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AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

The growing gap between earnings and house prices locally – at circa 14 times income this is one of 

the greatest in the country. Most people find the area completely unaffordable, with all the 

consequences that flow from this. Affordable housing provision through the current Borough Plan 

adopted in 2005, has failed to deliver and if this continues then the DMP may itself be found 

unsound. 

How viability is being approached locally is that promoters of new housing schemes regularly argue 

that implementing the full policy requirement for affordable housing will make their schemes 

unviable. Housing density can have an immediate benefit in terms of increasing housing numbers 

and also increase the quantity of affordable housing that reflects local housing need. This is critically 

important to deliver a balanced DMP. 

1. Relating Affordability to Viability Issues 

The Reigate and Banstead Development Management Plan proposes that in new housing schemes 

there should be an allocation of 30% of new homes as affordable housing, the same intervention 

rate as per the extant 2005 Borough Plan. 

Whilst the plan says that most schemes will be viable, developers have sought reductions of 

affordable units on sites in Redhill for instance. On one of the largest and most valuable sites in the 

borough, at Marketfield Way, Redhill, the proposed mixed-use scheme on this site (owned by the 

council and currently operating as a car park) provides no affordable housing at all, (nor CIL due to a 

policy exemption in the plan). Yet a new housing development, literally on the opposite side of the 

A23 to the Marketfield Way car park was subjected to the full 30% requirement, only achieving 

reductions after lengthy negotiation. The DMP needs to be clear and specific about how to avoid 

these failures in delivery.  

The plan target is 460 new housing units per annum of which approx. 153 of these need to be 

affordable under the affordable. We propose a higher threshold of at least 50% to increase how the  

DMP delivers on local (affordable) housing need. The factors are as follows: 

- Housing sites are often kept below the exemption of 10 units, so no affordable housing is 

provided. Often small urban sites form part of larger holdings that could accommodate more 

units in the future and so should be viewed as part of a potentially cumulative total for the 

wider site in this eventuality.  

- Inequality is increasing in Surrey, and house price as a ratio of income is rising. This requires 

a greater focus on affordability.  

- At present affordable housing is not provided on some sites but funds are allocated for 

provision elsewhere. This delays provision of affordable dwellings.  

It is not acceptable to reduce the policy provision of affordable housing merely because a higher 

land value has been agreed. The owner has to accept the policy requirement provided the 

development value of the land exceeds existing use value. ADD alternative 



   

It is worth noting that Government Grants policy has often meant offers of gap funding subsidy, such 

as by English Partnerships under their Partnership Investment Programme were scaled back where 

excessive value had been paid out for land compared with a residual valuation. See Annex 1. 

The difference between viable and unviable sites, often in close proximity were not explicit in the 

Viability Paper produced as evidence by the Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (using the same 

Figure 1 as in Annex 1, here as Figure 12). It is therefore difficult to ascertain the reason that certain 

sites are viable or unviable. Neither is it possible to see the nature of the difference in terms of 

surplus or loss. For example, Fig 12 in RBBC Viability Study shows only one site to be unviable in 

Redhill which must raise a query about the methodology (the Gloucester Road car park).  Whilst the 

council owned Cromwell Road site is stated to be viable redevelopment plans recently passed by the 

Council stated the scheme to be unviable; here the Council made a commitment to place monies in 

the account to be used elsewhere rather than in the scheme. Despite the fact that social rented 

units are lost in the proposal. All these schemes must surely pass the competitive return test in that 

development land value exceeds existing use value and thus policy requirements should be met in 

full. The council should make their working calculations public for scrutiny.  

In para 4,14 RBBC states that where retail schemes are included viability is often worse, yet retail is 

in property terms the highest value traditionally. Retail can lift mixed use scheme viability, but it 

makes no sense to then separately assess the housing component disregarding the subsidy factor. At 

Marketfield Way the council proposed 153 flats above a proposed new retail and leisure scheme; 

overall the development land value must have exceeded the existing use value as a car park and yet 

the Council argued it was not a viable project. None were to be allocated as affordable units. This 

approach must undermine efforts by the Council to deliver more affordable homes, whilst all agree 

this is what is needed. It seems reasonable to suggest that taking all requirements including build 

costs, fees and policy, into account the development land value must still be more than existing use 

value. Clarification of this is vital for the successful delivery of policy requirements in new scheme.  

Secondly, instead of rushing into a negotiation over policy relaxations it is reasonable that the test 

should be that the applicant may review the proposal to reduce build costs, fees, profit and land 

value, alternative design and give consideration to higher densities, introducing higher value uses to 

subsidise the development overall or a combination of approaches. 

Finally, all affordable housing must be delivered on site and within the same timeframe as the 

overall scheme.  

This can all be governed by conditions and as viability is based on a snapshot of value versus costs, 

the role of a clawback condition should be accepted as a norm rather than an exception. 

2. Increasing Deliverability of Affordability through applying appropriate urban densities 

(which could be reflected in minimum density thresholds) 

The government is desiring higher housing density but the DMP is not proposing to make the best 

use of land. Delivering site with higher densities will reduce the land requirement for the DMP to be 

sound.  

Firstly, with higher density at sites proposed in the DMP, completion of both Part 1 and Part 2 of the 

Brownfield Site Register, and including other sites known to be developable in the urban areas, the 

total housing target could be met within the existing urban areas of the borough. We propose this as 

an additional policy: that all required housing should be in the existing urban areas.  



Secondly, building at higher densities (including in more sustainable locations, with lower parking 

provision) can broaden the housing mix in order to provide more viable affordable units.  

Developments should utilise self-build and custom build (in accordance with a proposed policy for 

self-build). This approach, as proven by Cherwell District Council and through the Live Over the 

Shops (LOTS) initiative, could enable Reigate & Banstead to provide more genuinely affordable 

homes.  

There should be a self-build policy included, and some sites allocated for this. This would aid delivery 

of the affordability, as evidenced through experiences elsewhere1 which would also increase plan 

soundness by increasing resilience and diversity of delivery and deliver at higher densities proposed 

in the HELAA.  

Any redevelopment in urban centres should support extra floorspace not just replace what was 

there before and especially where tall buildings can be created – central zones, sites near public 

transport hubs and so on should automatically be at higher densities e.g. 90 dph+. Terraced housing 

typically achieves a density of around 60-90 dwellings per hectare and above 100dph when 

combined with flats. By assessing the existing urban area sites identified in the DMP at a higher 

density of an average of 75dph, more than 600 extra units would be provided. Delivering higher 

densities on existing and additional sites in the urban area would increase urban density which also 

increases environmental sustainability2. 

In contrast, the principle of low-density development on greenfield sites, is less sustainable and 

should be rejected. The DMP’s current approach which advocates urban extensions at very low 

density, circa 24dph, for reasons of character, design etc. Land identified as potential ‘sustainable’ 

urban extensions in and around Redhill, Merstham and Reigate amounts to around 61ha.  

By increasing densities on both current and additional sites in the urban area, (which ESGP has 

identified) including on additional smaller sites (which could be included in the HELAA if minimum 

density targets are adopted), there is no need to release any sites from the Green Belt during the 

Plan period, and the need for additional land to be safeguarded for beyond the Plan period. 

Thus, by increasing density and affordability, our housing provision can prioritise and meet our local 

housing need. In that way we can plan in a way that retains the character of our borough, with its 

discrete settlements within London’s Green Belt. For this reason, we proposed a Minimum Density 

Policy, as proposed in the ESGP Regulation 19 submission. So, by providing these in the most 

sustainable locations (in our existing urban areas) we can increase the sustainability of our 

communities whilst protecting the countryside and Green Belt. 

Annex 1. Commentary on Viability from Tandridge BC (2018) 

Higher densities combined with higher thresholds of 50% affordable housing will significantly 

increase housing numbers as well as affordable homes. BNP Paribas prepared evidence on how to 

approach viability for Tandridge Council in respect of their emerging Local Plan (see below). One of 

the key factors they highlight is that NPPF states there must be a competitive return to encourage 

development to happen, namely that an owner of land needs development value ie with planning 

                                                           
1 For example as reflected in current practice in Cornwall (https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/housing/affordable-
housing/providing-your-own-affordable-home-and-self-build-projects/), Cherwell council’s 5% mortgage scheme 
(http://custombuildstrategy.co.uk/news-article/cherwell-pilots-custom-build-mortgage/) and Rushmoor 
https://www.rushmoor.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=18672&p=0).  
2 https://newclimateeconomy.report/2014/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2014/08/NCE-cities-web.pdf, see Figure 1 and 

overall arguments made in favour of compact cities, which Greenbelt policy enables.  

https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/housing/affordable-housing/providing-your-own-affordable-home-and-self-build-projects/
https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/housing/affordable-housing/providing-your-own-affordable-home-and-self-build-projects/
http://custombuildstrategy.co.uk/news-article/cherwell-pilots-custom-build-mortgage/
https://www.rushmoor.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=18672&p=0
https://newclimateeconomy.report/2014/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2014/08/NCE-cities-web.pdf


permission, to exceed existing use value. If it does not then there is no incentive for owners to 

dispose of land for development. Furthermore, BNP Paribas indicate it is essential that development 

land value must be derived from a comparison of gross development value with gross development 

costs. The latter must include the full policy requirement, which in Tandridge’s case would include 

40% affordable housing on their key housing allocations. 

BNP Paribas advised Tandridge BC on the viability of their affordable housing (up to 40%) in their 

emerging Local Plan, (2018) as follows: 

“1.20 It is critical that developers do not over-pay for sites such that the value generated by 

developments is paid to the landowner, rather than being used to provide affordable housing. The 

Council should work closely with developers to ensure that landowners' expectations of land value 

are appropriately managed downwards by the local policy context and adjusted for the proposed CIL 

rates. There may be instances when viability issues emerge on individual developments, even when 

the land has been purchased at an appropriate price (e.g. due to extensive decontamination 

requirements). In these cases, some flexibility may be required subject to submission of a robust site-

specific viability assessment.” 

BNP Paribas go on to say, in the conclusions section, 

7.15 In considering the outputs of the appraisals, it is important to recognise that some 

developments will be unviable regardless of the Council's requirements. In these cases, the value of 

the existing building will be higher than a redevelopment opportunity over the medium term. 

However, this situation should not be taken as an indication of the viability (or otherwise) of the 

Council's policies and requirements.  

7.16 It is critical that developers do not over-pay for sites such that the value generated by 

developments is paid to the landowner, rather than being used to provide affordable housing. The 

Council should work closely with developers to ensure that landowners' expectations of land value 

are appropriately managed downwards by the local policy context and adjusted for the proposed CIL 

rates. There may be instances when viability issues emerge on individual developments, even when 

the land has been purchased at an appropriate price (e.g. due to extensive decontamination 

requirements). In these cases, some flexibility may be required subject to submission of a robust site-

specific viability assessment.” 

 


