be temporary and as such I afford this only minimal weight. The
scheme would attract New Homes Bonus, but there is no guarantee that this would
benefit Euxton, I consider this also carries minimal weight. The provision of open
space and green infrastructure is a policy requirement but will be accessible to all
and result in biodiversity gains; I consider this carries some weight.

4.9

Given the benefits and disbenefits detailed above I am of the view that, even if the
presumption in paragraph 11 did apply; the adverse impacts of this scheme would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when set against the policies in
the Framework taken as a whole.

5.0

The Inspector is respectfully requested to dismiss the appeal.
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INTRODUCTION

1.1

I, Nick Ireland, adopt the evidence of Mrs Leona Hannify on housing matters for the purposes of this
appeal. I have set out my professional credentials below.

1.2

I have prepared this Rebuttal Proof to address selected points in the evidence of Mr James Donagh,
which I consider are most helpfully addressed in writing. For the avoidance of doubt this does not
indicate that I agree all other elements of his Proof.

MY PROFESSIONAL CREDENTIALS

2.1

I am a Chartered Town Planning and am employed as a Director in the Strategic Planning Team at
consultancy Iceni Projects.

2.2

I hold a BA (Hons) degree in Geography from Durham University and a Masters in Town Planning
(MTPl) from Manchester University. I have been a member of the Royal Town Planning Institute
since 2005. I have 18 years’ experience in planning, development and regeneration consultancy.

2.3

I joined Iceni Projects in July 2018, having worked previously at GL Hearn in its Planning and
Development Team (2008-18) where I led its Economic Consulting Team. Prior to this I was
employed in the Planning, Development and Regeneration Team at GVA Grimley, in Manchester
between 2003-06 and in London from 2006-08.

2.4

I specialise in providing consultancy advice on strategic and spatial planning issues, particularly in
regard to housing and employment development. I have experience of assessing housing need and
appraising housing land supply on behalf on both public and private sector clients and have given
evidence at a range of planning inquiries on such matters. I have advised over 80 local authorities
across the country on housing need including through preparation of Strategic Housing Market
Assessments.

2.5

I led the consultancy team which worked with the Central Lancashire authorities to prepare the 2017
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (whilst I was employed at GL Hearn) (CD7.25). I have similarly
led and overseen the preparation of the 2020 Central Lancashire Housing Study (CD7.50). I also
gave evidence in respect of the housing requirement at the 2017 Inquiry in respect of the Pear Tree
Lane Site (PINS Ref APP/D2320/W/17/3172375) (CD10.01).

1
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I was previously due to be on leave the week of the inquiry. However due to the Covid-19 travel
restrictions, this has now been cancelled. Given the nature of the issues raised by Mr Donagh, our
team has agreed that I am better placed to give evidence at this Inquiry.

2.7

I have read the Proof of Evidence prepared by Mrs Leona Hannify and confirm that I agree with its
findings, and am content to adopt this as my own.

2.8

I confirm that the evidence which I have prepared and provide for this Inquiry (PINS Reference
APP/D2320/W/20/3247136) is true and has been prepared and is given in accordance with the
guidance of the Royal Town Planning Institute and I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true
and professional opinions.

ISSUES BETWEEN THE MAIN PARTIES

3.1

The Housing Requirement and Five Year Housing Land Supply Supplementary Statement of
Common Ground (“SOCG2”) confirms that it is common ground that:
•

Central Lancashire – the area defined by Preston, South Ribble and Chorley local authorities –
functions as one integrated local economy and travel to work area; and is a single Housing
Market Area (SOCG2 Paras 2.1 – 2.3).

•

The three Councils have a history of joint working, including in the preparation of the joint Central
Lancashire Core Strategy (SOCG2 Paras 2.2 & 2.4).

•

The minimum local housing need should be calculated using the standard method as set out in
the NPPG, and that at the current time this generates a need for 1010 dpa across Central
Lancashire (SOCG2 Paras 2.6 & 2.7).

•

The Councils have considered the distribution of homes across the HMA through the Duty to
Cooperate, which is expected to be a continuous and ongoing process, and set out an agreed
distribution in the April 2020 Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Cooperation
(CD7.23) and May 2020 Statement of Common Ground (CD7.34). I refer to these documents as
the MOU.

3.2

The difference of principle between us is that the appellant considers that distributing the housing
requirement is a matter exclusively for the plan-making process (SOCG2 Para 2.16), including being
tested at examination (SOCG2 Para 2.18), and that the standard method LHN figure for Chorley of
569 dpa should be used as the base requirement instead of the figure of 278 dpa set out in the May

1
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2020 SOCG between the Central Lancs authorities (CD7.34). I consider that the MOU provides a
sound basis for considering the five year housing land supply.

3.3

From my reading of Mr Donagh’s Proof, the key issues between us are:
•

Whether the distribution of the housing requirement within the MOU is appropriate. Mr Donagh
seeks to advance a case that Preston and Chorley have different market characteristics, with
weak evidence of migration and commuting between them;

•

The effect of the MOU distribution, in particular the extent to which it takes account of affordability
issues; and

•

Whether it is appropriate to distribute the housing requirement between the Central Lancashire
authorities for the purposes of identification of a five year housing land supply in advance of the
adoption of a new local plan.

3.4

My rebuttal focuses on the first two issues above. I will address the third bullet point above in
evidence.

MR DONAGH’S HOUSING MARKET ANALYSIS

4.1

I find the analysis in Section 3 of Mr Donagh’s Proof surprising on two grounds. First, it essentially
seeks to argue that Chorley and Preston fall within different housing market areas. This is
inconsistent with (and cuts across) the agreed position within the signed Housing SOCG (SOCG2)
which states at Para 2.3 that:

“it is agreed that the area functions as one integrated local economy and travel to work area and
is a single Housing Market Area. Containment levels approach 80% for travel to work and exceed
80% for housing moves when long distance moves are excluded.”

4.2

The area in these terms is that covered by the LPAs of Preston, South Ribble and Chorley as stated
in Para 2.1 in SOCG2.

4.3

Secondly, he seeks to argue that the Councils should be planning for a higher level of housing
provision overall above the standard method figure of 1010 dpa (Mr Donagh Paras 4.12 – 4.13). This
is also inconsistent with the Housing SOCG in which the appellant agrees that the standard method
should be used (SOCG2 Para 2.6).

2
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Mr Donagh presents an analysis of selected datasets addressing sales, commuting, migration and
completions by reference to which he seeks to argue that “Preston and Chorley are effectively
peripheral to the Core Strategy area” and “relate to wider partially overlapping catchments” (Donagh
Summary Para 1.16I make further reference is made to those data sets below under the sideheadings ’sales volumes’, ‘house price analysis’ and ‘migration and commuting patterns.’ .

4.5

It is notable that Mr Donagh has had no regard to the analysis within the authorities’ evidence base,
within the 2017 Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) (CD7.25). I find
this quite surprising. Section 2 in the SHMA addressed the housing market geography, concluding
that Chorley, Preston and South Ribble fall within a common and unique housing market area
(CD7.25 Para 2.79). This was consistent with:
•

The findings of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy Inspector. The Inspector’s report confirms
that the plan area functions as one integrated local economy, travel to work area and single
housing market area (See extract at my Appendix A1, Para 69).

•

Previous research studies at a regional level which had considered HMA geographies. This
included independent studies by Ecotec and by University of Manchester academics Dr Brown
and Dr Hinks which both defined a Preston-focused Central Lancashire HMA (CD7.25X, Figures
5 and 6);

•

Government Guidance which emphasises that HMAs are typically expected to see 70%+ selfcontainment of migration. The SHMA found the Central Lancashire authorities individually did
not meet this threshold (with Chorley seeing migration self-containment of 53-56%) but that the
three Central Lancashire authorities combined achieved 70-72% self-containment (CD7.25,
Table 2, p30) based on analysis of 2011 Census data;

•

ONS definitions of Travel to Work geographies when overlaid against local authority boundaries.
As shown in Figure 13 in the SHMA, the three Central Lancashire authorities fall in their entirety
within the Preston TTWA, which extends to include rural parts of surrounding authorities such as
West Lancashire, Fylde, Wyre and Ribble Valley but no major towns within these areas (see
Figure 4.1 below).

4.6

I replicate the map of Travel to Work Areas from the SHMA below which confirms that this is so (the
‘Study Area’ closely corresponding to the administrative areas of the three authorities) .

3
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Figure 4.1: ONS-defined Travel to Work Areas

Source: ONS, 2015

CURDS Research
4.7

Mr Donagh’s analysis considers the housing market areas defined by in the 2010 CURDS Research
(Donagh Paras 3.2 – 3.4). This defined a tiered geography of housing markets based on ward
boundaries, and a best-fit geography to local authority boundaries for use in strategic planning. The
‘local’ housing market areas (Mr Donagh’s Figure 3) are based on achieving 50% migration selfcontainment. This is not sufficient to support their definition as standalone HMAs. They represent in
effect sub-markets within the ‘strategic housing market areas’ which were based on achieving 77.5%
commuting self-containment. The ‘local’ housing market areas areembedded within the ‘strategic’
housing market areas.

4.8

The local authority geography actually recommended by the CURDS Study was a Central Lancashire
HMA comprising Chorley, Preston and South Ribble (see SHMA CD7.25 Figure 4, p20).

Broad Rental Market Area
4.9

A further independent source which is worth considering in appraising the housing market geography
is the Broad Rental Market Area defined by the Valuation Office Agency (VOA). This is what the VOA
considers is “the area which a person could reasonable be expected to live taking account access to
facilities and services.”

4
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The VOA define a Central Lancashire Broad Rental Market Area which I have set out in Appendix
A3. This is an independent assessment of the geography within which people can be expected to
move to find private rented properties. It aligns closely with the Central Lancs HMA geography. Again
this is another independent source, which Mr Donagh has not considered, which reaffirms and
supports the existence of a Central Lancashire Housing Market Area.

4.11

Drawing the above analysis together, it is thus clear that a range of independent studies have
considered the housing market geography in this area, and have consistently defined a
Central Lancashire Housing Market Area comprising Chorley, Preston and South Ribble local
authorities.

Mosaic Profile
4.12

Experian’s Mosaic classification, as referred to by Mr Donagh in Paras 3.5 – 2.8 in his Proof and
Appendic JD.04, draws together a range of socio-economic data to profile different household
typologies. He seeks to draw a distinction between the Mosaic profile in Euxton/Chorley Town to that
in Preston.

4.13

It is quite reasonable to expect different areas within a common housing market to have different
socio-economic profile, and to see distinctions between larger urban areas/cities, smaller urban
settlements and villages/rural areas.

4.14

Mr Donagh’s analysis shows percentage figures only, which does not enable consideration of how
well represented different groups are in the different areas.

4.15

For groups such as ‘aspiring homemakers’, ‘suburban stability’ and ‘domestic success’ (which Mr
Donagh suggests are currently more strongly represented, in percentage terms, in Chorley or Euxton
than Preston), it is first useful to consider what Experian mean by these groups. This is set out in
Appendix JD.04 as follows:
•

Aspiring Homemakers: Aspiring Homemakers are younger households who have, often, only
recently set up home. They usually own their homes in private suburbs, which they have chosen
to fit their budget.

•

Suburban Stability: Suburban Stability are typically mature couples or families, some enjoying
recent empty-nest status and others with older children still at home. They live in mid-range
family homes in traditional suburbs where they have been settled for many years.

•

Domestic Success: Domestic Success are high-earning families who live affluent lifestyles in
upmarket homes situated in sought after residential neighbourhoods. Their busy lives revolve
around their children and successful careers in higher managerial and professional roles.

5
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Whilst the MOSAIC profile of Preston sees a less strong percentage representation of these groups
now, there is no reason as to why the major strategic sites such as Cottam (with planning consent
for 1,100 homes) and the NW Preston Strategic Location (with long-term capacity for 5,200 homes)
will not or cannot accommodate these household groups (see my Appendix A2 for further information
concerning these sites).

Sales Volumes
4.17

Mr Donagh includes an analysis of sales volumes (Donagh Paras 3.9 – 3.14) which he seeks to use
to suggest that sales in Chorley have grown at a faster rate in Chorley than in South Ribble or Preston
since 2019, which he suggests is indicative of a stronger market.

4.18

I would suggest however that the commonalty in sales trends shown in Figure 3.4 in his Proof
suggests very similar market conditions across all three authorities. The differences drawn out in
Figure 3.3 in his Proof are skewed by differences to the particular profile of sales in 2007 and should
not be relied upon.

4.19

It is surprising that Mr Donagh has undertaken no analysis of the new-build market as the dynamics
for new-build development can differ from that across the wider housing market. For new-build
development we are looking at a relative consistency of housing quality. I have used the same
dataset as Mr Donagh, and the same time periods (statistics for the year to September), but have
drilled into the data to consider volumes of new-build sales. This is shown in Figure 4.2.

4.20

Across Central Lancashire new-build sales volumes dropped dramatically in 2007 and remained at
a relatively low level to 2013. There has been a gradual recovery since, supported in part by the
Help-to-Buy Scheme. What is, however, particularly evident is the correlation between relatively high
new-build sales volumes in Chorley and low sales new-build volumes in Preston between 2011-15;
with a clear downward trend in new-build sales in Chorley since 2015 corresponding to an upward
trend in new-build sales in Preston from then. Whilst new-build sales in Chorley dropped by 250
between 2015-19, new-build sales in Preston grew by 315. We see an inverse relationship with
completions going up in Preston and down in Chorley and visa-versa through the late 2000s and into
the last decade.

6
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Figure 4.2: New-Build Sales in Central Lancashire
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Source: ONS Small Area House Price Statistics

4.21

The new-build sales trends points to an inter-relationship between new-build development in Preston
and Chorley; which would be reasonable given the wealth of evidence supporting their location within
a common Housing Market Area, as I have examined above. It does not support Mr Donagh’s
contention that the markets in Chorley and Preston are operating independently of one another.

House Price Analysis
4.22

Mr Donagh comments that house prices across Central Lancashire have risen at a similar rate over
the period since 2016 (Mr Donagh Para 3.15). This is consistent with my analysis whereby looking
at house price growth over the last 10 years the three Central Lancashire authorities have seen a
very similar rate of increase at 1.9% pa in Preston and 2.0% pa in Chorley and South Ribble. These
long-term house price trends do not point to stronger relative demand in Chorley than other
parts of the HMA, as Mr Donagh contends; and support the inclusion within a common
Housing Market Area.

4.23

If we consider shorter-term trends over the last 5 years, this points to the strongest comparative
house price growth being in Preston as my Table 4.1 below shows.
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Annual Growth in House Prices
5 Year (2014-19)

10 Year (2009-19)

Chorley

2.2%

2.0%

Preston

3.0%

1.9%

South Ribble

1.9%

2.0%

North West

3.8%

2.8%

England

4.2%

3.7%

Source: My Analysis of ONS Small Area House Price Statistics (All Sales)

4.24

A more detailed analysis of house prices similarly does not support the suggestion put forward by Mr
Donagh that demand is stronger in Chorley. I have analysed house prices by type to allow
comparisons in values for comparable products, recognising that the overall average/ median price
will be influenced by the mix of properties sold.

4.25

Table 4.2 below shows the median price by property type for sales over the year to September 2019,
using ONS Small Area House Price Statistics – the same dataset which Mr Donagh uses in Figures
3.5 and 3.6 in his Proof.

4.26

My analysis shows that median prices for semi-detached properties in all three Central Lancashire
authorities are almost identical. So is the median value for detached properties in Chorley and
Preston, and for terraced properties in Chorley and South Ribble. The costs of typically smaller
terraced and flatted homes are, however, cheaper in Preston. The comparable prices for similar
property types do not point to Chorley’s market “running relatively hot” as Mr Donagh suggests at
Para 3.15 in his Proof.

4.27

The principal reason why the median house price in Chorley is greater than in Preston or South
Ribble, as Mr Donagh hints at in his Para 3.16, is the greater volume of sales of larger more
expensive detached properties (these accounted for 37% of sales in Chorley compared to 27% in
Preston over the year to Sept 2019). This difference also reflects that Chorley has much lower sales
of flatted stock than Preston.
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Table 4.2

Median House Prices by Type, Year to Sept 2019
Detached

Chorley

Median
Price
Sales

Preston

South Ribble

Terraced

£275,748

SemiDetached
£155,000

£125,000

Flat/
Maisonette
£95,000

All
Properties
£170,000

716

601

539

92

1,948

% Sales

37%

31%

28%

5%

100%

Median
Price
Sales

£279,950

£155,000

£97,000

£79,800

£145,000

523

635

584

202

1,944

% Sales

27%

33%

30%

10%

100%

Median
Price
Sales

£242,973

£155,000

£122,000

£105,000

£165,000

552

867

379

81

1,879

% Sales

29%

46%

20%

4%

100%

Source: ONS Small Area House Price Statistics

4.28

For completeness, I have also considered new-build sales. These reflect a similarity in values
between Preston and Chorley for detached and semi-detached houses and flats/maisonettes. If Mr
Donagh’s contention that demand was stronger in Chorley was true, I would expect to have seen
higher relative housing costs, but this is not evident.

Table 4.3

Median House Prices for New-Build Properties, Year to Sept 2019
Detached

Chorley

£295,995

SemiDetached
£193,995

Terraced

All Sales

£182,995

Flat
/Maisonette
£113,995

Preston

£299,995

£199,995

£109,995

£110,000

£246,750

South Ribble

£254,973

£185,120

£162,995

£200,000

£208,495

£274,995

Source: ONS Small Area House Price Statistics

4.29

The comparability of prices for similar properties and similar longer-term house price trends across
the three Central Lancashire authorities is consistent with the SHMA conclusion that they fall within
the same Housing Market Area. Furthermore my analysis of prices as shown above does not point
to a particular market based distinction between Chorley and the other two authorities which justifies
it accommodating 56% of the HMA’s housing needs as the standard method figures for individual
authorities suggest.

Migration and Commuting Patterns
4.30

Mr Donagh considers migration and commuting dynamics in Paras 3.23 – 3.36 in his Proof, which
he seeks to use to argue that Preston and Chorley “are effectively peripheral to the Core Strategy
area” and relative to “wider, partially overlapping catchments.” This simply isn’t supported by the
data.

4.31

Mr Donagh’s analysis of migration patterns fails to consider flows which are contained within
individual local authority areas, which are significant as many people move relatively short distances.
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This is considered in the 2017 SHMA (CD7.25) at Table 2. This shows, drawing on 2011 Census
data, that 70-72% of migration flows were contained in Central Lancashire. If long distance flows are
excluded – consistent with the approach recommended in the PPG (Para 61-018) – the level of flows
contained within Central Lancashire rises to a substantial 82-83%, as shown in Table 4 in the SHMA.
This is above the threshold of 70% which is generally expected for a housing market area.

4.32

I consider that it is also important to reflect the influence of demographic dynamics across the three
areas. Preston has seen, on average, net out-migration of 250 persons per year over the 2013-18
period. Over the five year period prior to this, net out-migration was 460 persons pa. I have set out
the components of population change in Preston in Figure 4.3 below based on the ONS Mid-Year
Population Estimates.

Figure 4.3: Components of Population Change, Preston
2500
2000
1500
1000
500
0
-500
-1000
-1500
-2000
-2500
Natural Change

Internal Net Migration

Other Changes

Total Change

International Net Migration

Source: ONS Mid-Year Population Estimates

4.33

If I look at the net migration flows in the housing market area using the last five years of data (201318), I find using ONS matrices of internal migration:
•

A net out-migration flow from Preston to South Ribble of 470 persons per year;

•

A net out-migration from Preston to Chorley of 110 persons per year; and
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A net out-migration from South Ribble to Chorley of 80 persons per year.

The data shows a cascading pattern of net migration from Preston to South Ribble; and South Ribble
to Chorley.

4.35

I have set out in Table 4.4 below the flows in each direction, drawn from ONS matrices of moves
between local authorities. The net flows reflect the balance between the flows in and out.

4.36

I consider that it quite reasonable that the City Deal and agreed distribution of housing between the
HMA authorities can be expected to influence the balance of these flows in the future such that the
net-flow from Preston to South Ribble or Chorley moves more towards a position of balance. I also
consider that it as entirely reasonable to expect a change in the dynamics between South Ribble and
Preston to influence the relationship and flow between South Ribble and Chorley given the supply of
family housing expected to come forwards in urban extensions to Preston. My experience is that the
volume of new development in nearby local authorities can influence the balance of migration
between them, particularly having regard to the fact that the one way flows are significantly greater
in scale than the net flow, as Table 4.4 shows. Small changes in the balance between flows in each
direction can have a notable effect on the net flow as a result.

Table 4.4

Migration flows between the HMA Authorities
Flow (Persons pa)

Preston to South Ribble

1330

South Ribble to Preston

860

Net Flow

470

Preston to Chorley

460

Chorley to Preston

350

Net Flow

110

South Ribble to Chorley

1080

Chorley to South Ribble

1000

Net Flow

80

Source: Analysis of ONS Migration Matrices

4.37

In respect of commuting, I note that Mr Donagh’s analysis shows that 76% of Preston residents, 76%
of South Ribble residents and 69% of Chorley residents work within Central Lancashire (Donagh
Paras 3.33 – 3.35). The overall self-containment rate is 71% (SHMA CD7.25, Para 2.68), which again
supports the definition of the three authorities as within a common HMA. The strong level of
commuting which is contained within Central Lancashire is evident through ONS’ inclusion of all three
authorities in their entirety within the Preston Travel to Work Area, as shown in Figure 13 in the 2017
SHMA (CD7.25, p36) and my Figure 4.1 above. I do not therefore consider that Mr Donagh’s
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Statement in Para 3.36 that “Preston and Chorley are effectively peripheral to the Core Strategy
area” to be consistent with the evidence.

4.38

Within Central Lancashire, Preston is the largest employment centre with more than twice the
number of jobs that there are in Chorley (shown at Table 4.3 in the Housing Study (CD8.11)). It is
entirely reasonable and sustainable to align housing provision with employment opportunities.

4.39

I consider that consideration of economic dynamics is significantly under-played in Mr Donagh’s
Proof, which does not refer to or consider the distribution of jobs, alignment of jobs and homes or
employment trends.

4.40

The distribution of jobs was set out in the Housing Study, and I have replicated this at Table 4.5
below. 48% of Central Lancashire’s total jobs are in Preston, 30% in South Ribble and 20% in
Chorley.

Table 4.5

Central Lancashire Jobs Distribution, 2017
Jobs

% Total

Chorley

39,000

22%

Preston

86,000

48%

South Ribble

54,000

30%

Central Lancashire

179,000

100%

Source: Business Register and Employment Survey

4.41

If I look at historical jobs growth over the current economic cycle since 2008, I find jobs growth being
concentrated in Chorley and South Ribble and a static employment position in Chorley (despite
stronger relative population growth).

4.42

The focus of major employment sites (including Cuerdon, Lancashire Business Park, Preston East,
and the Salmesbury and Warton Enterprise Zone sites) and City Deal infrastructure investment is
likely to reinforce these areas – Preston and South Ribble - as those within the sub-region where
employment growth is focused. I enclose a map of major employment sites overleaf in Figure 4.4.

Table 4.6

Employment Growth, 2009-18
Chorley

Preston

South Ribble

2009

45,000

93,000

52,000

2018

45,000

98,000

58,000

0

5,000

6,000

Change
Source: NOMIS
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Figure 4.4 Location of Strategic Housing & Employment Sites in Central Lancashire
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If I then look at jobs density (which describes the ratio of jobs to people aged 16-64), Preston has a
much higher ratio of 1.07 - notably above figure for the North West as a whole of 0.84 (see Figure
4.4 below). In contrast, the ratio in Chorley is below average at 0.63. The analysis points to a
jobs/homes imbalance within Preston which leads to significant in-commuting to Preston. Locating
homes close to jobs in/around Preston can therefore assist to reduce commuting distances
consistent with Para 103 of the NPPF which states that the planning system should manage patterns
of growth to limiting the need to travel and promoting use of sustainable modes.

Figure 4.4: Jobs Density, 2018

Jobs per Resident aged 16-64

1.20

1.00

0.80

0.60

0.40

0.20

0.00
Chorley

Preston

South Ribble

North West

Source: NOMIS

4.44

My analysis thus shows that the MOU distribution is consistent with achieving a more
sustainable pattern of development in Central Lancashire than using the standard method
figures for individual local authorities, and indicates that the distribution proposed aligns with
the distribution of jobs. It shows that employment growth over the last decade for which data
available has been concentrated in Preston and South Ribble, rather than Chorley, which is
consistent with the areas’ relative economic strengths. Given the geography of major
employment sites coming forwards and infrastructure investment in Central Lancashire, it is
reasonable to expect this to continue.

Affordability
4.45

Mr Donagh limits his assessment under the heading ‘demand pressures’ to consideration of trendbased population projections, which are influenced by the past distribution of development, and
headline affordability ratios.

4.46

Mr Donagh’s analysis of relatively affordability pressures is basic and focuses exclusively on the
median house price to earnings ratio (Donagh Figure 3.12). The consideration which was given to
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affordability in the Housing Study was more comprehensive, and included analysis of the differentials
in costs of different types and sizes of homes to both buy and rent within the HMA (CD8.11 Tables
5.1 – 5.3), and demographics of the areas including the age structure and levels of household
formation.

4.47

Importantly affordability pressures particularly affect younger households; and thus in understanding
the scale of the affordability issue, it is important to consider the population structure. As Table 4.7
below shows, Preston has a much larger population aged 25-39 than the other two authorities.

Table 4.7

Population aged 25-39 by Authority, 2018

Age

Chorley

Preston

South Ribble

Central
Lancashire

25-29

6,800

11,600

6,400

24,800

30-34

7,600

9,400

6,600

23,600

35-39

7,400

9,000

6,500

22,900

Total 25-39

21,800

30,000

19,500

71,300

31%

42%

27%

100%

% HMA Total

Source: ONS 2018 Mid Year Population Estimates

4.48

The effect of the relative size and structure of the population combined with the relative affordability
of housing across the three areas is that there is a greater proportion of people affected by
affordability issues in Preston. This is clear looking at the affordable housing analysis in the Housing
Study (CD8.11) in Section 5 therein.

4.49

In Table 4.8 below I have left aside supply, and just shown the gross need for rented affordable
housing (derived from Table 5.6 in the Housing Study (CD8.11)) and the gross need for affordable
home ownership products (derived from CD8.11 Table 5.9). Combining these, the relative need
shown is a function of the affordability of market housing (both to buy and rent). This analysis shows
that 43% of the households affected by affordability issues in the HMA are in Preston, and 28% in
each of Chorley and South Ribble. This is relatively consistent with the MOU distribution.

Table 4.8

Gross Households in Need of Affordable Housing

Gross Need

Chorley

Preston
881

South
Ribble
482

Central
Lancashire
1864

Rented

501

Rent-to-Buy Gap

92

25

115

232

Total

593

906

597

2096

% Central Lancs Total

28%

43%

28%

100%

Source: Derived from Housing Study Tables 5.6 and 5.9
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Drawing on Census based indicators of the distribution of overcrowded and concealed families in
Central Lancashire, as set out in Table 4.9 below, again I find that the greatest concentration of
households is in Preston. The prevalence of these issues are symptoms of affordability pressures.

Table 4.9

Overcrowded and Concealed Households, 2011

Overcrowded Households, 2011
Concealed Families, 2011

Chorley

Preston

North West

4292

South
Ribble
1396

1692
23%

58%

19%

100%

339

814

444

1597

21%

51%

28%

100%

7380

Source: 2011 Census/ SHMA Tables 72 and 74

4.51

My analysis above demonstrates that the greatest volume of households affected by
affordability issues in Central Lancashire is in Preston. The MOU distribution aligns to this
and can thus be expected to be more effective in addressing the symptoms of affordability
issues in the Housing Market Area than using the standard method figures for individual local
authorities.

ASPECTS OF THE MOU DISTRIBUTION

5.1

I respond below to Mr Donagh’s observations concerning the central city deal (Donagh Paras 4.9 –
4.14), and the basis of the distribution adopted in the MOU (in particular Donagh Paras 4.3 and 4.25).

Supporting the Central Lancashire City Deal
5.2

Mr Donagh contends in Para 4.10 in his Proof that the assertion within the MOU (CD7.23) that
standard method distribution will undermine the City deal is unsubstantiated and does not withstand
scrutiny. I disagree and consider that it is necessary to consider further what the City Deal is.

5.3

The City Deal (CD7.49) represents an agreement with Government to support growth in Preston and
South Ribble by addressing strategic transport infrastructure constraints, and funding the delivery of
transport improvements which facilitate new housing and employment development in the two
authorities. It represents a major joint commitment to the funding and delivery of infrastructure to
bring forward:
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Preston Western Distributor - which will improve access to the Warton EZ site and Springfields
nuclear facility at Salwick; and enable comprehensive development of the 4000 dwelling North
West Preston strategic housing allocation;

•

South Ribble Western Distributor – doubling vehicle capacity between Preston City Centre and
the motorway network; enabling the full development of the Cuerden strategic employment site
and adjacent Lancashire Business Park and unlocking housing sites for 2,700 homes;

•

Broughton Bypass – a new road which will unlock housing sites to support delivery of 1,400
homes and enable full development of employment sites in East Preston;

•

Penwortham Bypass – completing the Penwortham Bypass to address both local congestion and
that in Preston City Centre.

5.4

The major infrastructure improvements in North West Preston are shown in the Plan below, Figure
5.1:
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Figure 5.1 Major Infrastructure Improvements in North West Preston

5.5

It is important to recognise that this infrastructure investment however does not just support housing
and employment growth in Preston, but in South Ribble as well. Mr Donagh’s evidence seems to
focus only on Preston. A major component of the City Deal is a recognition of the economic growth
potential in Preston and South Ribble. As set out in the City Deal between the authorities and
Government (CD7.49, p2):
“as well as representing nearly half of Lancashire’s economic wealth, the City Deal area [i.e.
Preston and South Ribble] also outstrips the majority of England’s Core Cities for scale and
level of performance. Preston has independently been identified by the Centre for Cities and
other analysts as a location that can consistently deliver new jobs and economic growth … At
present, nowhere in England north of the M25, has a higher employment density level than
Preston, meaning that there are more people of working age working in Preston than living in
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Preston. The City Deal area is clearly the key employment generator for the whole of
Lancashire.

However, in order to unlock further significant levels of market driven growth and private sector
investment, a more strategic and ambitious approach is required to remove the existing critical
infrastructure barriers to enable sustainable housing and economic growth. This will allow the
area to help realise its full economic potential. The current deleterious effect of the network
capacity issues are well documented by studies which show peak traffic flow blockages on the
local highway network.”

5.6

The infrastructure investment is funded through the £434 million City Deal Infrastructure Delivery
programme. This comprises £72m funding from the Department for Transport’s Local Major
Transport allocation, local retention of value uplift from Homes England land sales, and investment
from Local Councils through New Homes Bonus receipts, Business Rates, land receipts and
mainstream capital programmes. As CD7.49 sets out on page 5 “The City Deal funding model is
underpinned by a staged repayment of the base value of HCA sales receipts to the Department for
Communities and Local Government (DCLG) over the City Deal period as the sales arise, with the
additional value of up to £37m retained in the City Deal area.” The pace of housing delivery is thus
an important influence on the funding model for the infrastructure delivery, as these will
influence New Homes Bonus receipts and payment of land receipts upon sale of public sector land.

5.7

It is thus appropriate to focus housing growth within the Central Lancashire HMA within Preston and
South Ribble as:
•

This is where there is a concentration of existing employment opportunities with a higher
concentration of jobs than residents (as shown in Figure 4.4 herein), and where future
employment sites and infrastructure investment is concentrated; and is can reasonable be
expected to be the focus of employment growth in the Travel to Work Area. Locating homes
close to jobs will help to reduce the need to travel and promote use of sustainable modes,
consistent with the NPPF.

•

The funding model for the delivery of major infrastructure is reliant on housing being delivered at
pace, and the MOU distribution needs to support this. Use of the standard method distribution
which resulted in potentially further significant land releases in Chorley, which is within a common
housing market and travel to work area, could influence the build-out rate of sites within the City
Deal area undermining this. Mr Donagh’s approach of seeking to monitor and manage housing
delivery using the standard method figures for individual authorities would see the model for the
funding and delivery of major infrastructure in the City Deal area collapse.
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It seems probable that housing market conditions in the short-term will be weaker than has been the
case over the last few years. This is all the more reason for the need for the MOU approach to focus
in a sustainable way which supports the City Deal objectives.

5.9

Notwithstanding the points above, I consider that the MOU represents a reasonable approach to the
distribution of development in Central Lancashire consistent with the NPPF’s core focus on achieving
sustainable development. I explore this further below.

The MOU Distribution
5.10

Mr Donagh’s Proof questions the basis of the distribution in the MOU and how this was determined
(Donagh Paras 4.3 & 4.25).

5.11

The distribution has taken account of a range of factors as listed in the Housing Study (CD8.11 Para
4.49). I consider that this is a sustainable approach – consistent with the core thread of the NPPF –
rather than being driven by mechanistic calculations implied by the standard method. The standard
method calculation works: it takes projections of household growth (which are particularly driven by
demographic trends over the 2009-14 period) and then uplifts these based on an area’s median
house price to earnings ratio (See Figure 5.1 below).

Figure 5.1 How the Standard Method Works

Trend-based
Projection for
Household
Growth
2020-30

5.12

% Affordability
Uplift based on
median house
price-toearnings ratio

Minimum Local
Housing Need

In Central Lancashire this results in a distribution which if the local authority figures were adopted
would promote 56% of the area’s total housing need in Chorley. I can find no basis in a range of
wider data for this distribution of development; nor do I consider that Mr Donagh’s evidence provides
any robust justification for this.

5.13

Mr Donagh raises issues in Section 5 of his Proof regarding the consideration of constraints in
appraising housing need/ requirements. The assessment within the Housing Study (CD8.11) did
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have some regard to supply-side factors and development constraints, including urban capacity and
land subject to nationally significant constraints, alongside needs-based factors in considering the
appropriate housing distribution in particular to ensure the realism of the recommendations. These
were however not determinative. It would be reasonable to arrive at the same conclusion on the
distribution of development across the authorities if needs-based factors alone are considered.

5.14

Table 5.1 below recounts the needs-based factors identified in Table 4.14 of the Housing Study
(CD8.11). The recommended distribution sits within the range shown for each of the three authorities.

Table 5.1

Needs based Influences on Distribution
Chorley

Preston

South Ribble

Jobs Distribution

22%

48%

30%

Population Distribution

32%

38%

30%

Affordability Distribution

36%

28%

36%

Affordable Housing Need Distribution

22%

42%

35%

Workforce Distribution

32%

38%

30%

22 - 36%

28 - 48%

30-36%

27.5%

40.0%

32.5%

Range
Recommended Distribution

5.15

Preston has the highest share of population/workforce and employment opportunities of the three
authorities, and the highest affordable housing need as shown in Table 5.1. As I have set out in
Section 4, the proportion of households affected by affordability issues in Central Lancashire is
focused towards Preston (see Tables 4.7 – 4.9 herein). It is the highest order centre with the greatest
range of services, including retail. Most of the needs-based indicators considered thus indicate that
Preston should see 38% or more of the housing provision.

5.16

Whilst Chorley has a higher affordability ratio this is in part a refection of the profile of housing sales
of different types of properties, rather than an underlyng difference in housing costs as my analysis
in Table 4.2 herein has shown. Delivering market housing in Preston, where values for entry-level
are typically lower (see Table 4.2 herein), and where employment opportunities are concentrated (as
shown in Tables 4.5 and 4.6 herein), is delivering housing which is accessible to a greater range of
households.

5.17

For Chorley, the distribution recommended is below the current population/ workforce figures, but
this is an appropriate approach given: the low proportion of jobs in the area (as shown in Tables 4.5
and 4.6 herein); a trend of static employment levels (Table 4.6) and low proportion of households in
affordable housing need (see Table 5.1 above).
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For South Ribble, the distribution is similar to and slightly above the current proportion of population
and jobs/workforce. This is reasonable given: its proximity and close relationship to Preston as the
largest employment centre; employment trends (Table 4.6) and delivery of strategic employment
sites such as Cuerdon/ Lancashire Central; and the higher proportion of affordable housing need in
particular (see Table 5.1).

5.19

Within the Housing Study we did work to ensure that the housing distribution recommended was
reasonable based on needs-based factors alone. I consider that the MOU distribution of development
is thus a reasonable basis for considering the requirement against which the five year housing land
supply is calculated.
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Central Lancashire Authorities Publication Core Strategy DPD, Inspector’s Report – May 2012

Report to the Central Lancashire Authorities (Preston City
Council and South Ribble and Chorley Borough Councils)
by Richard E Hollox BA(Hons) BSc(Econ) MPHIL FRTPI FRICS
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government
Date: 7th June 2012

PLANNING AND COMPULSORY PURCHASE ACT 2004 (AS AMENDED)
SECTION 20
REPORT ON THE EXAMINATION INTO THE CENTRAL LANCASHIRE
PUBLICATION CORE STRATEGY LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK
DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT

Document submitted for examination on 31 March 2011
Examination Hearings held between 28 June & 12 July 2011 and on 6 March
2012

File Ref: PINS/D2320/429/7
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and has a realistic chance of achieving the objective of meeting the needs of
different groups in the community. The Local Plan is sound in these respects.
Issue 5 – Whether the Local Plan’s approach to economic development
and the protection of employment land is clearly articulated, sufficiently
justified and in line with national policy
General Approach
66. Since the initial preparation of the Local Plan, the Chancellor of the Exchequer
has published proposals to help rebuild Britain’s economy, including a Plan for
Growth, and on 23 March 2011 the written Ministerial Statement, Planning for
Growth, was published. This sets out the Government’s commitment to
reforming the planning system so that it promotes sustainable growth and
jobs. There is a pressing need to ensure that the planning system does
everything it can to help secure a swift return to economic growth, and the
Local Plan anticipates much of this initiative by acknowledging the
considerable economic growth potential of Central Lancashire and by
promoting long term sustainable economic growth of the right type, in the
right locations and of generally the right amount.
67. Policy 9: Economic Growth and Employment sets out the employment land
requirements and identifies sustainable locations where economic
development will be concentrated. For the most part it will be closely related
to residential and other development, thereby providing opportunities for
sustainable travel patterns, including walking to work. A possible exception is
Samlesbury, at some distance from large residential areas, but it makes sense
to identify this location to provide for the expansion of BAE Systems and/or
for similar or associated enterprises like advanced aerospace manufacturing.
It accords with the policy in the Framework to plan positively for the location,
promotion and expansion of clusters or networks of knowledge-driven,
creative or high technology industries. These Policies complement others,
particularly Policy 1 and Policy 11: Retail and Town Centre Uses and Business
Based Tourism which are soundly based upon sustainability principles.
Continued liaison with University, colleges, training agencies and local
employers should improve skills and economic inclusion, as promoted by
Policy 15: Skills and Economic Inclusion.
68. Policy 9 provides for the identification of 501 ha of land for employment
development during 2009-2026. These figures are in the context of the 1,363
ha in RSS Policy W3 Table 6.1 for the 14 Lancashire Authorities’ areas during
2005-2021. The RPB advised the Councils to update the RS figures, using
2008/09 data and project them to 2026, the end of the plan period. Using
the same methodology as in Table 6.1, the Councils estimate an overall
Lancashire requirement of 1,132 ha comprising supply (987 ha) + extra
allocation (145 ha). To disaggregate this 145 ha extra allocation to each of
the constituent authorities, the RPB suggested 4 alternative methods. It was
understood that all the Lancashire Authorities were advised of these methods
to inform the preparation of their own Local Plans, and the RS expects the
Authorities and other partners to work together to agree the distribution of
land within each sub-region, the RPB facilitating this approach (RS paragraph
6.12). The advantages and disadvantages of each method are convincingly
explained in detail in the ELR Background Topic Paper (BTP) SD14. Owing to
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such marked disadvantages as outdated (Scenarios 1a and 1b) and
inconsistent (Scenario 2a) data, the Councils rightly chose Scenario 2b.
69. Scenario 2b is based on the requirement of each of the 3 Authorities providing
the same percentage share of the Lancashire total as constituted their supply
in 2008 (372 ha). Thus the Preston supply of 90.99 ha was 9.22% of the
overall Lancashire supply in 2008 (987 ha). Comparative figures for South
Ribble were 183.70 ha (18.61%) and for Chorley 97.46 ha (9.88%). On this
basis, the amount of additional land expected from each Authority towards
the Lancashire extra allocation of 145 ha was 13.37 ha (Preston), 26.99 ha
(South Ribble) and 14.32 ha (Chorley), a total of 54 ha or so which would be
37% of the total Lancashire requirement. This approach may perpetuate an
existing imbalance in Central Lancashire, a matter no doubt considered by the
RPB, but as the plan area functions as one integrated local economy, travel to
work area and single housing market area, any such disadvantage is not fatal
to the methodology or its outcome.
70. Further work has been undertaken based upon the 2009 supply figures of 107
ha (Preston), 179 ha (South Ribble) and 91 ha (Chorley), a total of 377 ha.
An allowance has been made for losses from employment to non-employment
uses during 2009-2026, based upon average annual losses during the 5 years
up to 2009. For this 17 year period, it is estimated that 11 ha will be lost in
Preston, 35 ha in South Ribble and 24 ha in Chorley, a total of 70 ha.
Continuing with the same percentages, the Councils estimate an additional
requirement of 13 ha (Preston), 27 ha (South Ribble) and 14 ha (Chorley),
again bringing the Central Lancashire total to 54 ha. Hence the 501 ha for
which Policy 9 provides comprises 377 ha (2009 supply), 70 ha (allowance for
losses) and 54 ha (additional provision).
71. To accord Policy 9 better with the plan period, the Councils calculate that
during 2009/10 there was a take up rate of 7.23 ha in Preston, nil in South
Ribble and 5.15 ha in Chorley, a total of approximately 12 ha. This helpfully
updated figure has been deducted from the 501 ha in the Policy to the 489 ha
(2010-2026) of the Suggested Examination Hearing Changes. Prediction is an
inexact science, especially at a time of economic uncertainty. Reasonably,
however, the Councils have adopted the methodology set out in the RS,
updating the data so as to relate it better to the plan period. Owing to such
considerations as the importance of such centres as Preston, Leyland and
Chorley in Lancashire, the economic potential of Central Lancashire and the
Government’s emphasis on economic growth and employment, it is
reasonable for the 3 Authorities to account for 37% or so of the estimated
employment land requirement for Lancashire.
72. Policy 10: Employment Premises and Sites seeks the protection of these
existing resources to ensure future sustainable economic growth during the
plan period. It accords with the policy in the Framework to plan proactively to
meet the development needs of business and support an economy fit for the
21st century. The Policy is firm, but sufficiently flexible in accepting that,
provided certain criteria are met, some sites and/or premises may be suitable
for re-use and/or redevelopment other than for Class B uses. This approach
accords with the requirement in the Framework to avoid the long term
protection of sites allocated for business use where there is no reasonable
prospect of a site being used for that purpose.
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73. Even so, new businesses often start in existing buildings on small sites where
rents are relatively low and in locations where there is opportunity for
employees to walk to work. Poor quality sites and premises may, therefore,
have an economic value greater than their appearance might suggest. Some
premises may have been held back in the hope of a more beneficial planning
permission for housing, and the resistance of Lancashire County Council to the
loss of employment land is noted. Instead of expecting the loss of as much as
70 ha on the basis of present trends, the Councils may wish to include no
more than about half of it (35 ha) in their calculations. Any such additional
modification would accord with the somewhat more rigorous stance
introduced by the minor re-wording to the Policy of the Suggested
Examination Hearing Changes and the need to protect suitable sites for new
employment generating businesses. It would reduce the total to 454 ha,
including existing supply. The Councils may wish to give this matter further
consideration in the preparation of the Site Allocations DPDs. In so far as
such an approach could be construed as seeking to achieve a strong,
competitive economy, assisting the establishment of new businesses, it need
not conflict with the Framework.
74. Policy 13: Rural Economy complements a number of policies, especially Policy
1. It strikes a balance between the need to protect the environment,
including the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and
stimulating employment in District and Local Centres and encouraging the
suitable conversion of farm and other buildings. It also supports rural based
tourist attractions. Much, of course, will depend upon the particular
circumstances of the proposals, but this and other relevant policies are a
useful start in the determination of planning applications.
75. The evidence base is comprehensive, thorough and convincing. It includes
the ELR, the BTP and the well-ordered Note for Inspector. The Councils have
closely consulted the RPB which accepted that the additional provision to 2026
figures generally complies with the approach undertaken in Table 6.1 of Policy
W3 of the RS. The Local Plan sets out a clear economic vision and strategy
for Central Lancashire which positively and proactively encourages sustainable
economic growth. It is effective, justified and accords with national policy,
particularly those aimed at fostering economic growth and employment. In
these respects it is sound.
Issue 6 – Whether the Local Plan convincingly sets out the role of Preston
City Centre, suitably protecting and enhancing its vitality and viability
without serious detriment to other town centres, and whether suitable
provision for other centres is being made
Preston - Role, Capacity and Need
76. Policy 11: Retail and Town Centre Uses and Business Based Tourism sets out
a 3-tier hierarchy of centres as a basis for a scale of development appropriate
to each tier, but consistent with character. The scale should also take account
of such considerations as capacity, need, competition and consumer choice.
The key elements of the hierarchy are Preston City Centre, the Principal Town
Centres of Chorley and Leyland and 7 District Centres, including those
proposed at Buckshaw Village and Cottam. New economic growth and the
development of main town centre uses will therefore be focused on existing
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A2. PROFILE OF MAJOR HOUSING SITES IN PRESTON

Cottam
A2.1

The Cottam strategic site comprises mostly greenfield land to the north west of Preston’s City Centre,
as well as the derelict urban brownfield Cottam Brickworks site. The greenfield land – known as
Cottam Hall - is owned by Homes England and forms part of a larger Central Lancashire New Town
urban extension that commenced in the 1980s but is only about half complete. Across both sites,
around 1,300 homes are expected to be delivered in total.

A2.2

Phase 1 on the Cottam Hall site (104 homes) has been built out. Phase 2 (283 homes) and Phase
3 (119 homes) have planning permission and are coming forward. Phase 4 has RM approval for 141
homes.

Phases 5 and 6 will be brought forward in due course with Phase 6 expected to come

forward first. On the Cottam Brickworks site, there is currently no PP in place and negotiations are
ongoing between Homes England and the landowner.

A2.3

The Preston Western Distributor Road and the Cottam Link Road will help support housing delivery
at Cottam. The scheme is scheduled to open early in 2023 and is now expected to cost £200m. A
new parkway railway station is also expected at Cottam with £40m secured from the Transforming
Cities Fund.

Table A2.1

Components of Cottam Strategic Site (MD1)

Cottam Sites

Total Homes

Homes Completed

Homes with Extant
Planning Permission

Cottam Hill

1,016

213

647

Cottam Brickworks

284

0

0

Source: Homes England Data, as at 1st Jan 2020

North West Preston
A2.4

North West Preston comprises greenfield land south of the M55 stretching from west of the Cottam
area eastwards to the areas known as Bartle (east of Sandy Lane, north of Hoyles Lane / Lightfoot
Lane, south of the M55), and extending east of the A6 to incorporate land north of Eastway / south
of the M55.

A2.5

The strategic location for growth is complementary to the strategic site at Cottam and provides a
rounding off of the urban form of Preston with a clearly defined boundary of the M55 to the north, M6
to the east and the local authority boundary with Fylde to the west.
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There are a number of land parcels within North West Preston which collectively have the capacity
to deliver over 5,000 homes. Overall, there are over 10 different housebuilders on site. The key
sites are set out in the Table below.

A2.7

A new motorway junction off M55, the Preston Western Distributor and East West link road will open
up access to North West Preston. Development at the eastern end of the strategic location is also
being supported by a new highway link between Eastway and the newly opened Broughton By-Pass
(funded by the City Deal).

Table A2.2

Components of North West Preston (MD2)

NWP Sites

Total Homes

Homes Completed

Homes with Extant
Planning Permission

Maxy House Farm

300

246

300

Hoyles Lane

350

103

350

Haydock Grange

450

170

450

Eastway

205

82

140

Source: Preston Annual Monitoring, as at

1st

April 2020
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A3. CENTRAL LANCASHIRE BROAD RENTAL MARKET AREA
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1.0

Introduction

1.1

I respond below to selected points of difference or disagreement with the evidence of
Messrs Moger, Stacey and Lee on behalf of the appellants. For the avoidance of
doubt, the scope of this rebuttal proof does not imply that I agree with the remainder
of their evidence.

1.2

I would like to point out a contradiction in my proof and the Council’s SoC and
confirm the correct position. The discrepancy is between paragraph 6.1 of the SoC
and paragraph 8.5 of my evidence (CD 05S) . The latter is incorrect which states “It
is my view that given the position set out at above, footnote 7 of paragraph [11(d)(ii)]
not engaged. Chorley Borough Council can demonstrate a five year housing land
supply and the ‘tilted’ balance within NPPF [11(d)(ii)] does not apply. Even if the
Council could not demonstrate a five year housing land supply, I consider that there
are specific policies that would indicate development should be restricted. Policy
BNE3 is plainly a restrictive policy and full weight should be attached to it regardless
of the Council’s housing land supply position”.

1.3

This paragraph was included due to a drafting error and therefore is to be
disregarded. It is the Council’s view that the policy BNE3 is up-to-date subject only to
the Council’s ability to demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply.

2.0

Mr Moger

(A) Local policy concerning Self-Build and Custom

2.1

The Development Plan (the Core Strategy and the Local Plan) both predate the
introduction of the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding section of PPG (first
introduced on 1st April 2016: (Mr Moger paragraph 2.16). That is why they are not
specifically referred to.

2.2

The absence of specific reference to this specific type of housing provision from the
Issues and Options Consultation (CD7.30) is not indicative of any disinterest or lack
of engagement by the Central Lancashire Councils in this type of provision. Indeed, it
did not ask specific questions about a variety of matters as this was intended as an
initial consultation to collect ‘high level’ broad themes and feedback as a starting
point for the new Local Plan. It was not a proposed draft plan or collection of policies.
Detailed consideration of specific housing types, tenures etc will form part of the
emerging development plan as it evolves.
2
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(B) Demand for Self-Build and Custom

2.3

Mr Moger concludes that the evidence suggests that demand for Self-Build is greater
than the number of those people registered on the Council’s Self-Build Register,
currently 9 as of March 2020 (CD GDL03PA)paragraph 4.20). Whilst I accept that
the Housing Study suggests that “The numbers of expressions of interest on a local
authority’s self-build Register may underestimate demand” (Paragraph 9.33 CD8.11;
underlining added), the data available from secondary sources does not provide a
robust assessment of actual demand for Self-Build in Chorley.

2.4

Mr Moger section 4.25 refers to data secured from Plot-Search (Appendix AM10)
which suggests that within a 10 mile radius of the appeal site there are 481
registrants who are wishing to create their own home and 1,874 Plot-Search
subscribers indicating a wish to live in the location by either building or
commissioning a home.

2.5

Mr Moger states (CD GDL03PA footnote 23) that 10 miles is the “Smallest site
search radius that the Buildstore data allows for”. The map below illustrates that a ten
mile radius from the point of the appeal site covers Preston, reaches Blackburn, and
approaches Bolton. Clearly this is not an accurate, robust assessment of the unmet
demand for Self-Build in the Borough of Chorley or Euxton and could distort the
actual demand for other areas. Mr Moger suggests that the secondary data suggests
there is “A substantial level of demand within the Borough” (Paragraph 4.26) yet fails
to clearly demonstrate what this actually is. There is no conclusive, robust data to
demonstrate what the actual unmet demand is and, in the absence of any
satisfactory alternative, the most reliable source is the Council’s Self Build Register.

3
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Map of 10 Mile Radius from Location of Appeal Site

2.6

I agree, on the other hand, that the numbers on the Self Build Register are likely to be
influenced by knowledge of its existence. However, I would also suggest that the
number of those registered are likely to be more a reflection of interest/ aspiration for
Self-Build rather than realistic demand. This is because in order to progress projects,
people need the financial means to do so (including the capital finance required and
the ability to borrow/ obtain mortgages) as well as the relevant skills/expertise
(including in terms of costing, construction knowledge, project management skills
etc).

2.7

I do not agree that substantial weight should be afforded the provision of up to 18
Self Build and Custom Build homes at this site. The Council’s Register and the
provision of plots already either delivered or issued with planning permission, with 14
confirmed as Self Build to date and all located within Euxton. This suggests that
demand or need for Self-Build here is currently being addressed.

4
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3.0

Mr Stacey

3.1

The parties disagree on the weight to be afforded to the provision of affordable
housing as part of the development. The Council considers that limited weight should
be attached to the provision of 54 affordable dwellings as part of this development.
The appellant however considers that substantial weight should be afforded to the
delivery of affordable housing on the site. The Council argues that as the Inspector
found in the Chain House Lane appeal that these are “Generic benefits and no more
than would be expected from any major housing development and as such they
attract limited positive weight” (paragraph 95 CD10.29). The Inspector went on to
add “The benefits do not address the fundamental issue of the sites’ location within
safeguarded land and the harm”.

A) Housing Delivery in Chorley

3.2

Mr Stacey states that there is a national housing crisis in the UK and a significant
boost in the delivery of housing, particularly affordable housing is essential
(Paragraph 3.1). The Council accepts that there is a national housing crisis across
the country however, Chorley Council has an excellent track record of housing
delivery and has consistently outperformed against the housing target set in the Core
Strategy as can be seen in the table below.
Chorley housing delivery performance since 2010
Plan period
(1st April-31st
March)

Core
Strategy
Target

Net
completions

Surplus/
Shortfall

Cumulative
completions

Exceedance
percentage

2010/11
2011/12
2012/13
2013/14
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
2017/18
2018/19
2019/20
Total

5791
417
417
417
417
417
417
417
417
417
4,332

527
552
638
582
723
597
517
661
573
640
6,010

-52
+135
+221
+165
+306
+180
+100
+ 244
+156
+223
1,678

527
1,079
1,717
2,299
3,022
3,619
4,136
4,797
5,370
6,010
-

-9%
32%
53%
40%
73%
43%
24%
59%
37%
53%
39%

1

1.

417

+162
previo
us
unders
upply

B
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Affordable Housing Delivery against Evidence Base

3.3

Mr Stacey (section 7, page 43) compares affordable housing delivery in Chorley
against the requirements set out in the SHMA (2009 CD8.09), the SHMA (2017
CD7.25) and the Housing Study (2020 CD8.11) and argues that there has been
significant under-delivery. The Council dispute this for a number of reasons. Firstly, it
is considered that the SHMA published in 2009 is no longer relevant given that it was
published 11 years ago and the figures in it are based on a view at that point in time.
Two further assessments have been published since which provide a more up to
date assessment of needs.

3.4

The SHMA (2017 CD7.25) covers the period 2014-2034 and identified an annual net
need of 146 affordable homes. This was superseded by the Housing Study (2020
CD8.11) which covers the period 2018-2036 and identifies a net need for 132
affordable homes per annum. As shown in the table below, when compared against
the more up to date assessments the number of affordable dwellings completed over
the period covered by these assessments is 93% of the identified need.

Chorley Affordable
Housing Delivery
2014-2020Year
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
2017/18
2018/19
2019/20
TOTAL

Number of Affordable
Dwellings Completed

Identified Need

165
85
87
172
202
81
792

146
146
146
146
132
132
848

C) Affordable Housing Delivery against Core Strategy Requirement and Corporate
Target

3.5

The Central Lancashire Core Strategy (CD7.14) sets a target of 50 affordable
dwellings per annum in Chorley. Affordable housing delivery in Chorley over the
period 2010-20 has been almost three times the total Core Strategy requirement for
the period as shown in the table below.

3.6

The Council also has a corporate target for affordable housing delivery which is
currently 100 dwellings per annum as the Council acknowledges the importance of
affordable housing delivery in the borough to meet the needs of residents (CD8.07).
Delivery has also significantly exceeded this target over the plan period as shown in
the table below.
6
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3.7

Overall affordable housing delivery has accounted for 24% of all housing completions
since the start of the plan period.
Affordable Housing Delivery Compared to Core Strategy and Corporate Target

Year
2010/11
2011/12
2012/13
2013/14
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
2017/18
2018/19
2019/20
TOTAL

Number of
Affordable Core Strategy
Dwellings
Target
Completed
173
50
170
50
183
50
129
50
165
50
85
50
87
50
172
50
202
50
81
50
1,447
500

Corporate
Target

Total Number
% of Affordable
of Dwellings
Completions
Completed

50
50
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
800

527
552
638
582
723
597
517
661
573
640
6,010

33%
31%
29%
22%
23%
14%
17%
26%
35%
13%
24%

D) Affordable Housing Delivery across Central Lancashire

3.8 The Core Strategy (CD7.14) sets out the following affordable housing targets for Central
Lancashire:

Chorley

= 50 (39.7%)

Preston

= 46 (36.5%)

South Ribble = 30 (23.8%)
Total

3.9

= 126

The target for Chorley equates to almost 40% of the total annual target for Central
Lancashire. The table below sets out affordable housing delivery for all three Central
Lancashire authorities for the period 2012-19. It should be noted that data for
Preston and South Ribble for the periods 2010/11, 2011/12 and 2019/20 was not
available. Affordable housing delivery has been greater in Chorley than in Preston
and South Ribble, accounting for 42% of the total delivery across Central Lancashire
and is more than double the delivery in South Ribble which has the same adopted
Core Strategy housing target as Chorley.

7
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Central Lancashire Affordable Housing Completions 2012-2019

Year

Number of Affordable Dwellings Completed

2012/13
2013/14
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
2017/18
2018/19
TOTAL

Chorley
183
129
165
85
87
172
202
1,023

Preston
66
35
114
178
137
197
213
940

South Ribble
40
48
97
150
25
40
97
497

Total
Completions

% of Chorley
Completions

289
212
376
413
249
409
512
2,460

63%
61%
44%
21%
35%
42%
39%
42%

E) Housing Register Data

3.10

Mr Stacey (paragraph 8.3) states that affordable housing delivery has failed to keep
pace with identified need on the Housing Register for the period 2010-2020. The
Council considers that there are a relatively low number of people on the Housing
Register and the number has fallen each year.

F) Affordable Housing Need in Euxton

3.11

Mr. Stacey (section 9) claims that there is a great and pressing need for affordable
homes in Euxton to meet needs as the Local Plan allocations will not provide for all
people remaining in need of an affordable home in Euxton. He refers to an FOI that
the appellant submitted, the response dated 01/04/20 identified that 180 households
on the Housing Register selected Euxton as their preferred location, 124 of which
have a local connection with the borough of Chorley. Of this 124, 17 currently live in
Euxton.

3.12

The Council advised that it is not known if the remaining 107 households with a local
connection to the borough of Chorley have a local connection to Euxton, this would
be checked by social landlords at the point of offer. It therefore cannot be assumed
that they all do.

3.13

The Council considers that sufficient land has been allocated for housing in Euxton in
the Local Plan in accordance with Core Strategy Policies 1 and 4 and has granted
four permissions in Euxton on allocated sites. There are 91 affordable dwellings with
planning permission left to be built in Euxton as follows:
•

HS1.40: Dunrobin Drive – 51 affordable dwellings

•

HS1.41: Euxton Lane – 4 affordable dwellings left to be built, 31 recently
completed
8
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HS1.42: Greenside - 36 affordable dwellings

In addition, there are 12 affordable dwellings left to be built in Buckshaw Village
which is in close proximity to Euxton and there is already a significant supply of
affordable housing stock in both Euxton and Buckshaw Village.

3.15

The identified housing need is currently being met through the existing housing
allocations and windfall sites including policy requirements for affordable housing.
Therefore, there is no need for this development to come forward for affordable
housing to be provided.

4.0

Mr Lee

A) Is the Development Plan up to Date?

4.1

Mr Lee states “Numerous housing sites ...have come forward for development …and
indeed are earmarked for development as part of the emerging Central Lancashire
Local Plan’ (CD GDL08PA paragraph 4.4.3). Plan-making is at a very early stage
and therefore no sites can be said to have been ‘earmarked’ for Development which
suggests a more permanent assignment than to be ‘option’ or ‘suggestions’.

4.2

All sites being considered are to be subject to robust assessment and consultation as
well as an examination and therefore cannot be afforded weight at this stage. NPPF
Paragraph 48 (CD12.01) states “Local planning authorities may give weight to
relevant policies in emerging plans according to: a) the stage of preparation of the
emerging plan (the more advanced its preparation, the greater the weight that may
be given); b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies
(the less significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be
given)”.

4.3

Mr Lee considers that Core Strategy Policy 1 should be considered to be out-of-date
in accordance with paragraph 213 of the Framework, stating that “The application of
standard method would result in a markedly different spatial approach to
development across the housing market area than outlined in Policy 1” (CD
GDL08PA paragraph 5.2.13). I would suggest that as opposed to being different,
that as the Inspector for the Chain House Lane Appeal found, the “Re-distribution
which is suggested within the documents is not ‘radical’” (paragraph 88 Appeal
Decision APP/F2360/W/19/3234070 CD10.29). The Inspector’s comments are in
relation to the redistribution set out in MOU2 compared to the housing requirements
9
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in Core Strategy Policy 4. The table below shows a comparison of the distributional
percentage split as set out in the Core Strategy, MOU 2017, Standard Method and
MOU2 (2020).
Comparison of Distributional % Splits of Housing Provision in Central Lancashire
Source Document
A
B
C
D

4.4

Core Strategy Policy 4 (2012)
Memorandum of Understanding (2017)
The Standard Method (2020)
Memorandum of Understanding (2020)

Chorley

Preston

31.1%
31.1%
56.0%
27.5%

37.8%
37.8%
25.0%
40.0%

South
Ribble
31.1%
31.1%
19.0%
32.5%

The Inspector at the Chain House Lane Appeal went on to find in that appeal that the
re-distribution recommended in the Housing Study is “Based on a reasonable set of
criteria … the distribution not significantly different from the current CS distribution”,
concluding that the “Distributional consequences do not weigh heavily in giving me
reason to conclude that the policy is out-of-date” (paragraph 88 CD10.29).

4.5

In regard to Local Plan Policy BNE3 Mr Lee states that the Council in the SOC
“Confirm that if the Council is found not to be able to demonstrate a supply, this
policy would be out-of-date” (CD GDL08PA paragraph 5.3.9).

4.6

The Council contends that this policy is not out-of-date, and that the Council has a
five year housing land supply. An error was made in my Proof of Evidence regarding
this, the Council’s case is properly set out in paragraph 6.1 of the SOC. As the
Inspector concluded in the Chain House Lane Appeal (Appeal Decision
APP/F2360/W/19/3234070 CD10.29), Policy G3 (which can be said to be a policy
relating to Safeguarding Land equivalent to BNE3), “Is not out of date as a result of
the distributional consequences that would arise if all three LAs apply the standard
method (Chain House Lane Appeal Decision, paragraph 87 CD10.29)”. The
Inspector continues “G3 prevails as the most important, indeed it is the only policy
specified in the reasons for refusal. Taken as a whole, there is conflict with the
development plan. The Inspector goes on to state “The most important development
plan policy is not out-of-date” (paragraph 89 CD10.29).

4.7

Mr Lee suggests that the spatial strategy outlined in the CLCS which is informed by
the CLP is out-of-date as it does not reflect the updated housing need evidence and
therefore restrictions on development outside the settlement boundaries should be
afforded less weight (Paragraph 5.3.10). The Council do not agree for reasons
outlined in paragraph 6.18 of the SoC. XX.
10
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B) Most Important Policies

4.8

Mr Lee (CD GDL08PA page 29) addresses a series of points regarding the most
important policies for determination of this appeal.

4.9

The Council agrees that Core Strategy Policies 4 and 7 have been superseded by
the Standard Method and are not relevant to this planning application. However, the
Council considers that Core Strategy Policy 1 (CD7.14) continues to be an up to date
strategy in terms of the distribution of development across the three local authorities.

4.10

In regard to Local Plan policies, Policy BNE3 is directly applicable to this planning
appeal and is the most important policy for determining the planning application.
Policies HS1 and BNE2 have no relevance to this planning application.

4.11

The Council therefore only accepts that Policy BNE3 is the most important policy in
assessing this planning application. The only arguable addition is Core Strategy
Policy 1 arising from the challenge being made to the redistribution of the Standard
Method.

C) Other Material Considerations

4.12

Mr Lee suggests that the Issues and Options document which was prepared during
what is a very early stage of plan-making, is “afforded limited weight “ with the
“proposed allocation of the site is a material consideration which carries weight in
favour of the appeal proposals” (CD GDL08PA paragraph 6.3.6). The Council do not
accept that the early process of identifying possible development sites ahead of a
comprehensive plan-making process which includes robust site testing as well as a
number of opportunities for consultation and public examination, can be considered
to lend weight to a proposal which is in direct conflict with both Policy BNE3 and the
NPPF.

4.13

It is suggested by Mr Lee that the ‘collaborative approach’ taken with Homes
England who own the adjacent parcel of Green Belt land, will ensure “that the entire
safeguarded land parcel can be delivered in a cohesive and comprehensive manner”
(paragraph 6.4.1). I would contest this, and without prejudice to suggestion that
either site will be allocated for development (and as such allocated for the use of
housing), the piecemeal ‘nibbling’ of sites not currently allocated for development is
not conducive to full and proper master planning of sites and does not enable a
place-making approach to be taken.
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As the Inspector noted in the Chain House Lane Appeal with regards to that site, the
development of the appeal site “in isolation would result in harm” (paragraph 71
CD10.29). The Inspector goes on to consider the “comprehensive development of
the land” and suggests the development would be “Contrary to section 12 of the
Framework in achieving well-designed places. It also fails to represent the effective
community engagement, and to take the opportunities available for improving the
character and quality of an area and the way it functions” (paragraph 72 CD10.29).

5.0

Conclusion

5.1

I conclude that the appeal proposal is in conflict with the Development Plan,
specifically Policy BNE3 and the Framework and as the Council is able to
demonstrate a five year housing land supply, the policy is not out of date and
therefore paragraph 11 of the Framework is not engaged. The Local Plan period runs
until 2026 and therefore the policies within the plan remain extant. For these reasons
I would respectfully request that the appeal be dismissed.
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