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Matter 6:   Housing Need and the Delivery of Quality Housing 

ISSUE: Whether the approach to the delivery of housing is justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy in the NPPF. 

6a) Housing mix and standard of accommodation. Relevant policies 
DES4 and DES5 

1. Are these policies effective, justified and consistent with national policy? 

What evidence is there that there would be no unacceptable adverse 

impacts in terms of affordability or viability?  

1.1 Paragraph 50 of the NPPF (2012)1 states that “local planning authorities should; plan for a mix 

of housing based on current and future demographic trends, market trends and the needs of 

different groups in the community, identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is 

required in particular locations, reflecting local demand…”. 

1.2 The Council’s Policy on housing mix (DES4) is based on evidence set out in the Housing Mix 

Background Paper (November 2017). Amongst other things, the background paper notes the 

findings of the SHMA, which was last updated in 2012. It assessed need as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 Housing mix in 2012 SHMA 

 1-2 bed 3-4 bed 

Social/affordable rent 75% 25% 

Intermediate 85% 15% (3-bed) 

Market 40% 60% 

Source: Housing Mix Background Paper 

1.3 The basis of the Policy – i.e. the 2012 SHMA – is now substantially out-of-date. It would have 

been produced at a time when data from the 2011 Census was not available, and since its 

publication there have been numerous updates to various other data sources, including the 

household projections, population estimates, annual population survey, completions data and 

house price/affordability data. Presumably, the Council has not revisited its SHMA because the 

2012 SHMA underpins the overall housing requirement, however there is no reason for the 

Council not to update its evidence regarding the mix of housing which is needed simply on this 

basis. The policy is therefore not justified because it is not based on up-to-date evidence. 

1.4 Furthermore, Policy DES4 – in its current wording – is not effective because it is trying to 

implement two different approaches simultaneously. The Policy is set out in two main parts: 

                                                             
1 As per the transitional arrangements set out in paragraph 214 of the NPPF (2018), Local Plans submitted 
prior to 24th January 2019 are to be examined against the provisions of the original NPPF (2012).  



 

 

Pg 2/3 Lichfields.uk 
16439948v2 
 

1 Part 1 (bullet 1) indicates that residential developments should provide an “appropriate” 

mix to meet local needs, and must (a) respond to local evidence of need and demand, 

including the SHMA and (b) address any site-specific requirements (from elsewhere in the 

DMP and/or other local plan documents).  

2 Part 2 (bullet 2) of the policy goes on to state that sites must provide certain prescribed 

mixes (as set out under bullets i-iv in Policy DES4), unless it can be shown that: 

a It is not financially viable or technically feasible to do so; 

b Doing so would have an adverse impact on the character of the surrounding area; or 

c It can be clearly demonstrated there is no market demand. 

1.5 Parts 1 and 2 of Policy DES4 therefore appear to conflict with each other in terms of what 

evidence or factors would justify a given housing mix on different sites. Part 1 of the policy 

simply advocates an ‘appropriate’ mix taking into account local evidence, the SHMA and site-

specific requirements. However, Part 2 sets clear mix requirements and only accepts deviation 

from these if specific circumstances can be demonstrated, and these circumstances are different 

to those set out in Part 1 of the Policy. In simple terms, the policy fails NPPF para 15 which 

requires plans to have “clear policies that will guide how the presumption should be applied 

locally”.  

1.6 The Policy is also unclear whether the mix set out applies to retirement housing and/or whether 

the mix of housing provided in retirement housing can count towards the overall market mix on 

a site. Given that housing needs associated with older people (in term of housing provided as C3 

use) will form part of overall housing needs, such needs are already reflected in the projection of 

housing need and mix. Therefore smaller units provided as part of retirement housing (which 

falls in C3 use) should be able to count toward the amount of smaller housing provided overall 

on sites which include a mix of general and retirement housing. 

1.7 In summary: 

1 The evidence underpinning the Council’s policy on mix is significantly out-of-date and is 

highly unlikely to represent an up-to-date assessment of current and future need/demand. 

In addition to referencing the SHMA, the policy should therefore also include a reference to 

other more up-to-date evidence; 

2 The policy itself sets different criteria for justifying housing mix, with part 1 of the policy 

appearing to be more lenient while part 2 is far more prescriptive (in the circumstances 

where deviating from the mixes set out in ii-iv are justified). Given how out-of-date the 

SHMA is, the second part of the policy should be reworded to be far less prescriptive (i.e. 

more in line with part 1 of the policy) or removed altogether; and 

3 It is unclear how the policy’s mix requirement should be interpreted on sites where a mix of 

general housing and retirement housing has been provided. The policy should therefore be 

amended to clarify that the provision of smaller homes as part of retirement (market) 

housing can be counted towards the overall site requirement for smaller market homes.  

1.8 The Masterplan Review document, prepared by JTP (Annex 1, Matter 9) sets out Berkeley’s 

proposed Housing Mix for its SUE site (ERM1). The Illustrative Masterplan (drawing: 

SK_002_D5) is designed to provide a sustainable mix and range of house types and tenures to 

meet the needs of the local community.  



 

 

Pg 3/3 Lichfields.uk 
16439948v2 
 

6b) Affordable Housing - Policy DES6 

1. Is this policy effective, justified and consistent with national policy based on the 

evidence? 

1.9 No comment. 

2. What is the evidence of affordable housing need and what are the past trends in 

the delivery? Are trends likely to continue? 

1.10 The Council accepts that the need for affordable housing is significant and likely to be in excess 

of the amount of housing which it can deliver (Submission DMP, para 3.2.29). The Council’s 

most recent Annual Monitoring Report (for 2017) shows that in 2016/17 there were 90 

affordable housing completions (gross), which was below the Core Strategy target of 100 per 

annum. The latest AMR indicates that on average in the Core Strategy period so far affordable 

housing completions have been slightly below the 100 per annum target. 100 affordable units 

per annum represents 22% of the overall target of 460 dwellings per annum. 

3. Is the level of affordable housing required supported by robust viability 

evidence? 

1.11 Policy CS15 of the Core Strategy sets out that on sites of 15 or more (net dwellings) a 30% 

contribution of affordable housing will be sought. It is noted that the proposed DMP now 

proposes to increase provision on greenfield urban extensions to 35% (this includes on 

Berkeley’s site at East of Redhill).   

1.12 Berkeley do not wish to comment on viability at this stage but note the Council’s statement that 

it will ‘‘negotiate affordable housing provision…’’; Berkeley support this statement, which 

introduces an element of flexibility into the policy; this is important as the viability of greenfield 

sites can be unknown at allocation stage due to a number of factors, including S106 

requirements and development cost.    

4. What is the evidence to justify an off-site contribution for schemes of less than 

11 dwellings? Does the evidence justify a variance from the Written Ministerial 

Statement of 28 November 2014 and Planning Practice Guidance? Has on site 

provision been considered? Is it clear how off-site contributions would deliver the 

required affordable housing? 

1.13 No comment. 

5. Is the policy sufficiently flexible to take account of viability or other 

considerations on individual sites? 

1.14 Policy DES6 does state that “the Council will negotiate affordable housing provision and 

contributions taking into account the specifics of the site” however there is no explicit reference 

within the policy to “viability” and/or whether this is a factor which would justify alternative 

affordable housing provision to that set out in the policy. The Council should therefore clarify in 

the policy that “taking into account the specifics of the site” includes – but is not limited to – 

viability. 

 


