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Executive Summary   
 

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 625 dwellings, of which 40% (250 

dwellings) are proposed as affordable homes on an allocated site. The provision of up 

to 250 affordable homes meets the requirements of Core Strategy 2011 to 2031 Policy 

H1 which requires 40% affordable housing provision on sites of 10 dwellings or more 

in Ledbury. These will be secured in the Section 106 agreement.   

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. 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.  
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Key Findings 

vii. Affordable Housing Needs and Delivery in Herefordshire 

• Over the eight year period between 2011/12 and 2018/19 a total of 1,063 net 

affordable homes were delivered in Herefordshire, equivalent to 133 per annum. 

• This falls substantially short of the needs identified in the 2008 SHMA (830 

affordable homes per annum) and the 2013 LHMA (691 affordable homes per 

annum).  

• Since the base period of the Core Strategy (2015) in 2011/12, the Council have 

overseen the accumulation of a shortfall in delivery against identified needs of 

4,604 affordable homes.  

viii. Affordable Housing Delivery in Ledbury Parish 

• Within Ledbury Parish there has been a poor delivery of affordable properties with 

only one affordable dwelling provided since the beginning of the Core Strategy plan 

period in 2011/12. 

ix. Future Delivery 

• The future delivery of affordable housing is highly uncertain. Within Herefordshire 

the delivery of affordable homes has fluctuated considerably since the start of the 

Millennium and since the base date the Core Strategy in 2011/12. 

• 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 

also wider national factors including availability of public funding. 

• There is a clear and pressing need for more affordable homes to be delivered in 

Herefordshire and within Ledbury which the appeal proposals would make a 

substantial contribution towards addressing. 

x. Affordability Indicators 

• Homepoint Housing Register: The number of households listed on the Council’s 

Homepoint housing register as of 1 April 2019 was 994 households. 21 of these 

households specified Ledbury Civil Parish as their preferred choice of location. It 

is important not to lose sight of the fact that these are real people, in real housing 

need, now.  
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• Homelessness: Whilst homelessness has declined since the start of the Plan 

period in 2011, it remains a persistent issue with 55 people accepted as homeless 

within Herefordshire in 2018/19. 

• House Prices: The National Housing Federations Home Truths West Midlands 

2018/19 report indicated that the average house price in Herefordshire is now 

£224,950. By comparison ONS data shows a median house price of £232,500 in 

Ledbury in 2019 which represents a 189% increase since the turn of the 

Millennium.  

• Affordability: The National Housing Federations Home Truths West Midlands 

2018/19 report indicates that average house prices within Herefordshire are now 

10.4 times average incomes. 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 Herefordshire stands at 9.2, an 

82% increase since the turn of the Millennium. 

• Temporary Accommodation: The extent of the affordable housing crisis within 

Herefordshire is such that at 1 April 2019 there were 213 households being housed 

in temporary accommodation within the authority, and a further 14 households 

housed in temporary accommodation outside of the authority, both representing an 

increase up from 198 and 8 households respectively at 1 April 2018. 

xi. In light of the key findings of my evidence and the acute need for affordable housing 

within Herefordshire and Ledbury, 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 250 affordable homes 

(policy compliant at 40%). 
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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 Bloor Homes Western Ltd.  

1.2 The appeal seeks outline planning permission for mixed use development including up 

to 625 dwellings on Land North of Viaduct Adjoining Orchard Business Park, Ledbury. 

The appeal proposals will deliver up to 250 units (40%) as affordable housing. This is 

in line with the requirements of Local Plan Core Strategy 2011 to 2031 Policy H1. 

1.3 The Proof of Evidence examines the affordable housing need in Herefordshire and 

Ledbury 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. 

• Tetlow King Planning has been extensively involved in a range of planning matters 

in the West Midlands and have appeared at a number of Local Plan examinations 

in the region. 

• During the course of my career, I have presented evidence at over 60 Section 78 

appeal inquiries and hearings. I act for a cross-section of clients and advise upon 

a diverse range of planning and housing related matters. 

• 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 
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regionally to comment on emerging development plans, including, all Local 

Development Framework Core Strategies and many specific 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 Herefordshire Council on 12 

March 2020 seeking a range of information relating to affordable housing delivery. A 

response was received on 8 April 2020. Copies of all relevant correspondence relating 

to the FOI requests are included within Appendix JS1.  

1.8 This proof of evidence comprises the following six sections: 

• Section 2 establishes the importance of affordable housing as an important 

material planning consideration; 

• Section 3 considers the national housing crisis and discusses the extent of the 

national shortfall in housing delivery; 

• Section 4 analyses the Development Plan and related policy framework including 

corporate documents; 

• Section 5 considers the need and past delivery of affordable housing in 

Herefordshire and Ledbury;  

• Section 6 considers a range of affordability indicators; and 

• Section 7 considers the weight to be attached to the proposed affordable housing 

provision and draw together my final conclusions.  
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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).  
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2.7 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. 
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The National Housing Crisis and the Extent of 

the National Shortfall in Housing Delivery 

Section 3 

 

3.1 There is irrefutable evidence of a national housing crisis. There is an ever-increasing 

wealth of evidence including from figures at the highest levels of the new post-Brexit 

Conservative Government that unaffordability and inability to get on the housing ladder 

is a significant problem (Appendix JS3). 

3.2 It is also clear in messages from the Government that they have failed to ensure 

enough new homes, especially affordable homes, are being built. 

3.3 The latest Government announcements such as from the former Housing Minister, 

Esther McVey acknowledge 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.” 

3.4 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 -

2,540,091 homes over the past 15 years depending on which annual target actual 

housing completions are measured against. The Barker Review and a wealth of other 

evidence regarding the extent of the national shortfall in housing delivery is included 

at Appendix JS4.  In January 2019, Shelter reported at least three million homes need 

be built in England over 20 years to solve the housing crisis (Appendix JS5). This 

merely serves to further compound the acute affordability problems that the country is 

facing. 

Conclusions on the National Housing Crisis and Extent of the National Shortfall 

in Housing Delivery 

3.5 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. The 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 Development Plan and Related Policies 

Section 4 

 

Introduction 

4.1 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. 

4.2 The Development Plan for Herefordshire comprises the Herefordshire Local Plan Core 

Strategy 2011 to 2031 (2015) and the Ledbury Neighbourhood Development Plan 

(2019). 

4.3 Other material considerations include the National Planning Policy Framework (2019) 

(CD1.1) and the Planning Practice Guidance (Appendix JS2). At the local level, this 

also includes the Interim Housing Strategy, the Homelessness Review and Prevention 

Strategy and the Herefordshire County Plan.  

The Development Plan 

Core Strategy Development Plan Document (2015) – CD1.2 and 1.3 

4.4 The Core Strategy was adopted in 2015 and sets out planning policies for the County 

for the twenty-year plan period between 2011 and 2031.  

4.5 The introduction and background for Herefordshire, set out in section 1 of the Core 

Strategy, explains at paragraph 2.10 that, “close to two thirds of the county are 

amongst the 25% most deprived in England with respect to geographical barriers to 

services and the average income of residents in significantly below both the regional 

and national averages.” Figure 2.2 demonstrates that some of these deprived areas 

are located within and around Ledbury.  

4.6 Paragraph 2.12 explains that “Housing affordability is a key issue, with Herefordshire 

having the worst housing affordability ratio within the West Midlands. In 2011 house 

prices were 8.6 times annual earnings. High houses prices particularly relative to 

earnings (brought about by strong demand and a current housing offer that 

encompasses a high proportion of high value properties) has increased the need for 

lower priced market housing and all forms of affordable houses”. 
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4.7 In overall terms, Policy SS2 ‘Delivering new homes’ sought to deliver a minimum of 

16,500 homes during the plan period to meet both market and affordable need. 4,700 

of these homes are to be delivered in ‘Other urban areas’ which includes Ledbury.  

4.8 Paragraph 3.35 explains how the Core Strategy aims to meet specific housing needs, 

as identified through the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2008) and the Local 

Housing Market Assessment (2013). It indicates that there is an “urgent need to 

increase the provision of affordable housing in the county… In terms of delivery, 

strategy focussed on growth and development of strategic sites is considered the best 

approach in order to get affordable homes built in the county over the plan period”. 

4.9 Paragraph 4.5.1 provides a brief description of Ledbury’s role within the overall vision 

for Herefordshire. For Ledbury the focus will be on meeting housing needs, including 

affordable housing as well as meeting key sustainability and economic objectives.  

4.10 Paragraph 4.5.3 explains that new homes in Ledbury should be constructed to meet 

housing need and demand, especially for that of smaller open market housing and 

affordable housing as Ledbury is a high house price area.  

4.11 Policy LB2 ‘Land north of the Viaduct’ is a mixed-use site allocation located to the north 

of Ledbury. The policy allocates approximately 625 new dwellings, comprising a mix 

of market and affordable dwellings which meet the requirements of Policy H3 (see 

below for further details). The mixed-use allocation also includes around 3 hectares of 

employment land (Use Class B1).  

4.12 Policy H1 ‘Affordable housing’ states that “all new open market housing proposals on 

sites of more than 10 dwellings which have a maximum combined gross floor space of 

more than 1000m2 will be expected to contribute towards meeting affordable housing 

needs.”. The policy goes on to identify the Council’s preferred target for affordable 

housing within each of its key urban areas. As such, any strategic allocations in 

Ledbury are expected to provide 40% affordable housing. Paragraph 5.1.9 explains 

that these targets have been informed by an Economic Viability Assessment carried 

out in 2014.   

Ledbury Neighbourhood Development Plan (2018) – CD1.11 

4.13 The Ledbury Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) was ‘made’ and came into 

effect on 18 January 2019 following a successful referendum in December 2018.  

4.14 Section 1 ‘About Ledbury’ provides a context to Ledbury, the housing subsection 

explains that Ledbury has the highest average property price in Herefordshire.  
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4.15 Policy LB1 ‘Development in Ledbury’ aims to deliver a minimum of 800 new homes in 

Ledbury, balanced with a minimum of 15 hectares of employment land during the plan 

period. A number of sites which have future potential for development have been 

identified in the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). 

4.16 Policy LB2 ‘Land north of the Viaduct’ largely mirrors the site allocation found within 

Policy LB2 of the Core Strategy. The policy aims to bring forward a sustainable urban 

extension comprising of 625 new dwellings (40% affordable), around 3 hectares of 

employment land (Use Class B1), land and contributions to facilitate a restored canal 

and a new linear informal park to link with the existing town trail and riverside walk.  

Other Material Considerations  

4.17 There are a number of Corporate strategies and documents, which assist in the 

understanding of the Council’s objectives for dealing with housing need. 

Interim Housing Strategy 2016-2020 – CD1.38 

4.18 The Housing Strategy sets out the Council’s ambitions for housing provision, 

investment and management over a four-year time period. The introduction 

acknowledges that Herefordshire faces a diversity of challenges, it no longer holds its 

own housing stock and its direct control over social housing provision has been 

substantially reduced. As such, it recognises the need to deliver affordable housing 

across the County.  

4.19 The Interim Housing Strategy sets out three key priorities and themes:  

• Priority 1 – Improving housing supply and access to housing  

• Priority 2 – Improving housing support 

• Priority 3 - Improving housing standards.   

4.20 Section 7 (page 12) identifies “housing as a fundamental requirement for good health 

and wellbeing. Inequalities in a range of health issues can often be tracked to the 

quality of housing or its absence.” Within the West Midlands region Herefordshire is 

ranked as the third most expensive authority.  

4.21 Research published by the Halifax Building Society in November 2014, concludes that 

rural house prices across Great Britain are 26% higher than in urban areas. The region 

with the highest rural house prices is the West Midlands where the figure is 57%.   
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Homelessness Review 2016-2020 – CD1.39 

4.22 The Homelessness Act 2002 requires every local authority to carry out a review of 

homelessness in their district every 5 years and to publish a Homelessness Strategy 

based on the findings of the review. 

4.23 The Homelessness Review sets out the Council’s key strategic objectives in relation 

to homelessness:  

• Objective 1 – Minimise rough sleeping and increase tenancy sustainment 

opportunities for rough sleepers and for people with complex needs. 

• Objective 2 – Maximise homelessness prevention activity by building on current 

success and promoting positive opportunities for homeless people. 

• Objective 3 – Improve the health and wellbeing of homeless people and those who 

are at risk of homelessness. 

• Objective 4 - Ensure that affordable housing and support services are available for 

homeless people and those at risk of homelessness. 

4.24 Section 8 illustrates the Council’s homelessness prevention figures trough providing 

alternative accommodation. It explains that, of the households who were assisted to 

find accommodation between 2013-2015, 360 households accepted offers of 

accommodation from Registered Social Landlords. The figures also show, however, 

significant use of the private rented sector at 357 households in total whose 

homelessness was prevented or relieved through assistance to access 

accommodation in this sector. 

Homelessness Prevention Strategy 2016-2020 – CD1.40 

4.25 Section 3 outlines the key findings from the above homelessness review. Paragraph 

3.1 explains that “the number of households making a formal homeless application 

reduced from 372 in 2012-2013 to 220 households in 2014-2015, a reduction of 40%. 

The number of households being accepted as statutorily homeless also reduced from 

70% of total applications in 2012-2013 to 53% in 2014-2015.” 

4.26 Section 3 also identifies the most significant reason for the determination of ‘priority 

need’, between 2012-2015 as households that contained a dependent child or 

children. In total, 361 households were owed the full homeless duty for this reason.  

4.27 Section 6 outlines the Council’s four key strategic homelessness objectives; the 

wording of these objectives has changed slightly since the initial homelessness review. 
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As previously discussed, objective four is most related to the delivery of affordable 

housing. Objective four is to ‘ensure homeless people and those at risk of 

homelessness are able to access affordable housing and that support services are 

targeted effectively’. 

4.28 The supporting text identifies some of the barriers to addressing objective four such 

as, the majority of homes being built by private developers and the lack of control 

Councils have over this process. The strategy explains that Herefordshire Council will 

“need to explore appropriate alternatives in the private rented sector, as well as 

enabling the provision of new affordable accommodation.” 

4.29 Page 13 outlines the Council’s key actions which will be hopefully address the four 

strategic objectives. Set out below are the actions relevant to affordable housing:  

• “Respond to the current pressures in the housing market by working with housing 

providers to enable the provision of new affordable accommodation for those that 

are unable to access market housing.” 

• “Support the provision of new housing through policies SS2, H1 and H2.” 

• “Review the existing land and property portfolio, both as part of a planned strategic 

disposal approach, and in support of the delivery of market and affordable 

housing.” 

• “Explore options for increasing housing choice for homeless people through access 

to good quality, affordable private rented sector housing, where this is appropriate 

to the needs of the household and, where applicable, the duties set down in the 

Localism Act 2011 and the Homelessness (Suitability of Accommodation) 

(England) Order 2012 are clearly met.” 

Homelessness Prevention and Rough Sleeping Strategy 2020-2025 – CD1.41 

4.30 “… a truly effective response to homelessness requires an investment that promotes 

improved access to educational opportunities, economic wellbeing and affordable 

housing as well as supportive communities and social inclusion.” (page 5) 

4.31 On page 23 the strategy discusses the structural factors that affect opportunities and 

societal environments for individuals, listing unfavourable housing conditions such as 

the demand for social and affordable housing outstripping supply as a major problem. 

4.32 The text on page 26 describes how there is a ‘shortage of affordable housing’ for 

families which is a primary cause for family homelessness. 
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4.33 When discussing the key achievements, key challenges and key improvements, 

improved access to affordable housing for homeless households was a recurring 

theme in the Homeless Prevention Strategy development consultation. 

Herefordshire County Plan 2020-2024 – CD1.42  

4.34 The County Plan is a high-level document which sets out a vision and objectives for 

the County over a four-year time period. 

4.35 The County Plan provides an overview of the area, it states that “Herefordshire’s 

affordable housing ratio was the worst in the West Midlands, with houses at the lower 

end of the market, costing around 8.6 times the annual wage of the lowest earners.” 

(my emphasis). 

4.36 Page 12 explains that the County Plan is informed by a community survey, residents 

indicated that more affordable housing is needed across the County.  Page 20 states 

that “Herefordshire needs more genuinely affordable homes delivered through 

carefully planned policies for growth”.  

Conclusions on the Development Plan and Related Policies 

4.37 The adopted Development Plan comprises the Core Strategy 2010. It is my opinion 

that 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 Herefordshire County Council. It is 

notable that the Core Strategy as well as corporate documents have all highlighted the 

significant County-wide need for affordable housing, particularly as Herefordshire is 

the least affordable local authority within the West Midlands with Ledbury the least 

affordable housing market area within Herefordshire.  

4.38 The appeal proposals will provide an affordable housing contribution which accords 

with the requirements of Core Strategy policies H1 and LB2.  
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Affordable Housing Needs and Delivery in 

Herefordshire and Ledbury 

Section 5 

 

Affordable Housing Needs in Herefordshire 

5.1 The Local Plan does not define a numerical target for the provision of affordable 

homes. Instead, they require that a proportion of affordable housing provision is made 

from qualifying developments. For sites in Ledbury, this threshold is 40%. 

5.2 In the absence of a defined affordable housing target in adopted policy, it is important 

to consider the objectively assessed need for affordable housing within the most up to 

date housing needs assessment. 

Affordable Housing Needs Evidence Base 

5.3 Herefordshire Council has published two housing market assessments which inform 

the Core Strategy, the first of which being a Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(SHMA) in June 2008, followed by a Local Housing Market Assessment (LHMA), 

updated in November 2013.  

5.4 Each of these demonstrated a severe lack of affordable housing delivery in 

Herefordshire and are summarised in turn chronologically below. 

Herefordshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (June 2008) – CD1.43 

5.5 The SHMA highlights at paragraph 38 that in all areas and across the West Housing 

Market Area entry-level house prices are well above the regional average of £110,000. 

The below table notes that the lower quartile property price in Herefordshire stood at 

£135,934, 23% higher than the regional average.  

5.6 Paragraph 40 states that ‘The ratio of lower quartile incomes to lower quartile 

house prices is a good proxy for affordability issues. This ratio is much higher in the 

West Housing Market Area than in the West Midlands as a whole.’  

5.7 At paragraph 64 the SHMA clearly states that ‘The housing needs model 

recommended for the West Housing Market Area implies a shortfall of affordable 

housing in all districts. The implied level of need across the whole West Housing 
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Market Area is higher than in other sub regions and is largely a reflection of a greater 

affordability gap coupled with relatively low levels of social housing supply.’ 

5.8 Paragraph 66 goes on to highlight that ‘As the figures suggested by the model are in 

most cases greater than the Districts’ total completion targets for affordable housing 

and past performance on delivery of affordable housing, there is clearly a need to look 

very carefully at the sites coming forward in the future and their suitability for mixed, 

sustainable developments as the Councils may need to seek a considerably higher 

proportion of affordable housing than has been the target in the past.’ 

5.9 Whilst paragraph 67 is clear that ‘By maintaining the model and updating annually, it 

will be possible to see whether an increase in the delivery of affordable housing 

through firmer and higher targets than have been achieved previously has the desired 

effect of reducing the shortfall across the Housing Market Area’. 

5.10 Table 98 summarises the net annual housing need across the seven authorities within 

the HMA. This table estimated an annual need of 1,113 affordable homes per annum 

in Herefordshire UA. The SHMA does not define what period this figure covers. 

5.11 Table 100 compares the target number of total annual completions for the four 

authorities in the RSS Preferred Option with the estimate of annual housing need in 

Table 98. It identifies an annual affordable housing completion target of (preferred 

option) of 830 dwellings for Herefordshire, whilst also reiterating the estimated annual 

affordable housing need figure of 1,113.  

5.12 Table 101 goes on to compare the housing demand figures from the RSS with the 

annual estimate of housing need. The table finds an annual housing demand of 898 

affordable dwellings per annum compared the 1,113 estimate of annual affordable 

housing need.  

5.13 Following table 101 paragraph 11.22.7 states that: 

‘In all cases, whether drawing a comparison between the RSS Preferred Option or 

annual housing demand, the housing needs model would imply affordable housing 

targets of 100%; clearly this is neither appropriate nor desirable. Consequently, the 

evidence not only supports all existing policies on affordable housing, but it would also 

support any revisions that increased targets or reduced thresholds as long as they did 

not make future developments unviable and consequently restrain supply.’ 

5.14 Paragraph 11.22.9 concludes that ‘The Councils will need to take account of these 

findings to set a suitable planning target for future development that takes into account 
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the need for affordable housing as well as the long-term requirement to maintain a 

sustainable housing market. 

Herefordshire Local Housing Market Assessment 2012 Update (November 2013) 

– CD1.44  

5.15 Within the county, the need for affordable housing has been investigated through the 

SHMA 2008 which introduced the broad housing needs of the county. The LHMA was 

completed in 2011 and updated in 2013, drawing on and developing the 2008 SHMA 

to provide a local assessment of housing requirements for the seven local housing 

markets across Herefordshire.  

5.16 The LHMA considered that there was a need to provide affordable housing for 3,457 

households between 2012/13 and 2016/17 across Herefordshire County. This is 

equivalent to an average of 691 households per annum.  

5.17 The LHMA further disaggregated this figure between the seven HMA’s across the 

county, estimating a need of 289 affordable households between 2012/13 and 2016/17 

in the Ledbury HMA (where the appeal site is located), an average of 58 per annum. 

Summary 

5.18 There is a clear and pressing need for more affordable homes in both Herefordshire 

and within Ledbury to help address the persistent shortfall in delivery.  

5.19 The 2008 SHMA identifies an annual affordable housing completion target of 

(preferred option) of 830 dwellings for Herefordshire, although it does not specify what 

period of time this estimation applies.  

5.20 The 2013 LHMA Update Addendum identified an objectively assessed need for 3,457 

net affordable homes per annum between 2012/13 and 2016/17 for Herefordshire 

County, equivalent to an average of 691 households per annum. Of the 3,457 net 

affordable homes, 289 dwellings should be delivered in Ledbury HMA over the same 

period, equivalent to 58 per annum. I shall apply these figures for the purposes of my 

subsequent analysis.  

5.21 Please note that I have carried forward the LHMA estimate of 691 net affordable homes 

per annum in Herefordshire for another two years, into 2017/18 and 2018/19. This is 

not an attempt at suggesting a new annual need figure for the years following 2016/17; 

it comes in response to the lack of affordable housing needs evidence in Herefordshire. 

The absence of an up-to-date SHMA or equivalent, requires me to provide a simulation 

of affordable housing need in order to produce my own affordable housing calculations. 
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Past Affordable Housing Delivery in Herefordshire  

5.22 Figure 5.1 illustrates the delivery of affordable housing in Herefordshire over the eight 

year period between 2011/12 and 2018/19.  

Figure 5.1: Herefordshire Net Additions to Affordable Housing Stock 2011/12 to 

2018/19 

Monitoring 
Period 

Net Overall 
Housing Delivery 

Net Additions to 
Affordable 

Housing Stock 

AH net additions 
as a % of overall 
housing delivery 

2011/12 341 90 26 

2012/13 201 60 30 

2013/14 331 116 35 

2014/15 774 159 21 

2015/16 327 129 39 

2016/17 405 135 33 

2017/18 776 171 25 

2018/19 666 203 30 

Totals 3,821 1,063 28% 

Source: Herefordshire Annual Monitoring Reports 

5.23 In the eight year period between 2011/12 and 2018/19 there were 3,821 net overall 

housing completions and 1,063 net additions to affordable housing stock; this is the 

equivalent of 28% affordable housing across the period. Over this period net affordable 

housing additions to stock averaged 133 per annum. 

5.24 In comparing affordable housing delivery with the needs identified in both the 2008 

SHMA and the 2013 LHMA since the start of the Local Plan period in 2011/12, it can 

be seen that there has been a substantial accumulated shortfall in the delivery of 

affordable housing since 2011/12 of some -4,604 dwellings against a target provision 

of 5,667 during the same period, a shortfall of -81% as illustrated by figure 5.2.  
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Figure 5.2: Herefordshire Net Additions to Affordable Housing Stock Compared with 

Objectively Assessed Affordable Housing Need (2011/12 to 2018/19) 

Monitoring 
Period 

Net 
Additions to 
Affordable 
Housing 

Stock 

Net Affordable 
Housing Need 
Identified in 

the 2008 
SHMA and 
2013 LHMA 

Shortfall in 
Affordable Housing 
Delivery compared 

with Identified 
Needs 

Shortfall 
as a % of 
Identified 

Needs 

2011/12 90 830 -740 -89 

2012/13 60 691 -631 -91 

2013/14 116 691 -575 -83 

2014/15 159 691 -532 -77 

2015/16 129 691 -562 -81 

2016/17 135 691 -556 -80 

2017/18 171 691* -520 -75 

2018/19 203 691* -488 -71 

Total 1,063 5,667 -4,604 -81 

Source: SHMA (2008); LHMA (2013) and Annual Monitoring Report (2019) 

*The LHMA estimate of 691 net affordable homes per annum carried forward through years 2017/18 and 
2018/19. See paragraph 5.21. 

5.25 The sheer scale of the shortfall in affordable housing delivery in Herefordshire 

compared to needs identified by both the 2008 SHMA and the 2013 LHMA is illustrated 

in figure 5.3. This shows the gulf between objectively assessed net affordable housing 

needs and actual net additions to affordable housing stock in Herefordshire.  
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Figure 5.3: Herefordshire Net Additions to Affordable Housing Stock Compared to 

Objectively Assessed Net Affordable Housing Need 2011/12 to 2018/19 

 

Source: SHMA (2008); LHMA (2013) and Annual Monitoring Report (2019) 

Past Affordable Housing Delivery in Ledbury Parish 

5.26 The FOI response received from the Council on 8th April 2020 demonstrates that there 

has been just one net addition to the affordable housing stock of Ledbury Parish since 

2011/12.  

Figure 5.4: Housing Completions and Net Additions to Affordable Housing Stock in 

Ledbury Parish   

Monitoring Period 
Overall Net Housing 

Completions 
Net Additions to 

Affordable Housing Stock 

2011/12 8 1 

2012/13 9 0 

2013/14 23 0 

2014/15 7 0 

2015/16 1 0 

2016/17 4 0 

2017/18 0 0 

2018/19 2 0 

Total 54 1 

Source: FOI Response (8th April 2020) 
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Future Affordable Housing Delivery in Herefordshire  

5.27 The future delivery of affordable housing is highly uncertain. In Herefordshire, the 

delivery of affordable homes has fluctuated since 2011. 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 also wider national factors 

including availability of public funding.  

Conclusions on Affordable Housing Needs and Delivery 

5.28 In my opinion the evidence demonstrates an acute need for affordable housing in 

Herefordshire following a poor delivery record over the past eight years.  

5.29 Together, the 2008 SHMA and 2013 LHMA identify an objectively assessed need for 

5,667 net affordable homes per annum for the period 2011/12 to 2018/19 in 

Herefordshire. The Council has failed to meet identified needs year on year since 

2011/12 resulting in a backlog of -4,604 affordable homes having accrued in the past 

eight years alone. 

5.30 Within Ledbury Parish there has been a poor delivery of affordable properties with only 

one affordable dwelling provided since the beginning of the Core Strategy plan period 

in 2011/12. 

5.31 In light of the Council’s record of affordable housing delivery and the level of affordable 

housing needs identified there can be no doubt in my mind that the provision of up to 

250 affordable dwellings on this site to address the parish and the acute authority wide 

needs should be afforded nothing less than substantial weight in the determination 

of this appeal.
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Affordability Indicators 

Section 6 

 

Market Signals 

6.1 The PPG recognises the importance of giving due consideration to market signals as 

part of understanding affordability. I acknowledge that this is in the context of Plan 

making. 

Affordability Ratios 

6.2 Published in November 2019, the NHF’s Home Truths Report 2018/19 for the West 

Midlands found that the average value of a house in Herefordshire is £252,734. 

Following a review of previous Home Truths Reports, average property prices are 

approximately £40,000 higher than those in 2012/13, an increase of 19%. 

6.3 As more people in the region are priced out of buying a home, inevitably the number 

of private renters increases, however this group experiences short term tenancies that 

offer little stability. The NHF West Midlands reports have also found that the cost of 

renting privately in Herefordshire is also becoming less affordable with average 

monthly rents standing at £618 in 2017/18, rising from £541 in 2012/13; equivalent to 

a 14% increase in only five years. 

6.4 Within the Foreword of the Housing White Paper, the former Prime Minister made 

reference to the national average house prices being eight times that of average 

incomes, representing the highest ever affordability ratio. This reflects people on 

average incomes seeking an average priced property. The situation for those on 

average incomes in Herefordshire local authority is even bleaker with an average 

house price to average income ratio of 10.4 in 2017/18.  

6.5 Copies of the 2013/14 and 2018/19 Home Truths reports for the West Midlands are 

included at Appendix JS6 and Appendix JS7. 

6.6 Consideration must also be given to those on lower quartile incomes seeking a lower 

quartile priced property. In this context the relative ‘unaffordability’ of housing in the 

Borough has rapidly increased since the 1990s and continues to grow following the 

post-recession dip.  
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6.7 For those seeking a lower quartile priced property (typically considered to be the ‘more 

affordable’ segment of the housing market), the situation is bleak. As figure 6.1 

illustrates, lower quartile house prices in relation to lower quartile incomes in 

Herefordshire have risen dramatically since the turn of the millennium, almost doubling 

from a ratio of 5.05 in 2000 to 9.2 in 2018. 

Figure 6.1: Ratio of Lower Quartile House Prices to Lower Quartile Incomes in 

Herefordshire 

 

Source: ONS – Ratio of lower quartile house prices to lower quartile gross annual workplace based 

earnings, Table 6c 

6.8 To put this graph into context, those on lower quartile incomes seeking a lower quartile 

property would need to find over nine times their annual income. This graph illustrates 

the persistent affordability issues in Herefordshire, with lower quartile affordability 

ratios remaining fairly constant since the recession. 

Herefordshire Homepoint Housing Register 

6.9 The number of households listed on the Council’s Homepoint housing register as of 1 

April 2019 was 994. The Freedom of Information response (Appendix JS1) shows 

that 21 of these households specified Ledbury Civil Parish as their preferred choice of 

location.  

6.10 The graph below compares the number of households on the Housing Register in 

comparison to gross affordable housing delivery. The graph shows that there is a 

significant proportion of households who are unable to be adequately accommodated 

within Herefordshire.  
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Figure 6.2: Number of Households on the Herefordshire Housing Register in 

comparison with Gross Affordable Housing completions.  

 

Source: MHCLG Live Table 600 & Herefordshire Annual Monitoring Reports 2011/12 to 2018/19 

6.11 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. Following the freedoms introduced by the Localism Act, Herefordshire 

published a new Housing Allocations Policy in 2014 (Appendix JS8). This release 

correlates with a large drop in the number of households on the housing register shown 

above in figure 6.2.  

6.12 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. 

6.13 On 11 March 2016 Inside Housing 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”.  
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6.14 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 JS9. 

6.15 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”. 

6.16 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”. 

6.17 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. 

6.18 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, Chichester1. The appeal was allowed 18 August 2017. A copy of the 

appeal decision is provided as – CD11.18. 

6.19 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 

 
1 Appeal Ref. 3165228 
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degree of unmet need for affordable housing in the District. Consequently, I attach 

substantial weight to this element of the proposal” (my emphasis).  

6.20 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.   

6.21 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. 

6.22 In short there remains a large 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 

as such are in need of affordable housing. It is those in this widening affordability gap 

who, I suggest, are those who the Government intends to assist by increasing the 

range of affordable housing types in the new NPPF. 

6.23 The Franklands Drive Secretary of State appeal decision in 2006 (CD11.19) 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. 

6.24 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. 

Temporary Accommodation 

6.25 The extent of the affordable housing crisis within Herefordshire is such that at 1 April 

2019 there were 213 households being housed in temporary accommodation within 
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the authority, and a further 14 households housed in temporary accommodation 

outside of the authority, both representing an increase up from 198 and 8 households 

respectively at 1 April 20182. Not only does this mean that those in need of affordable 

housing are being housed in temporary accommodation, which is unlikely to be suited 

to their needs, but for those housed in temporary accommodation outside of the 

Borough they are also located away from their support network. This would be 

particularly problematic for those with young children, especially single parent families.  

6.26 In addition, the wait to be housed in an affordable home within Herefordshire ranges 

from 80 days for a 1-bed affordable home through to 90 for a 4 bed affordable home. 

The waiting times for all affordable property sizes is set out at figure 6.3 below and 

presents further stark evidence of the acute affordable housing crisis afflicting 

Herefordshire. 

Figure 6.3: Homepoint Housing Register Average Waiting Times 

Size of Affordable Property Average Waiting Time to be Housed  

1-bedroom home 80 days 

2-bedroom home 93 days 

3-bedroom home 90 days 

4-bedroom home 90 days 

Source: FOI Response (Appendix JS1) 

Homelessness in Herefordshire 

6.27 Given the increasing affordability pressures in the private rented sector and failure of 

the rate of delivery of affordable housing within the authority to meet the needs of its 

residents, it is perhaps unsurprising to see a high number of households being 

accepted as homeless. 

6.28 Figure 6.4 illustrates the number of people accepted as being homeless and in priority 

need in the Borough since the start of the plan period in 2011/12.  

 

  

 
2
 Source: FOI Response (Appendix JS1) 
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Figure 6.4: Homeless and Priority need Acceptances in Herefordshire (2015/16 to 

2018/19) 

 

Source: CLG Live Table 784; CLG Live Table MD3 

6.29 Following a large dip, levels of homelessness in Herefordshire have been steadily 

climbing since 2016/17, reaching 55 homeless acceptances in 2018/19 which the 

Council must seek to address.  

Average and Median House Prices in Herefordshire 

6.30 The National Housing Federation produce an annual report for each of the regions in 

England, looking at various elements of the housing market across each area. 

6.31 The 2018/19 Home Truths report (Appendix JS7) for the West Midlands identifies that 

the ratio of average house prices to average income in Herefordshire is 10.4. This 

means that average house prices in the Borough are over 10 times average incomes 

in the authority. 

6.32 The NHF Home Truths West Midlands report also found that whilst an income of 

£57,768 per annum would be required in order to obtain an 80% mortgage3 in the 

Borough, by comparison the average annual earnings in the authority in 2017/18 were 

£24,2014. To put this another way, an income of approximately 2.4 times the average 

annual earnings in the authority is required to obtain an 80% mortgage.  

6.33 In terms of house prices themselves, the NHF reported that whilst the 2017/18 average 

for England was £300,560, whereas in Herefordshire the average house price was 

lower than the national average at £252,734. 

 
3 Based on 3.5 x income multiples 
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6.34 Figure 6.4 further illustrates the affordability crisis affecting the authority. Since the turn 

of the millennium, the median house price in Herefordshire has increased by more than 

205% from £76,995 in 2000 to £235,000 in 2019. Median house prices in Herefordshire 

are comparatively much more expensive than the average house prices in the West 

Midlands, demonstrating that Herefordshire is one of the more unaffordable authority 

areas within the region. 

6.35 House prices are equally high in Ledbury North ward where prices in 2019 stood at 

£232,500, a 189% increase from £80,500 in 2000.  

Figure 6.5: Median House Price Comparison (2000 to 2019)  

 

Source: ONS: HPSSA Datasets 9 and 37. Median price paid for administrative geographies 

6.36 The evidence illustrates that by any measure of affordability, this is an authority in the 

midst of an affordable housing crisis, and one through which action must be taken to 

deliver more affordable homes. 

Tenure Profile in Herefordshire and Ledbury Parish 

6.37 Figure 6.6 illustrates the breakdown of tenures within Herefordshire and Ledbury 

Parish compared with that nationally at the time of the 2011 Census. Owner occupation 

by far represents the largest tenure typology within the authority with 68% of 

households owned (outright or with a mortgage), exceeding the national average of 

63%. This is equally as high in Ledbury North Parish, where the number of owner 

occupied properties also reaches 68%.  
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6.38 By comparison only 14% of households in both the authority and Ledbury North Ward 

were social rent/affordable rent tenures, which is lower than the national average at 

18%.  

6.39 The level of shared ownership properties equated to just 1% of housing stock across 

Herefordshire. This was slightly better but still very low in Ledbury North Ward with a 

total of 2% shared ownership properties. 

Figure 6.6: Tenure Breakdown for England, Herefordshire and Ledbury North Parish 

 

Source: 2011 Census 

6.40 The data therefore shows that, by comparison to the national average, there are a 

larger percentage of owner occupiers in both Herefordshire and Ledbury North Parish, 

and a lower proportion of affordable tenures available.  

Conclusions on Affordability Indicators in Herefordshire 

6.41 As demonstrated through the analysis in this section, affordability in Herefordshire 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 Herefordshire out of the reach of more and more 

people. 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

England Herefordshire Ledbury Parish

%

Owned Shared Ownership Social/affordable rented Private rented



 

Affordability Indicators  28 
 

6.42 Analysis of market signals is critical in understanding the affordability of housing. It is 

my opinion that there is a housing crisis in the West Midlands and Herefordshire is no 

exception, with an average house price to average income ratio of 10.4. 

6.43 The picture for those seeking to purchase a lower quartile priced property (typically 

considered to be the ‘more affordable’ segment of the housing market) is just as bleak 

with a lower quartile house price to income ratio of 9.2, meaning those on lower 

earnings would need to find more nine times their annual salary to purchase a lower 

price home. 

6.44 Market signals indicate a worsening trend in affordability in Herefordshire and within 

Ledbury, and by any measure of affordability, this is an authority in the midst of an 

affordable housing crisis, and one through which action must be taken to deliver more 

affordable homes. 
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The Weight to be Attributed to the Proposed 

Affordable Housing Provision and Final 

Conclusions 

Section 7 

 

7.1 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 

7.2 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. 

7.3 The Local Plan does not identify a defined affordable housing target. In the absence 

of which consideration must be given to the objectively assessed need for affordable 

housing identified within the most up to date SHMA. The 2008 SHMA identifies an 

annual affordable housing completion target of (preferred option) of 830 dwellings for 

Herefordshire, although it does not specify what period of time this estimation applies.  

7.4 The 2013 LHMA Update Addendum identified an objectively assessed need for 3,457 

net affordable homes per annum between 2012/13 and 2016/17 for Herefordshire 

County, equivalent to an average of 691 households per annum. Of the 3,457 net 

affordable homes, 289 dwellings should be delivered in Ledbury HMA over the same 

period, equivalent to 58 per annum. 

7.5 When the Council’s record of affordable housing delivery since the base date of the 

Core Strategy in 2011 is compared with the needs identified in the 2008 SHMA and 

the 2013 LHMA, then a shortfall of 4,604 affordable homes has accumulated in just 

eight years. 

7.6 The 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. 
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7.7 In addition to the shortfall in delivery against the objectively assessed need for 

affordable housing identified in the SHMA and LHMA, other indicators further point to 

an affordability crisis in Herefordshire. This includes increasing house prices, 

worsening affordability ratios, increasing levels of homelessness and a large number 

of households on the Homepoint housing register.  

7.8 This demonstrates an acute need for affordable housing in Herefordshire and Ledbury 

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).  

Council’s Assessment of the Application 

7.9 The application was presented to Planning Committee on 13 November 2019 with a 

recommendation of approval and was preceded by a Committee Site Visit the previous 

day, 12 November 2019. Following Officer and Local Members presentations, 

interested parties speaking and Member debate, Committee resolved that 

consideration of the application be deferred to give the applicant time to amend the 

application to include a second access point through the viaduct. See the Committee 

report for 13 November at CD12.4.  

7.10 When discussing sustainable development and climate change, the following is stated 

at paragraphs 6.32 and 6.34: 

“6.32 Ledbury is supported in its role as a thriving service centre to its surrounding 

rural area in the east of the county. This vision is manifested in strategic objectives for 

Ledbury with the focus on meeting housing needs including affordable housing.” 

“6.34 This urban extension of new homes and new employment land to the west is a 

considered approach to address the specific issues and opportunities identified in the 

town profile for Ledbury, namely: addressing high affordable housing need; high levels 

of commuting for jobs…” 

7.11 The following paragraphs (6.176 to 6.179) describe how the proposals satisfy the 

affordable housing and housing mix policies of the Core Strategy and the Ledbury 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

 “6.176 The proposal is policy compliant in relation to the affordable housing because 

the developer is providing 40% which equates to 250 units. There is a local needs 

requirement to provide accessible and adaptable bungalows this is to be agreed in the 
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S106 together. The legal agreement will also secure occupancy of all resultant 

affordable housing being tied to a local connection to Herefordshire.” 

“6.177 It is noted until the recent reserved matters approval at Land South of Leadon 

Way under reference 182628 which will 110 affordable dwellings, the New Mills 

development was the last significant general needs development that has produced 

affordable housing in Ledbury, from around 15 years ago. The Homepoint waiting list 

is growing considerably as there is a limited supply of affordable housing in Ledbury, 

and not enough to meet demand even with the recent approval, which is under 

construction.” 

“6.178 The precise mix and tenure of the affordable housing and the mix of the open 

market units will be controlled by planning condition (and 106 for affordable housing) 

and agreed within any submission of the reserved matters application in each phase. 

The reason for this would be to ensure the needs of the area are met at that moment 

in time. This enables a more responsive delivery of affordable housing to exact local 

needs.” 

“6.179 The overall housing delivery, affordable and open market, will within any 

reserved matters applications deliver the precise housing mix regarding house types 

and sizes and through this be required to satisfy Core Strategy policy SS3 and Ledbury 

NDP policies HO2.1, HO3.1 and HO4.1 (or any future or subsequent documents that 

might be available – e.g. evidence base for Core Strategy review / NDP review, etc) 

which aim to create and maintain balanced communities and opportunities for all 

members of society.” 

7.12 Considering the planning balance, the report summarises its comments with regard to 

affordable housing at paragraph 6,199: 

“A target of 40% of the total number of dwellings to be affordable housing; This will be 

delivered and provided as described in the application submission, with 40% of the 

625 dwellings, totalling 250 affordable homes secured through planning conditions and 

legal agreement. The Council’s Strategic Housing Officer confirms the policy 

compliance of the proposals. The criteria are satisfied.” 

7.13 The application was presented to Planning Committee for the second time on 11 

December 2019. The second Committee report can be seen at CD12.3 and reiterates 

many of the statements listed above made by Committee on 13 November 2019.  
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7.14 The second Committee report confirms at the top of page 61 that the proposals meet 

the affordable housing requirements of the development plan, repeating paragraph 

6.199 of the first Committee report.  

7.15 The application was refused on 12th December 2019. The Committee reports both 

recommended approval of the application, but Councillors acted against their Officer’s 

advice and refused it.  

7.16 The Decision Notice (CD13.1) gave the following reasons for refusal regarding the 

affordable housing position of the scheme: 

“The applicant is reminded that as part of an appeal a legal agreement under S106 of 

The Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) would be required to ensure 

that there would be a legal mechanism by which the Council can require the payment 

of contributions that comply with the CIL regulations at Section 122(2) (b) or properly 

regulate the delivery, construction and occupation of the affordable dwellings.” 

7.17 It has since been agreed that the scheme will provide up to 250 (40%) affordable 

houses, secured via a completed legal agreement to be submitted to the Planning 

Inspectorate in advance of the Inquiry.  

Affordable Housing Benefits of the Appeal Proposals 

7.18 The affordable housing benefits of the appeal scheme are: 

• 40% of the scheme provided as affordable housing; 

• An addition of up to 250 affordable homes; 

• A deliverable scheme which provides much needed affordable homes in a 

sustainable location; 

• Addressing the polarised tenure profile of Ledbury, delivering a broader mix of 

tenures to provide a more balanced community and to enhance its vitality; 

• With the affordable homes managed by a Registered Provider; 

• Which provide better quality affordable homes; and 

• Greater security of tenure than the private rented sector. 

7.19 In my opinion these benefits are substantial and an important material consideration 

weighing heavily in favour of the proposal. 
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Weight to be Afforded to the Proposed Affordable Housing 

7.20 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 

7.21 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”. 

7.22 There has been a persistent under delivery of affordable homes to meet identified 

needs and demand in Herefordshire and within Ledbury.  

7.23 Against this scale of need, there can be no doubt in my mind that the provision of up 

to 250 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 

7.24 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) 

– CD11.20 

7.25 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. 

7.26 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 
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his view these considerations carry “great weight” in favour of the proposal as they 

contribute significantly towards the national economic and housing agendas 

(Inspectors Report, page 8). 

7.27 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) – CD11.21 

7.28 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.” 

7.29 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.” 

7.30 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 

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 
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development is a clear material consideration of significant weight that mitigates in 

favour of the site being granted planning permission” (Inspectors Report, page 111). 

7.31 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.” 

7.32 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) – 

CD11.22  

7.33 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”. 

7.34 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. 

7.35 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. 

Secretary of State Decision: Land at Sketchley House, Burbage (November 2014) 

– CD11.23 

7.36 The Secretary of State concluded that the need for affordable housing was “acute” and 

“warrants the provision offered by the appeal proposals” (paragraph 13) and weighed 

this as a substantial “benefit” in the overall planning balance (paragraph 23).  

7.37 The Inspector recognised that the provision of affordable housing is tied to the delivery 

of market housing and that a failure in the provision of the latter must inevitably lead to 
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a failure to provide for the former (Inspector’s Report, paragraph 11.20). The Inspector 

acknowledged that the result is that there was now an acute need for affordable 

dwellings and that, in that context, the proposal would help towards satisfying a need 

that would not otherwise be met (Inspector’s Report, paragraph 11.22).  

7.38 In weighing the overall planning balance, the Inspector found that the proposed 

affordable housing delivery would represent the sort of “step-change” in the provision 

likely to be required and would contribute significantly to redressing the dearth in 

provision experienced hitherto (Inspector’s Report, paragraph 11.43). 

Appeal Decision: Land adjacent to Cornerways, High Street, Twyning, 

Tewkesbury (July 2015) – CD11.24 

7.39 The appeal was in respect of a proposed development of 58 dwellings with 36% 

affordable housing in Tewkesbury Borough Council administrative area. 

7.40 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: Land rear of 62 Iveshead Road, Shepshed (February 2016) – 

CD11.25 

7.41 This appeal sought permission for 77 dwellings. One of the main issues at the appeal 

included the planning balance and the weight to be attached to the provision of market 

and affordable housing. 
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7.42 The appeal scheme proposed 30% affordable housing. At paragraph 25 the Inspector 

states: 

“There is no dispute that the provision of 30% affordable housing would be beneficial, 

and the appellant and Council agree that this would attract significant weight in favour 

of the proposal. The percentage is over and above the 20% suggested in CS policy 

CS3 relating to strategic housing needs. Although the increase is small it adds to the 

weight to be attached in this regard, which is already significant” (my emphasis). 

Appeal Decision: Land at Foldgate Lane, Ludlow, Shropshire (10 November 

2016) – CD11.26 

7.43 The appeal proposal provided 137 dwellings with a 25% affordable housing 

contribution, which exceeds the 15% policy requirement with the Inspector stating, at 

paragraph 39 of his report, that “this is…much needed affordable housing in an area 

that has an historic undersupply of such accommodation, and where there is a pressing 

and real need here and now”.  

7.44 The Inspector went on to state that there “is an acute housing shortage in England” 

and considered that “the provision of roughly 25% of the total or about 34 dwellings as 

affordable housing is a significant benefit in favour of the proposal” (my emphasis). 

Appeal Decision: Oldmixon Road, Weston-super-Mare (10 April 2017) – CD11.27  

7.45 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.” 

7.46 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”. 

7.47 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 
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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”.  

7.48 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) – CD11.18 

7.49 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. 

7.50 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).    

7.51 The recognition by the Inspector presiding over the Chichester appeal highlights the 

impact of the FOIs 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) – CD11.28 

7.52 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 custom-

build 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) – CD11.4 

7.53 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.” 

7.54 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) – Appendix JS10  

7.55 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” (my emphasis).  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” (my emphasis).  

7.56 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 
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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” (my emphasis).  

7.57 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 

7.58 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. 

7.59 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 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. 

Final Conclusions and the Weight to be attributed to the Proposed Affordable 

Housing Provision 

7.60 I consider that the evidence demonstrates that there is a substantial need for affordable 

housing in Herefordshire. There is an objectively assessed need for 5,667 net 

affordable homes between 2011/12 and 2018/19. This should be viewed in the context 

of a shortfall in delivery of 4,604 affordable homes already having arisen against 

identified needs in the same eight year period.  

7.61 Within Ledbury Parish, a total of only one affordable dwelling has been provided since 

the beginning of the Core Strategy period in 2011/12. 

7.62 The appeal proposals offer 40% affordable housing which meets the requirements of 

Local Plan Core Strategy Policy H1 (40%). It is my view that this will make a substantial 

contribution to meeting the identified needs in both Herefordshire and Ledbury. 
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7.63 Given the Council’s past performance towards meeting its identified housing needs 

across Herefordshire and within Ledbury, 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. 



 

Appendix JS1 

Freedom of Information Correspondence dated 12 March 2020 

and 8 April 2020 
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Gina Day

From: Access To Information <accesstoinformation@herefordshire.gov.uk>
Sent: 08 April 2020 15:01
To: Leonie Stoate
Subject: RE: FOI  IAT 20277 LA Prov res 2.

Dear Leonie, 
 
Thank you for your email. I have contacted the department who advised me and can now confirm as follows: 
 
In response to the Councils answer for question 11, could you please specify which appendix we can 
finding the completions on a parish basis? We can find completions for Ledbury HMA in appendix A, but no 
completions for Ledbury Parish. 
 
The AMR 2011‐13 sets out the housing figures for Ledbury town for these years in Figure 5 and 6 of the report. 
The same information for 2013‐14 is set out in the AMR 2013‐14 Figure 7 
Following the adoption of the Core Strategy the completions for the Town as set out in section 2 of the reports from 
2016.  However, as there was not an annual report prepared for 2015. So to help I’ve put the short table below 
together. 
 
Ledbury Town net completions 
2011‐12 = 8 
2012‐13 = 9 
2013‐14 = 23 
2014‐15 =  7 
2015‐16 = 1 
2016‐17 = 4 
2017‐18 = 0 
2018‐19 = 2 
Total 2011‐19 = 54 
 
In a similar vein, regarding the Council’s response to question 12, could you please confirm that the 1 
affordable dwelling provided since 2011 is for Ledbury Parish and not Ledbury HMA?  
 
It was in Ledbury Parish. 
 
Hope this is helpful. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Christine 
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Christine Dallow                                                           Corporate Support 
Information Access Officer                                           Plough Lane 
Telephone: 01432 260535                                           Hereford 
Email: accesstoinformation@herefordshire.gov.uk        HR4 0LE 
    Working days Mon, Tues, Wed and Thurs                                                                                           
 

 
  
Please consider the environment - Do you really need to print this E-Mail? 
  
Any opinion expressed in this e-mail or any attached files are those of the individual and not necessarily those of Herefordshire Council. This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential 
and intended solely for the use of the addressee. This communication may contain material protected by law from being passed on. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this e-
mail in error, you are advised that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please contact the sender 
immediately and destroy all copies of it. 
  

From: Leonie Stoate <Leonie.Stoate@tetlow‐king.co.uk>  
Sent: 08 April 2020 11:07 
To: Access To Information <accesstoinformation@herefordshire.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: FOI IAT 20277 LA Prov res 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise 
the sender and know the content is safe. 

Morning Christine, 
 
Many thanks for responding to our request in this difficult time. Very much appreciated. 
 
In response to the Councils answer for question 11, could you please specify which appendix we can 
finding the completions on a parish basis? We can find completions for Ledbury HMA in appendix A, but no 
completions for Ledbury Parish. 
 
In a similar vein, regarding the Council’s response to question 12, could you please confirm that the 1 
affordable dwelling provided since 2011 is for Ledbury Parish and not Ledbury HMA?  
 
Kind regards, 
 
Leonie Stoate BSc (Hons) MSc  

.

Assistant Planner 
TETLOW KING PLANNING 
  

  

T: 0117 9561916   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.

 
 

From: Access To Information <accesstoinformation@herefordshire.gov.uk>  
Sent: 08 April 2020 10:01 
To: Leonie Stoate <Leonie.Stoate@tetlow‐king.co.uk> 
Subject: FOI IAT 20277 LA Prov res 
 
Dear Madam, 
 
Please see the attached. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Christine 
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Christine Dallow                                                           Corporate Support 
Information Access Officer                                           Plough Lane 
Telephone: 01432 260535                                           Hereford 
Email: accesstoinformation@herefordshire.gov.uk        HR4 0LE 
    Working days Mon, Tues, Wed and Thurs                                                                                           
 

 
  
Please consider the environment - Do you really need to print this E-Mail? 
  
Any opinion expressed in this e-mail or any attached files are those of the individual and not necessarily those of Herefordshire Council. This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential 
and intended solely for the use of the addressee. This communication may contain material protected by law from being passed on. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this e-
mail in error, you are advised that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please contact the sender 
immediately and destroy all copies of it. 
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FOI IAT 20277 

Christine Dallow 

01432 260535 

accesstoinformation@herefordshire.gov.uk  

            8 April 2020 

Dear Madam, 
 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT REQUEST FOI IAT 20277 

Further to previous correspondence, your request for information has now been considered and the 
council’s response is set out below: 
 
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 2019. 

 
A) 994 

 
2. The total number of households on the Council's Housing Register at 1st April 2019 

specifying the Ledbury Civil Parish as their preferred choice of location. 
 
A) 21 

 
3. The average waiting times at 1 April 2017 and 1 April 2018 for the following types of 

affordable property: 
  

a. A shared accommodation affordable dwelling; 
b. 1-bed affordable dwelling; 
c. 2-bed affordable dwelling; 
d. 3-bed affordable dwelling;  
e. 4-bed affordable dwelling; and 
f. A 4+ bed affordable dwelling. 

 
A) Please see below: 

a. A shared accommodation affordable dwelling; N/A as 0 
b. 1-bed affordable dwelling; 120 days 
c. 2-bed affordable dwelling; 107 days 
d. 3-bed affordable dwelling; 160 days 
e. 4-bed affordable dwelling; and 48 days 
f. A 4+ bed affordable dwelling. N/A as 0 

mailto:Leonie.Stoate@tetlow-king.co.uk
mailto:accesstoinformation@herefordshire.gov.uk


4. The average waiting times at 1 April 2018 and 1 April 2019 for the following types of 
affordable property: 

  
a. A shared accommodation affordable dwelling; 
b. 1-bed affordable dwelling; 
c. 2-bed affordable dwelling; 
d. 3-bed affordable dwelling;  
e. 4-bed affordable dwelling; and 
f. A 4+ bed affordable dwelling. 
 
A) Please see below: 

A shared accommodation affordable dwelling;  N/A as 0 
1-bed affordable dwelling; 80 days 
2-bed affordable dwelling; 93 days 
3-bed affordable dwelling; 90 days 
4-bed affordable dwelling; and 90 days 
A 4+ bed affordable dwelling. N/A as 0 

 
5. 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.  

 
A) A revised allocations policy was implemented in 2014 and can be found on Herefordshire 

Councils Web site. Please see web link below: 
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/directory_record/3133/housing_allocation_policy 

 
Social Housing Stock 
 
6. The total number of social housing dwelling stock at 1st April 2019 in Ledbury Civil Parish. 

 

A) This information is not held by Herefordshire Council as all housing stock is owned by 
Housing Associations. 

 
7. Whether all, or a part of, the Local Authority’s social housing dwelling stock has 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. 

 
A) All housing stock owned by Herefordshire Council was transferred to Herefordshire 

Housing in 2001/2002. 
  

Social Housing Lettings 
 

8. The number of social housing lettings in the period between 1 April 2017 and 1 April 2018; 
and between 1 April 2018 and 1 April 2019 in Ledbury Civil Parish. 

 
A) The number of social housing lettings in the period between 1 April 2017 and 1 April 2018; 
24 and between 1 April 2018 and 1 April 2019 43 in Ledbury Civil Parish. 

 
Housing Completions 

 
9. The number of NET housing completions in the Herefordshire Council region broken down 

on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2018/19. 
 

https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/directory_record/3133/housing_allocation_policy


A)  NET housing figures have only been recorded since 2011 and this information is publically 
available on Herefordshire Councils website and can be viewed via the following links: 

 
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/info/200185/local_plan/142/authority_monitoring_reports 
 
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/downloads/download/71/authority_monitoring_reports 
 
Prior to 2011, I am advised we only calculated gross housing completions in the County.  
There are AMRs which go back to 2006 in the links above. You will need to search through 
these documents individually but the information that we have is contained within the pages, 
and this includes both global figures and Ledbury figures (net) from 2011. 
 
As such we consider this information to be exempt under Section 21 of the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000 because it is reasonably accessible to you via other means. Please take 
this letter as a refusal notice under Section 17 of the Act. 
 

10. The number of NET affordable housing completions in the Herefordshire Council region 
broken down on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2018/19. 

 
A) We don’t have this information available prior to 2011 

 

Year 
No's 
delivered 

11-
12 90 

12-
13 60 

13-
14 116 

14-
15 159 

15-
16 129 

16-
17 135 

17-
18 171 

18-
19 203 

 
 

11. The number of NET housing completions in Ledbury Civil Parish broken down on a per 
annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2018/19. 

 
A) NET housing figures have only been recorded since 2011 and this information is publically 

available on Herefordshire Councils website and can be viewed via the following links: 
 
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/info/200185/local_plan/142/authority_monitoring_reports 
 
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/downloads/download/71/authority_monitoring_reports 
 

https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/info/200185/local_plan/142/authority_monitoring_reports
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/downloads/download/71/authority_monitoring_reports
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/info/200185/local_plan/142/authority_monitoring_reports
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/downloads/download/71/authority_monitoring_reports


Prior to 2011, I am advised we only calculated gross housing completions in the County.  
There are AMRs which go back to 2006 in the links above. You will need to search through 
these documents individually but the information that we have is contained within the pages, 
and this includes both global figures and Ledbury figures (net) from 2011. 
 
As such we consider this information to be exempt under Section 21 of the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000 because it is reasonably accessible to you via other means. Please take 
this letter as a refusal notice under Section 17 of the Act. 

 
12. The number of NET affordable housing completions in Ledbury Civil Parish broken down 

on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2018/19. 
 
A) We don’t hold information prior to 2011 but since then 1 unit which was completed in 2011. 

 
Right to Buy  

 
13. The number of social rented dwellings lost in the Herefordshire Council region broken 

down on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2018/19 through: 
a. Right to Buy; 
b. Preserved Right to Buy; and 
c. Voluntary Right to Buy 

 
14. The number of Right to buy replacements funded by receipts from Right to buy sales in the 

Herefordshire Council region broken down on a per annum basis for the period between 
2000/01 and 2018/19. 

 
 

15. The number of social rented dwellings lost in the Ledbury Civil Parish broken down on a 
per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2018/19 through: 

a. Right to Buy; 
b. Preserved Right to Buy; and 
c. Voluntary Right to Buy 

 
16. The number of Right to buy replacements funded by receipts from Right to buy sales in the 

Ledbury Civil Parish broken down on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 
and 2018/19. 

 
A) For q13- 16 Not known as no local authority stock. Responsibility of housing associations. 

Please see the link below which may be helpful if you wish to contact them. 
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/info/200207/family_support/332/housing_in_herefordshir
e 

 
Temporary Accommodation 

 
17. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary accommodation 

within the Herefordshire Council region at 1st April 2018. 
 
A) 198 Households 

 
18. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary accommodation 

outside the Herefordshire Council region at 1st April 2018. 
 
A) 8 Households 

 

https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/info/200207/family_support/332/housing_in_herefordshire
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/info/200207/family_support/332/housing_in_herefordshire


19. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary accommodation 
within the Herefordshire Council region at 1st April 2019. 

 
A) 213 Households 

 
20. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary accommodation 

outside the Herefordshire Council region at 1st April 2019. 
 

A) 14 Households 
 
If you are dissatisfied with the handling of your request, further information regarding our review 
procedure is available in the ‘Internal Review Procedure for EIR and FOI requests’ which is published 
on Herefordshire Council’s website via the following link:  
 
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/5520/internal_review_procedure_for_foi_and_eir_req
uests 
 
Further information is also available from the Information Commissioner at:  
 
Information Commissioner’s Office 
Wycliffe House, Water Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9 5AF 
Telephone: 01625 545 745  www.ico.org.uk 
 
Yours sincerely, 

Christine Dallow 

CHRISTINE DALLOW 

INFORMATION ACCESS OFFICER 

http://www.ico.org.uk/


 

 

Working in partnership for the people of Herefordshire 

Herefordshire Council, Plough Lane, PO Box 4, Hereford, HR4 0XH  

Herefordshire Council Main Switchboard (01432) 260000, www.herefordshire.gov.uk 

Corporate Support 
Chief Executive: Alistair Neill 

Leonie Stoate 
 
Email: Leonie.Stoate@tetlow-king.co.uk   

Your Ref: 

Our Ref: 
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Direct Line / 
Extension: 

E-mail: 

 

FOI IAT 20277 

Christine Dallow 

01432 260535 

accesstoinformation@herefordshire.gov.uk  

12th March 2020 

Dear Madam, 
 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT REQUEST FOI IAT 20277 

I acknowledge your request for information received 12th March 2020. 

Your request is being considered and will be processed by 9th April 2020 within the statutory 
timescale of 20 working days as required by the Freedom of Information Act 2000.  
 
There may be a fee payable for this information to cover sundry costs. This will be considered 
and you will be informed if a fee is payable. In this event the fee must be paid before the 
information is processed and released, the 20 working day time limit for responses would then 
be suspended until receipt of the payment. 
 
For your information, the Act defines a number of exemptions that may prevent release of the 
information you have requested. There will be an assessment and if any of the exemption 
categories apply then the information will not be released. You will be informed if this is the 
case, and given details of your rights of appeal.  
 
If the information you request contains reference to a third party then they may be consulted 
prior to a decision being taken on whether or not to release the information to you. 
 
If you have any queries or concerns then please contact me, contact details are given at the 
top of the page. 
 
If you are dissatisfied with the handling of your request, further information regarding our 
review procedure is available in the ‘Internal Review Procedure for EIR and FOI requests’ 
which is published on Herefordshire Council’s website via the following link:  
 
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/5520/internal_review_procedure_for_foi_and
_eir_requests 
 

Further information is also available from the Information Commissioner at:  
 
Information Commissioner’s Office 

mailto:Leonie.Stoate@tetlow-king.co.uk
mailto:accesstoinformation@herefordshire.gov.uk


Wycliffe House, Water Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9 5AF 
Telephone: 01625 545 745  www.ico.org.uk 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 

CHRISTINE DALLOW 

INFORMATION ACCESS OFFICER 

http://www.ico.org.uk/


Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
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 

2019. 
 

2. The total number of households on the Council's Housing Register at 1st April 
2019 specifying the Ledbury Civil Parish as their preferred choice of location. 

 
3. The average waiting times at 1 April 2017 and 1 April 2018 for the following types 

of affordable property: 
  

a. A shared accommodation affordable dwelling; 
b. 1-bed affordable dwelling; 
c. 2-bed affordable dwelling; 
d. 3-bed affordable dwelling;  
e. 4-bed affordable dwelling; and 
f. A 4+ bed affordable dwelling. 

 
4. The average waiting times at 1 April 2018 and 1 April 2019 for the following types 

of affordable property: 
  

a. A shared accommodation affordable dwelling; 
b. 1-bed affordable dwelling; 
c. 2-bed affordable dwelling; 
d. 3-bed affordable dwelling;  
e. 4-bed affordable dwelling; and 
f. A 4+ bed affordable dwelling. 

 
5. 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 
 
6. The total number of social housing dwelling stock at 1st April 2019 in Ledbury Civil 

Parish. 
 

7. 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 

 



8. The number of social housing lettings in the period between 1 April 2017 and 1 
April 2018; and between 1 April 2018 and 1 April 2019 in Ledbury Civil Parish. 

 
Housing Completions 

 
9. The number of NET housing completions in the Herefordshire Council region 

broken down on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2018/19. 
 

10. The number of NET affordable housing completions in the Herefordshire Council 
region broken down on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 
2018/19. 
 

11. The number of NET housing completions in Ledbury Civil Parish broken down on 
a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2018/19. 
 

12. The number of NET affordable housing completions in Ledbury Civil Parish broken 
down on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2018/19. 
 

Right to Buy  
 

13. The number of social rented dwellings lost in the Herefordshire Council region 
broken down on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2018/19 
through: 

a. Right to Buy; 
b. Preserved Right to Buy; and 
c. Voluntary Right to Buy 

 
14. The number of Right to Buy replacements funded by receipts from Right to Buy 

sales in the Herefordshire Council region broken down on a per annum basis for 
the period between 2000/01 and 2018/19. 
 

15. The number of social rented dwellings lost in the Ledbury Civil Parish broken down 
on a per annum basis for the period between 2000/01 and 2018/19 through: 

a. Right to Buy; 
b. Preserved Right to Buy; and 
c. Voluntary Right to Buy 

 
16. The number of Right to Buy replacements funded by receipts from Right to Buy 

sales in the Ledbury Civil Parish broken down on a per annum basis for the period 
between 2000/01 and 2018/19. 
 

Temporary Accommodation 
 

17. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary 
accommodation within the Herefordshire Council region at 1st April 2018. 
 

18. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary 
accommodation outside the Herefordshire Council region at 1st April 2018. 
 



19. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary 
accommodation within the Herefordshire Council region at 1st April 2019. 
 

20. The number of households on the Housing Register housed in temporary 
accommodation outside the Herefordshire Council region at 1st April 2019. 

 
I look forward to hearing from you. If there are any issues with providing any of the 
data then please get in touch. 
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Extracts from Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014, 
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Section Paragraph Commentary 

Housing and 
Economic Needs 
Assessment 

006  
Reference ID: 2a-
006-20190220 

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.” 

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.”

Housing and 
Economic Needs 
Assessment 

018  
Reference ID 2a-
01820190220 

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”. 

Housing and 
Economic Needs 
Assessment 

019 
Reference ID 2a-
01920190220 

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). 

Housing and 
Economic Needs 
Assessment 

020  
Reference ID 2a-
02020190220 

The paragraph sets out that in order to calculate 
gross need for affordable housing, “strategic policy-
making 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

Page 1 of 2



afford their own homes, either to rent, or to 
own, where that is their aspiration.” 

Housing and 
Economic Needs 
Assessment 

024  
Reference ID 2a-
02420190220 

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: 

“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.” 

Housing Supply and 
Delivery 

031  
Reference ID: 68-
031-20190722 

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)” 

Page 2 of 2
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The National Housing Crisis  1 
 

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)  

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. 

House of Commons Debate (October 2013)  

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: 



 

The National Housing Crisis  2 
 

“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, 

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)  

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 
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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.  
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Figure 3.1: House building since 1946 
 

Source: Building the Homes We Need, Shelter and KPMG (2014) 
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3.13 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)  

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.  
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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)  

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 
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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)  

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)  

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”. 

3.31 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”. 
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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)  

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”. 

Former Prime Minister’s Speech to the National Housing Federation Summit 

(September 2018)  

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.  
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3.73 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”.  

3.74 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”.  

3.75 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)  

3.61 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. 

3.62 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. 

3.63 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. 

Building for Our Future: A Vision for Social Housing (January 2019)  

3.64 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. 
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3.65 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. 

3.66 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)  

3.67 The report was produced by the Children’s Commissioner to investigate the impact of 

homelessness and in particular the effect of this upon children. 

3.68 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.  

3.69 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”. 

3.70 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 

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. 

3.71 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. 

3.72 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 
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with adults engaged in crime, anti-social behaviour or those with substance abuse 

issues. 

3.73 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) 

3.74 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. 

3.75 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.  

3.76 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. 

3.77 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…” 

3.78 It concluded that it “calls on the Government to tackle the housing crisis as an urgent 

priority” (my emphasis).  

Housing Minister’s speech to the RESI Convention 2019 (September 2019) 

3.79 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.  

3.80 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.” 

3.81 Continuing to talk on the subject of affordability, the Housing Minister stated that:  
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“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.” 

3.82 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)  

3.83 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.  

3.84 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 

• People who are homeless or at risk of homelessness. 

3.85 Of these 8.4 million, around half, some 43% or 3.6 million, would need a social rented 

home to meet their needs. 

3.86 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”. 

Conservative Party Manifesto (December 2019)  

3.87 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” 

3.88 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 



 

Error! Reference source not found.  13 
 

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”.   

3.89 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”.  

3.90 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) - CDXX 

3.91 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. 

3.92 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. 

3.93 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. 

3.94 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. 
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3.95 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.  

3.96 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 2020 (March 2020)  

3.97 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). 

3.98 Speaking on housing, the Chancellor stated the following: 

“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”. 

3.99 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.”   

3.100 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 

billion of grant funding from 2021-22 to support the creation of affordable homes across 

England. 

‘Planning for the Future’ Policy Paper (March 2020) 

3.101 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. 

3.102 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 
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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”. 

3.103 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”. 

Affordable Housing Commission Report (March 2020) 

3.104 The Affordable Housing Commission (AHC) is an independent, non-partisan group 

comprising fifteen experts drawn from the public, private and voluntary sectors. Its 

extensive full report was released in late March 2020 and examines a wide range of 

issues relating to the housing affordability crisis, with data from a wide range of 

sources. The AHC report examines the approach taken to affordable housing through 

the planning system; the definition of an ‘affordable’ rent; the challenges facing 

households in housing stress; and other measures including the approach taken to 

public investment and taxation. 

3.105 The AHC report paints a bleak picture of housing affordability at present. It makes the 

simple proposition that “Something has gone fundamentally wrong with the housing 

system and what it offers local people”. The effects of this are serious and wide-

ranging. The AHC notes that: 

“Housing stress is impoverishing families and young and old struggling renters, 

creating debts and arrears, harming health and well-being, and limiting life chances 

and aspiration. There are wider negative effects too – on the economy and productivity, 

on wealth inequality and poverty – resulting in more public expenditure subsidising 

rents and healthcare and tackling homelessness”. 
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3.106 The AHC concludes that the root cause of the current affordability crisis is a clear shift 

in the structure of the housing market over the last 20 years. The AHC note that social 

rented sector has contracted, with low rates of new supply and extensive losses 

through the Right to Buy. By contrast, the AHC notes that the private rented sector has 

expanded significantly, even though it is ill-equipped to provide for those groups in 

greatest housing need. 

3.107 The AHC is clear that the housing crisis is of such a scale that it will take many years 

to resolve. Its first recommendation is that that the Government commits to ensure all 

households have access to affordable housing by 2045 so that the next generation 

does not face the same kind of hardships as the current.  

3.108 Its package of 53 recommendations seek to substantially boost the role of the social 

rented sector, whilst also helping a sizeable cohort of households termed ‘frustrated 

first time buyers’ into homeownership. Key recommendations for planning include 

recommendation 5 to address the supply of affordable housing, namely that “the 

government seeks a step change in affordable housing supply in line with the latest 

assessments of housing need. On current best evidence, this would equate to an 

increase to about 90,000 social rented homes a year (forming part of the government’s 

overall housing target of 300,000 homes a year)”. Recommendation 43 notes the 

important role that Local Planning Authorities must play in this, and states that: 

“The Commission recommends that the preparation of local plans be made an 

enforceable statutory duty to ensure that all councils are delivering on their housing 

plans and targets. Local and city-region plans must be based on accurate housing 

needs assessment – including numbers of concealed households – which should be 

updated regularly”.  

3.109 Recommendation 16 addresses the impact of Right to Buy and proposes reforms to 

the system. It states that: 

“The Commission recognises that the Right to Buy remains a popular scheme. 

However, it is undermining efforts to address affordability, reducing numbers of relets 

at lower rents and moving properties from social renting to the PRS. Accordingly, the 

Commission recommends that the RTB is radically overhauled, including giving 

councils and housing associations discretion over the level of discount they offer, 

complete control over receipts and the opportunity to restrict any letting by a purchaser 

(e.g. requiring consent for letting the property)”. 

Conclusions on the National Housing Crisis  
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3.110 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.  

3.111 What is also clear is that the messages from previous Governments have failed to 

ensure enough new homes, especially affordable homes, are being built. 

3.112 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.  

3.113 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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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)  

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:  

“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 
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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: 

• 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. 

4.8 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 

4.11 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 
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• 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)  

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. 

4.17 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.  
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Building the Homes We Need (April 2014)  

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 4.11. 

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 

 
1 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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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)  

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 

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: 
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“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)  

4.31 The NHF press release2 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 

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 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. 

4.35 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 

 
2 https://www.housing.org.uk/press/press-releases/england-short-of-four-million-homes/  

https://www.housing.org.uk/press/press-releases/england-short-of-four-million-homes/
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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 

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 (27 June 2019)  

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.” 
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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: House Building in England 1946 to 2019 

 

Source: MHCLG Live Table 209; MHCLG Live Table 253; HM Land Registry (2018); The Barker Review (2004); HBF (2014); Building the Homes We Need, KPMG & Shelter 

(2014); MHCLG Single Departmental Plan (2019); NHF (18 May 2018).
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4.44 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 England3; and  

• Almost four times the total number of homes across the entire County of 

Oxfordshire4. 

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 

region5.  

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 Manchester6. 

 
3 Source: MHCLG Live Table 600 – 1,114,477 households on Housing Registers in England at 1 April 2018 
4 Source: MHCLG Live Table 100 – 290,350 homes in Oxfordshire at 1 April 2018 
5 Source: MHCLG Live Table 100 – 1,165,410 homes in West Midlands at 1 April 2018 
6 Source: MHCLG Live Table 100 – 1,212,280 homes in Greater Manchester Metropolitan County at 1 April 2018 
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Figure 4.3: National Housing Shortfall Comparison 
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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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Foreword
Reverend Dr Mike Long, 
Chair of the commission

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.
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. 

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. 

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

Reverend Dr Mike Long
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George Clarke

Architect and 
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Chapter 1  The housing crisis
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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?

Executive 
summary
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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.

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.

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.

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. 

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

31,000 
More than 31,000 people 
took part in our consultation.

277,000 
277,000 people are now 
homeless in England on 
a given night.

Executive summary 
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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: 

 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 

 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

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. 

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 

Executive summary

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. 

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. 

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.

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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Our vision for social housing 

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. 

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.

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.

Building for our future: a vision for social housing 
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3.1m households need 
a social home

Homeless and in temporary accommodation 

128,000      Rough sleeping and hidden

194,000      Living with ill health or disability

240,000      In overcrowded accommodation 

631,000      In hazardous conditions

1.27m
Those in greatest need

1.17m
Younger trapped renters

691,000
Older renters

79,900
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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. 

‘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.

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’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: 

 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.

‘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.’

Kirsty 
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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. 

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 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.’ 

 Prime Minister, Theresa May

‘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.’ 

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. 

Building for our future: a vision for social housing 
The Grenfell Tower fire: the background to the commission

The Grenfell Tower fire: 
the background to the commission

‘What we were saying 
wasn’t just wild 
propaganda, it was 
evidenced. This is what 
was happening to our 
community.’
Ed Daffarn, commissioner, former resident of Grenfell Tower 
and member of Grenfell United.
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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. 

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.

‘ 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 

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. 

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. 

‘We need to change the culture around 
social housing… our community has 
been painted as work-shy… it could not 
be further away from the truth. We were 
eloquent, hardworking… we deserve to 
be respected not treated the way we were 
treated. Every community living in social 
housing needs to be treated that way.’
Ed Daffarn, commissioner

‘We need to change the culture around 
social housing… our community has 
been painted as work-shy… it could not 
be further away from the truth. We were 
eloquent, hardworking… we deserve to 
be respected not treated the way we were 
treated. Every community living in social 
housing needs to be treated that way.’
Ed Daffarn, commissioner
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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. 

‘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!

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. 

 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. 

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.

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.’

‘Someone should be 
held accountable. I want 
them to understand that 
it was our lives they 
were playing with.’

Emma
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Chapter 1
The housing crisis 

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. 

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-to-
face interviews, dozens more through workshops, 
and more than 31,000 people took part in our mass 
consultation online.1 

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. 

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 

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 

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 

 ‘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?’ 
Private renter, Doncaster

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. 
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Figure 1: Number of households living in each 
type of housing since 1980 (,000s)13

People are spending longer in the private rented 
sector, and many more people are forming families 
and getting older while renting privately.

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 

private renters 41% 
social renters 31% 
owner occupiers 19%

41%

19%

31%

Figure 2: Private renters pay most: average 
proportion of joint income spent on housing 
costs by tenure (including housing benefit)15

Mean proportion of income

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 

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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 Household income of less than £15k

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

C
ut

 b
ac

k
on

 c
lo

th
in

g

C
ut

 b
ac

k
on

 fo
od

U
se

d 
m

y
sa

vi
ng

s 
to

pa
y 

re
nt

W
en

t b
eh

in
d

on
 o

th
er

pa
ym

en
ts

B
or

ro
w

ed
fr

om
 c

re
di

t
ca

rd

B
or

ro
w

ed
fr

om
 p

ay
da

y
lo

an

Figure 3: Cutting back and borrowing: various 
sacrifices made by private renters to afford the 
rent in the year to August 201720

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

31,000
31,000 people took part in 
our Big Conversation.

1.2m
1.2m households currently 
on the waiting list.

41%
Private renters spend 41% 
of their household income 
on rent.

30%
the maximum amount of 
income seen as affordable 
is usually 30%.
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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?’ 

‘We’re living on a cliff 
edge; the rug could be 
pulled from under our 
feet at any time.’

Nadine

Page 15 of 75



Building for our future: a vision for social housing 
Chapter 1  The housing crisis

Building for our future: a vision for social housing 
Chapter 1  The housing crisis

43 44

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 

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. 

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 
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Figure 4: Proportion of households who say 
they struggle to pay or are falling behind 
with housing costs.29

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 

 ‘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

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

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 Two-
thirds 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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85%
85% of social renters say 
they feel their house is their 
home, compared to just 
57% of private renters.

1 in 5
1 in 5 private renters cut back 
on food to pay the rent.

22%
22% of private renters 
receive housing benefit.

64%
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.

25%
25% of current private 
renters moved in the 
last year.
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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.  

‘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. 

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. 

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.’ 

Chapter 1

‘My older son 
is now nine,  
but he’s already 
had six different 
addresses.’
Tracy
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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 

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). 

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 

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

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. 

‘You go stir crazy if you spend too much 
time in our home.’ 

Private renter, Harlow

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

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

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. Three-
quarters 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

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: 

 physical signs of dereliction, including poorly 
designed estates and fly tipping, which can make 
the neighbourhood feel like a place where they do 
not want to live 

 crime, with some renters reporting issues around 
mugging, and drug and alcohol abuse that never 
seem to be resolved either by the police or by the 
local authority or housing association 

 problem neighbours, and large groups of young 
people hanging around estates that can create 
an intimidating environment.50 

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. 

 ‘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 

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
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Figure 5: Part of the everyday experience 
of renting: English private renters who have 
experienced poor housing conditions in the 
last five years56

‘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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53%
In the past year alone, 
a majority (53%) of private 
renters have experienced 
at least one problem with 
the condition of their home.

682,000
households live in 
overcrowded housing.

x3
Over the last 20 years, the 
number of households living 
in overcrowded conditions in 
the private rented sector has 
more than trebled.
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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

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

 ‘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.’ 

 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 

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. 

 ‘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 
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£1.4bn
One estimate puts the cost 
of poor housing to the NHS 
at £1.4bn per year.

‘I just feel so 
overwhelmed by 
the lack of care from 
people who are 
supposed to have 
such an important job, 
finding people homes.’

Venetia

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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  ‘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.’ 

  Social renter, Colne

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 

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 

Individual complaints about social housing are usually 
expected to be resolved through the landlord’s own 
complaints procedure – and, if necessary, determination 
by the Housing Ombudsman. But social renters face 
delays – the average time taken for the Ombudsman 
to make a decision is eight months.81 

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 

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.

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. 

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, 
one in five (21%) private renting parents with children 
in their household said that their landlord or letting 
agent threatened, harassed or assaulted them and/or 
another renter.72 12% of these parents say they have 
been offered ‘sex for rent’ by a landlord in the last 
five years.73 

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 over-
stretched 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 

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 

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. 

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 

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
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Figure 6: Homelessness has increased in recent years

 Number of people sleeping rough on a given night 
 Number of households in temporary accommodation 
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21%
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.

23%
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

4,000
Rough sleeper counts show 
that over 4,000 people sleep 
rough on a given night.
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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 

And the increase in homelessness is disproportionately 
affecting the increasing numbers of families and older 
people who had been living in the private rented 
sector. 77% more children are homeless now than in 
March 2011,86 and the number of over-60s accepted 
as homeless by their local authority doubled between 
2009-2017.87 
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Figure 7: Number of homeless households 
by reason for loss of their settled home

Stigma and institutional indifference 

  ‘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 
dismissive landlords protected by 
a system that allows them to ignore 
social tenants’ fears and concerns.’ 

   Baroness Doreen Lawrence, 
Commissioner85 

 

 

 

 

 

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 

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

Chapter 1

‘My daughters have 
had their education 
disrupted and I lost 
my job because of our 
housing problems.’

Sean

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.

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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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

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 

‘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

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. 

  ‘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 

Conclusion

‘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.’ 

Rob Gershon, Commissioner105 

 

 

 

 

 

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. 

‘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.’ 

Peter, 44, Social renter, Bristol

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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63%
Two out of three (63%) 
private renters feel that 
people would perceive them 
in a more negative light if 
they lived in social housing.

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.

85%
Our research found that the 
vast majority (85%) of people 
in social housing are happy 
with their homes.

Page 22 of 75



Building for our future: a vision for social housing 
Chapter 1  The housing crisis

65Building for our future: a vision for social housing 
Chapter 1  The housing crisis

64

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.’

‘We now have a 
wonderful little  
one-bedroom flat,  
which is our home.’

Shandor
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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. 

The high cost of housing
The purchase price of housing climbed 
steadily until the 1980s and has risen rapidly 
in recent decades.

House prices in England are higher than in 
most other countries and have risen quickly 
by international standards.
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Figure 9: Change in real house prices across different countries, 1980-20172

 
 
 

  Australia
  Germany
 United Kingdom
  Canada

  Ireland
 United States
  France
  Japan

 Euro area
 OECD total

19
68

19
74

19
80

19
86

19
92

19
98

20
04

20
10

20
16

19
26

19
32

19
38

19
44

19
50

19
56

19
62

£0

£50,000

£100,000

£150,000

£200,000

£250,000

Figure 8: Real average house prices since 19231 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 
packet. This is up from 3.5 times in 1997, and well 
above even the 2007 peak of just over seven times’ 
earnings.3 It is no easier for those on lower earnings 
– the ratio between their earnings and the lowest 
priced homes has increased in the same way. 

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 
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Figure 10: Proportion of households in owner occupation since 19186

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.

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.

x8
The average home in England 
in 2017 cost almost eight 
times more to buy than the 
average annual pay packet.

63%
Home ownership rates have 
been falling since 2003 when 
they peaked at 71% of all 
households; by 2016/17 they 
had dropped to 63%
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Figure 12: Number of households living in each tenure since 1980 (,000s)8

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.

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 

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

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. 
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Figure 11:  
The growth in private renting 
households over twenty years12
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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
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Figure 14: Number of families and older people 
living in privately rented accommodation16
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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. 

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. 

The government’s preferred option for controlling the 
private rented housing bill has been to severely ration 
how much renters can claim. 

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. 

‘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.’

Lucie 

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. 

‘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. 

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.’ 
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‘We just 
couldn’t 
afford the 
rent when 
our housing 
benefit 
was cut.’
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.

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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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. 

In the three and a half decades after the end of the 
Second World War, local authorities and housing 
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Figure 16: New build annual social housing completions since 19232

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 post-
war 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 

Figure 17:  
Timeline of social housing

4.4m
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.

1866
Labouring Classes Dwellings Act allows for 
authorities to purchase sites and borrow at 
preferential rates to build and improve homes 
for low-income workers. 

1869
The first known council housing in Europe is 

built by the Conservative-led local authority of 
Liverpool, in response to insanitary conditions. 

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.

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.

1945-1970
The ‘golden age’ of local authority housebuilding. 

In response to widespread housing need post-
war, two landmark housing acts are passed, and 
large-scale local authority housebuilding (peaking 

at 300,000 a year) is delivered.

1973-1977
People with highest needs are prioritised in social housing 
through more needs-based allocation systems, including the 
1977 Housing (Homeless Persons) Act. 

1980
The Housing Act 1980 introduces ‘the Right to Buy’, giving renters the 

legal right to purchase their council house, aided by large discounts. 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. 

1997-2008
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. 2008

Significant increase in investment in new social housebuilding, 
partly as an economic stimulus in response to the economic downturn. 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. 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. Shorter-
term tenancies are to be introduced as standard.

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. 
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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.

Capacity

Money

Land

Purpose

Figure 18: Four key ingredients needed to build 
social housing

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 

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. 

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 low-
rent, long-term tenancy to millions of ordinary people.

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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‘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.’ 

Conservative party manifesto, 1951

‘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.’ 

Labour party manifesto, 1951

94,140
In 1980, 94,140 social 
homes were built.

44,240
By 1983, supply halved to 
44,240 new social homes.
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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. 

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 

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 
5,520,000

New build 
1,072,000

Social rented (16/17) 
4,046,00

Owner occupied 
1,217,000

Private rented 
818,000

Demolished 
511,000

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 

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:

  Vienna has kept housing affordable for a century 
through the city owning much of the land

  Singapore has been highly praised for the way it has 
promoted housing for all through state leadership in 
the land market

  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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Figure 20: Value of land and its overlying assets in the UK, 1995-2016

 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.

1.5m
There are around 1.5 million 
fewer social homes today 
than there were in 1980.
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Figure 21: Publicly funded social housing gross capital investment in England  
(£ billions, 2017-18 prices)19

 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.

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. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

Chapter 3

‘I’ve never been in 
arrears before, but now 
the rent is just so high.’

Ellie, who pays ‘affordable rent’

Ellie’s story  
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.

‘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. 

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. 

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. 

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.’ 

£21bn
Annual spending on housing 
benefit has more than 
doubled from £9 billion in 
1991-92 to £21 billion now.
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Figure 22: Social housing and affordable housing delivery over time

 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

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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x275
Land awarded residential 
planning permission can 
suddenly jump in value by 
275 times, at the stroke of 
a planner’s pen.

7,644 sub-market homes are 
estimated to have been lost  
due to permitted development 
rights over just two years.25

7,644
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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. 

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.

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 

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. 

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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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:

  a failure to build enough homes overall 

 sliding rates of home ownership

 a negative impact on the remaining social stock 

 problems in private renting

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.

Various estimates have been made about how 
many homes are needed. Kate Barker, who led 
an independent review into the planning system, 
states that: 

‘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

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 

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 

The difference that a lack of social housebuilding has made to overall housebuilding7 

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 

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. 

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). 
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Figure 24: Market housebuilding since 19468

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. 

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.

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 

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. 

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 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. 

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 

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 

Chapter 4

20%
In the 1980s and early 1990s 
Right to Buy was responsible 
for an average of 20% of first 
time homeowners each year.
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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.

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.

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 

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 

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 

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 

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:

 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 

Chapter 4

59%
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.

£8.9bn
Since 2013, the 
government has 
spent £8.9 billion on 
Help to Buy. It has 
only spent £2.4 billion 
on its Affordable 
Homes Programme.
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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. 

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 state-
owned 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

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.

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.

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 

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 

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 

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 

  De-industrialisation of parts of the country 
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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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. 

‘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.

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. 

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.’

‘It’s just a constant 
battle and the 
stress it’s caused 
is immense.’
Paul
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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 far-
reaching 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. 

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 

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 
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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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 2039

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 

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. 

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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Principles for the future 
of social housing

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. 

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. 

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. 

Building for our future: a vision for social housing 
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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.

‘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.’ 

‘ People are having 
such a hard time 
in private renting, 
we desperately 
need more social 
housing.’
Marissa
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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 

  ‘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.’ 

   Jacqui Haynes, Head of Lancaster West 
Estate Residents’ Association1

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. 

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 

  ‘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.’ 

   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. 

We recommend five areas of reform to social renting: 

  set clearer standards

  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. 

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.

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’. 

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.

Recommendation

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 

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 

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 

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.

Recommendation

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.

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.

Recommendation

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 
 
 
 
 
 

8 months
The average time taken 
for a determination 
by the Housing 
Ombudsman was 
eight months.

88%
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%).
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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:

   there has been a breach of the rather 
ambiguous standards

   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

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. 

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

  investigating complaints of systemic failings from 
tenant groups

  removing the ‘serious detriment’ test for 
intervention or at the very least lowering the 
conditions for intervention

  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

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. 

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.

Recommendation

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.

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.

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. 

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.

Recommendation

 
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.

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).

Recommendation

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. 

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 slimmed-
down 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.

Recommendation
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Figure 27
Proposed system of regulation, 
with new consumer regulator

Economic Regulator
Similar to Prudential  
Regulation Authority

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
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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 

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. 

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.

Recommendation

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 policy-
making 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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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. 

‘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 well-
maintained, regularly cleaned and I have lovely neighbours. 

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.’

 Cloud 
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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.

Recommendation

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

  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

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.

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

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. 

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. 

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.

Recommendation
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Page 52 of 75

https://www.theguardian.com/society/2018/aug/14/social-housing-green-paper-tenants-to-gain-powers-against-rogue-landlords
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2018/aug/14/social-housing-green-paper-tenants-to-gain-powers-against-rogue-landlords
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2018/aug/14/social-housing-green-paper-tenants-to-gain-powers-against-rogue-landlords
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/tenant-involvement-could-save-millions-says-communities-minister-stephen-williams
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/tenant-involvement-could-save-millions-says-communities-minister-stephen-williams
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/tenant-involvement-could-save-millions-says-communities-minister-stephen-williams
http://www.cch.coop/what-is-co-operative-and-mutual-housing/
http://www.cch.coop/what-is-co-operative-and-mutual-housing/
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120604160951/http://www.tenantservicesauthority.org/server/show/ConWebDoc.18499
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120604160951/http://www.tenantservicesauthority.org/server/show/ConWebDoc.18499
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120604160951/http://www.tenantservicesauthority.org/server/show/ConWebDoc.18499
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/698332/Regulating_the_Standards_April_2018.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/698332/Regulating_the_Standards_April_2018.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/698332/Regulating_the_Standards_April_2018.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/725831/Tenant_Involvement_and_Empowerment_Standard.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/725831/Tenant_Involvement_and_Empowerment_Standard.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/725831/Tenant_Involvement_and_Empowerment_Standard.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/regulatory-standards
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/part/7/chapter/6/enacted
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/part/7/chapter/6/enacted
https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/comment/comment/eight-week-delay-for-complaints-adds-stress-and-frustration-and-should-be-removed-58617
https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/comment/comment/eight-week-delay-for-complaints-adds-stress-and-frustration-and-should-be-removed-58617
https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/comment/comment/eight-week-delay-for-complaints-adds-stress-and-frustration-and-should-be-removed-58617
https://www.housing-ombudsman.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Annual-Report-and-Accounts-2017-18_Web-Accessible.pdf
https://www.housing-ombudsman.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Annual-Report-and-Accounts-2017-18_Web-Accessible.pdf
https://www.housing-ombudsman.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Annual-Report-and-Accounts-2017-18_Web-Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/733605/A_new_deal_for_social_housing_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/733605/A_new_deal_for_social_housing_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/733605/A_new_deal_for_social_housing_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/733605/A_new_deal_for_social_housing_web_accessible.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2018/jun/02/doreen-lawrence-grenfell-tenants-faced-institutional-indifference
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2018/jun/02/doreen-lawrence-grenfell-tenants-faced-institutional-indifference
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2018/jun/02/doreen-lawrence-grenfell-tenants-faced-institutional-indifference
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/698332/Regulating_the_Standards_April_2018.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/698332/Regulating_the_Standards_April_2018.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/698332/Regulating_the_Standards_April_2018.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/730021/Consumer_Regulation_Review_2017-18_20180727.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/730021/Consumer_Regulation_Review_2017-18_20180727.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/730021/Consumer_Regulation_Review_2017-18_20180727.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/733605/A_new_deal_for_social_housing_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/733605/A_new_deal_for_social_housing_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/733605/A_new_deal_for_social_housing_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6260/1742903.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6260/1742903.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6260/1742903.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/tenants-to-be-trained-to-take-control-of-their-neighbourhoods-post-riots--2
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/tenants-to-be-trained-to-take-control-of-their-neighbourhoods-post-riots--2
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/tenants-to-be-trained-to-take-control-of-their-neighbourhoods-post-riots--2
https://www.housing-ombudsman.org.uk/useful-tools/fact-sheets/designated-tenant-panels/
https://www.housing-ombudsman.org.uk/useful-tools/fact-sheets/designated-tenant-panels/
https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/insight/insight/tenants-lack-of-power-was-a-major-problem-10-years-ago-and-it-has-yet-to-be-solved-56788
https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/insight/insight/tenants-lack-of-power-was-a-major-problem-10-years-ago-and-it-has-yet-to-be-solved-56788
https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/insight/insight/tenants-lack-of-power-was-a-major-problem-10-years-ago-and-it-has-yet-to-be-solved-56788
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/707785/Building_a_Safer_Future_-_web.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/707785/Building_a_Safer_Future_-_web.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/707785/Building_a_Safer_Future_-_web.pdf
https://www.housing-ombudsman.org.uk/useful-tools/fact-sheets/designated-tenant-panels/
https://www.housing-ombudsman.org.uk/useful-tools/fact-sheets/designated-tenant-panels/
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/Documents/college-social-sciences/social-policy/SPSW/Housing/2016/evidence-review-tenant-involvement-in-governance-march-2016.pdf
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/Documents/college-social-sciences/social-policy/SPSW/Housing/2016/evidence-review-tenant-involvement-in-governance-march-2016.pdf
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/Documents/college-social-sciences/social-policy/SPSW/Housing/2016/evidence-review-tenant-involvement-in-governance-march-2016.pdf
http://pure-oai.bham.ac.uk/ws/files/7214993/Rowlands_Forging_Mutual_Futures.pdf
http://pure-oai.bham.ac.uk/ws/files/7214993/Rowlands_Forging_Mutual_Futures.pdf
https://www.communitygateway.co.uk/
https://www.communitygateway.co.uk/
https://www.rbh.org.uk/our-mutual-rbh
https://www.rbh.org.uk/our-mutual-rbh
http://www.mvhomes.org.uk/about-us/
http://www.mvhomes.org.uk/about-us/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/733605/A_new_deal_for_social_housing_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/733605/A_new_deal_for_social_housing_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/733605/A_new_deal_for_social_housing_web_accessible.pdf
https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/housing/housing-policy-plans-and-performance/newcastle-independent-tenant-voice
https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/housing/housing-policy-plans-and-performance/newcastle-independent-tenant-voice
https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/housing/housing-policy-plans-and-performance/newcastle-independent-tenant-voice
https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/social-housing-residents-voices-must-be-heard
https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/social-housing-residents-voices-must-be-heard
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/575580/Estate_Regeneration_National_Strategy_-_Good_Practice_Guide_Part_1.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/575580/Estate_Regeneration_National_Strategy_-_Good_Practice_Guide_Part_1.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/575580/Estate_Regeneration_National_Strategy_-_Good_Practice_Guide_Part_1.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/575580/Estate_Regeneration_National_Strategy_-_Good_Practice_Guide_Part_1.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/better-homes-for-local-people-the-mayors-good-practice-guide-to-estate-regeneration.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/better-homes-for-local-people-the-mayors-good-practice-guide-to-estate-regeneration.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/better-homes-for-local-people-the-mayors-good-practice-guide-to-estate-regeneration.pdf
http://www.getintogovan.com/cgap/about-cgap/
http://www.getintogovan.com/cgap/about-cgap/


155154 Building for our future: a vision for social housing 
Chapter 7  Reforming private renting

Building for our future: a vision for social housing 
Chapter 7  Reforming private renting

Chapter 7
Reforming private renting

Page 53 of 75



157 158 Building for our future: a vision for social housing 
Chapter 7  Reforming private renting

Chapter 7
Reforming private renting

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. 

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. 

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. 

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 

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 

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. 

Government should require all private landlords 
with over 25 homes to register with the new 
consumer regulator.

Recommendation
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Figure 28
Proposed system of regulation, 
with new consumer regulator

Economic Regulator
Similar to Prudential  
Regulation Authority

Consumer Regulator
Similar to Financial  
Conduct Authority

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)

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

2.15m
In 2015, HMRC 
estimated that there 
were 2.15 million 
private landlords 
in the country.3
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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

The new consumer regulator should set consumer 
standards for all private rented housing.

Recommendation

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 

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.

Recommendation

Chapter 7

Revenge evictions

‘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.’ 

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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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 

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 
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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 

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.

Recommendation

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. 

The government should explore how to introduce 
more detailed information about rent levels for 
different property types at a ward level. 

Recommendation
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3,978 private renters, online, weighted, July-August 2017
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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 
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Footnotes

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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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. 

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:

  help to address the stigma that has been brought 
about through the residualisation of social housing 

  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

  reduce the spiralling costs of housing benefit 

It is the only credible hope that government has of 
reaching its target of 300,000 new homes a year.

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. 

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.

This extended vision for social housing would 
see us building new social homes for:

  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

  older private renters – with no other option, 
a growing number of older people on lower-
than-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

  younger, 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. 
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300,000
Building more social 
homes is the only hope 
government has of 
reaching its target of 
300,000 new homes 
a year2.

Figure 29
3.1m households need 
a social home3

Homeless and in temporary accommodation 

128,0006      Rough sleeping and hidden

194,0009      Living with ill health or disability

240,0007      In overcrowded accommodation 

631,0008      In hazardous conditions

1.27m
Those in greatest need

1.17m
Younger trapped renters

691,000
Older renters

79,9005
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Case studies:  
The three groups who would receive 
social housing. 

Those in greatest need, such as homeless or 
disabled people and those with a long-term 
health condtion 

 Anthony’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). 

‘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. 

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. 

Why is it fair that some people have social housing, 
and some don’t? It’s such a shame.’ 

Younger trapped renters who 
will never afford to buy 
 

Emma’s story 

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. 

‘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. 

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. 

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.’  

Older renters with no other option  

Vicky’s story 

Vicky is 73, but with no option other than private 
renting, her retirement years have been anything  
but restful.  

 

‘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 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.’ 

‘I want a 
better life, 
that’s all  
I want.’
Anthony

‘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?’ 

Emma

‘Renting privately 
leaves you feeling so 

vulnerable... after what 
I’ve been through, 
I’m never going to 

feel  secure.’

Vicky
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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.

Recommendation

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. 

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

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. 

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. 

This is likely to be a conservative estimate, given 
that these proportions are likely to increase due to 
worsening affordability. 

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.

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.’ 
Baroness Sayeeda Warsi, Commissioner13 
 
 
 
 
 

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. 

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,
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Figure 30: Ownership rates for baby boomers (observed) and trapped renters (predicted)15

 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

 

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. 
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3.1m
Enough social homes 
are needed for the 3.1 
million households who 
will be failed by the 
housing market over 
the next 20 years.
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‘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.’
 
Lord Jim O’Neill, Commissioner19

Single year average Total over 20 years

Number of individuals reaching 30 between 2019-2039 614,000 12,287,000

Estimated number of Households (2 adults) 307,000 6,144,000

Estimated number of ‘trapped renter’ households (19%) 58,000 1,167,000

Figure 31: Population projections and trapped renter estimates 

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 cross-
party 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. 

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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Figure 32: Our vision for the future of social housing in historical context20

For a larger version of this graph, see the end of the report 

 Annual private housebuilding 
 Annual social housebuilding 

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 long-
term 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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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

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 

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 

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. 

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. 

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

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.

Current position   6,463 new social homes delivered 
last year

  total of 145,000 private sector homes 
built last year

Modelled position   3.1 million social homes built between 
2019-2039 – an average of 155,000  
per annum

  each home is partially funded by 
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

Figure 33: Comparison of current and modelled 
policies, and underlying assumptions 

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 cost-
benefit 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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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

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. 

In future assessments of housing need, 
government should specify the need for 
social housing.

Recommendation

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.

Government should ensure that any Right to Buy 
scheme(s) are sustainable, by replacing any social 
housing sold.

Recommendation
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£2.84
For every £1 spent on 
construction, the UK 
economy will benefit 
by £2.84.
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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.

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. 

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. 

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 

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

Recommendation

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.

Government should remove the exemptions that 
mean Section 106 rules do not always apply to 
new developments and conversions.

Recommendation

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. 

Chapter 8

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. 

‘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. 

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.’ 

‘Everyone 
knows each 
other by  
name here.’
Anna

38%
Civitas estimates land 
reforms could reduce 
the costs of social 
housebuilding by 38%.
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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. 

‘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 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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 system-
built 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 

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. 

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.

Recommendation
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Case study: Community engagement in development in Reiselfeld, Germany38  

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. 

Picture courtesy of WMUD williemiller.com
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Case study: Community cohesion through the 
Opzoomeren policy in Rotterdam 

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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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 

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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63%
63% of social 
renters feel part of 
their communities, 
compared with 39% 
of private renters.

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.

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.

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 

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 

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.

Government should set a standard to ensure 
investment in maintaining and improving homes 
and neighbourhoods over their full lifetime.

Recommendation

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. 

Social landlords and developers should look to learn 
from the best examples of community engagement 
and stewardship on new developments. 

Page 67 of 75



200199 Building for our future: a vision for social housing 
Chapter 8  Building more social housing

Chapter 8

Building for our future: a vision for social housing 
Chapter 8  Building more social housing

Case study: Innovative older people’s Courtyard 
Housing in Barking, London59 

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.
Patel Taylor ‘Courtyard Housing’, 2015,  
http://www.pateltaylor.co.uk/works/architecture/ 
residential-and-mixed-use/courtyard-housing

Photograph: Peter Cook
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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.

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.

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.

Recommendation
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Case study: Tenure-blind development of the Packington Estate, Islington, London62 

The redevelopment of the Packington Estate, Islington, provides an 
award-winning example of a regeneration project that is delivering mixed-
tenure 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 tenure-
blind houses and flats across a nine-year (2010-2019), six-phase programme. 

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. 

Photograph: Tim Crocker.
Architect: Pollard Thomas Edwards
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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. 

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 high-
quality 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. 

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. 

Reforming social renting 

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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  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.

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.

   The government should compile good practice on 
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.

Reforming private renting
  Government should require all private landlords with over 
25 homes to register with the new consumer regulator.

  The new consumer regulator should set consumer 
standards for all private rented housing.

  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.

  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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Government measures of poor housing 
conditions

Category 1 hazards
Hazards that fall into category 1 pose a serious and 
immediate threat to health or safety. 

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. 

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’

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.

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.

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 

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

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

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

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.

1     980
Since 1980, many social 
homes have been sold and 
fewer and fewer have been 
built 

1     980
Since 1980, many social 
homes have been sold and 
fewer and fewer have been 
built 

Recommendations

Building for our future: a vision for social housing 
Recommendations

  In future assessments of housing need, government should 
specify the need for social housing.

  Government should remove the exemptions that 
mean Section 106 rules do not always apply to new 
developments and conversions.

  Government should ensure that any Right to Buy scheme(s) 
are sustainable, by replacing any social housing sold.

  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.

  Government should set a standard to ensure investment 
in maintaining and improving homes and neighbourhoods 
over their full lifetime.

  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.
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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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West Midlands

home truths
the housing market
in the West Midlands

2013/14



England appears to be emerging from recession,
but the recovery is distorted. Parts of the country
are experiencing growth and in places the local
housing market is overstretched and is starting to
overheat. Meanwhile other areas are at a relative
standstill with little or no economic growth.
Economic recovery is not reaching everyone in
the West Midlands.

The West Midlands was among regions with the lowest
number of new homes built during 2012/13, and less than half
(48%) of the new homes needed are being built each year1,2.
As demand keeps outstripping supply this is pushing up the
region’s house prices and rents. 

With comparatively low wages in the West Midlands – £19,786
on average – housing costs are increasingly unaffordable. 
The average home now costs almost nine times the 
average wage3,4. 

More people are being forced into the private rented sector,
where rents are also expected to rise 46% by 20215. Since 2009
there has been a 97% increase in housing benefit claims by
people who are employed6.

A distorted
economic
recovery

2 |  #hometruths14

Only 48% of the new
homes the West
Midlands needs are
currently being built,
storing up problems
for the future.
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Across the North East just over half (54%) of the new homes
needed are actually being built each year. This is storing up
more problems for the future. The average North East home
already costs more than seven times the average income,
pushing more people into the private rented sector. Yet private
rents are also unaffordable for many and are predicted to rise by
30% by 2021. 

Between 2011 and 2013 the West Midlands had
the third smallest increase in new businesses 
in the country7. Unemployment remains a
problem in the region, with 247,800 people 
(7.3% of the region's working age population) 
out of work in 2012/138.
Young families are struggling to afford a home of their own and
there is not enough suitable housing for the region’s growing
older population. In rural parts of the West Midlands
households led by under-35s are expected to rise by 5%
between 2011 and 2021, while households led by people aged 85
and over are predicted to rise by 47%1.

Building more homes in the West Midlands would give the local
economy a major boost. Every new home built brings £75,682
into the West Midlands and creates 1.8 jobs directly and in the
wider regional economy9.

Nearly 80% of businesses surveyed across the country said a
lack of affordable housing is stalling local economic growth and
70% warned it would affect their ability to attract and keep
workers10. 

We need local people who want more housing to contact local
councillors and say “Yes to Homes” (www.yestohomes.co.uk).

More homes
would kick
start the 

West Midlands
economy



Government must invest in building more homes
where they are needed, and at prices that
everyone can afford. Rising rents and house
prices, as well as higher levels of unemployment
and low or stagnant wages, mean more and more
people need help with their housing costs. 

Housing benefit currently costs taxpayers £24bn a year and
most of it goes to private landlords rather than towards
building new homes6. 

In areas where high housing costs could be stalling economic
growth and creating problems for employers, Local Enterprise
Partnerships – working with local authorities, housing
associations and others – must take a strategic lead on getting
more homes built, revitalising communities and creating jobs.

Housing associations are in it for the long term. With more
support, they can be real catalysts for change for local
communities and help drive forward a balanced economic
recovery for the West Midlands.

The solution

4 |  #hometruths14
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Across the North East just over half (54%) of the new homes
needed are actually being built each year. This is storing up
more problems for the future. The average North East home
already costs more than seven times the average income,
pushing more people into the private rented sector. Yet private
rents are also unaffordable for many and are predicted to rise by
30% by 2021. 

The evidence

n Across the West Midlands, 17,800 new households are
expected to form each year between 2013 and 20211.

n In 2012/13, 8,620 new homes were completed in the region –
1,969 by housing associations2.

n Private rents are expected to rise by 39% in the West
Midlands by 2020. Solihull and South Staffordshire have
seen rises of 17% and 15% respectively over the last four
years, with further increases of 39% and 38% predicted 
by 20205. 

n The average house price in the region in 2012 was £173,378 –
56% higher than the average for 20023.

n The number of homeless people living in temporary
accommodation in the West Midlands rose 23% over the last
two years11.  

n It costs £34,676 just to put down a deposit on the average
home in the West Midlands3.

Sources:
1 Household population projections by district, England, 1991-2021, interim 2011-based –
Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) April 2013

2 Live Table 253, Permanent dwellings started and completed, by tenure and district – DCLG
2012/13, combined with Homes and Communities Agency (HCA)completions data

3 Simple average house prices – Land Registry data
4 Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings (ASHE) – Office for National Statistics (ONS) 2012
provisional results

5 Projections for the National Housing Federation – Oxford Economics 2013
6 Housing benefit statistics (Stat-Xplore) – Department for Work and Pensions (DWP)
7 Inter Departmental Business Register (IDBR) – ONS 2013
8 Model-based estimates of unemployment – ONS (Crown Copyright Reserved)
9 Economic impact database, Centre for Economics and Business Research (CEBR) for
National Housing Federation, 2013

10 Survey for National Housing Federation – ComRes 2013
11 Live Tables on Homelessness (DCLG)



Average (mean)
house prices

20121

Average
(median)

incomes 20122

Ratio of house
prices to
incomes1,2

Deposit required
for 80%

mortgage1

Households on
waiting list

20123
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West Midlands

Footnotes to tables
1 Land Registry sales data 2012   
2 Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings (ASHE), Office for National Statistics (ONS) 2012
3 Live Tables - Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG)  
4 Private Rental Market Statistics - Valuation Office Agency (VOA), year to March 2013 
5 Model based estimates of unemployment – ONS 2012/13
6 Statistical Data Return - Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) 2013
7 Housing benefit statistics (Stat-Xplore) – Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) 

ENGLAND
WEST MIDLANDS
Herefordshire UA
Stoke-on-Trent UA
Telford and Wrekin UA
Shropshire UA
Staffordshire
Cannock Chase
East Staffordshire
Lichfield
Newcastle-under-Lyme
South Staffordshire
Stafford
Staffordshire Moorlands
Tamworth
Warwickshire
North Warwickshire
Nuneaton and Bedworth
Rugby
Stratford-on-Avon
Warwick
West Midlands (Met County)
Birmingham
Coventry
Dudley
Sandwell
Solihull
Walsall
Wolverhampton
Worcestershire
Bromsgrove
Malvern Hills
Redditch
Worcester
Wychavon
Wyre Forest

£242,535
£173,378
£213,052
£98,296
£153,066
£199,863
£170,096
£140,815
£161,580
£214,752
£143,265
£204,701
£179,759
£158,749
£148,626
£219,112
£168,207
£139,907
£185,731
£292,444
£246,698
£153,479
£154,930
£139,015
£145,119
£118,483
£240,183
£138,746
£132,064
£204,519
£236,490
£234,969
£165,804
£178,177
£232,633
£170,394

£21,429
£19,786
£17,363
£18,018
£19,412
£19,006
£19,760
£18,975
£19,074
£21,866
£18,346
£20,956
£20,462
£18,361
£18,756
£22,376
£21,102
£19,932
£22,776
£22,308
£24,362
£19,822
£20,129
£20,550
£19,406
£18,798
£23,842
£18,377
£18,278
£19,432
£23,364
£17,581
£18,018
£21,419
£19,115
£17,196

11.3
8.8
12.3
5.5
7.9
10.5
8.6
7.4
8.5
9.8
7.8
9.8
8.8
8.6
7.9
9.8
8.0
7.0
8.2
13.1
10.1
7.7
7.7
6.8
7.5
6.3
10.1
7.6
7.2
10.5
10.1
13.4
9.2
8.3
12.2
9.9

£48,507
£34,676
£42,610
£19,659
£30,613
£39,973
£34,019
£28,163
£32,316
£42,950
£28,653
£40,940
£35,952
£31,750
£29,725
£43,822
£33,641
£27,981
£37,146
£58,489
£49,340
£30,696
£30,986
£27,803
£29,024
£23,697
£48,037
£27,749
£26,413
£40,904
£47,298
£46,994
£33,161
£35,635
£46,527
£34,079

1,851,426
188,365
4,747
2,366
17,234
7,499
18,454
2,269
2,961
2,920
2,444
1,890
1,512
2,354
2,104

16,330
1,616
4,633
1,649
5,258
3,174

98,622
17,454
22,718
6,687
9,761
15,467
17,189
9,346
23,113
3,441
2,000
2,798
4,435
4,713
5,726



% increase in
working
housing
benefit

recipients
August 2009 to
August 20137

Total LA
rented

homes 20133

Total HA
rented

homes 20136

Unemploy-
ment rate
2012/135

Average
(mean)

weekly private
sector rents

year to March
20134

Homeless
acceptances

2012/133

Homeless
households
housed in
temporary

accommodation
(April 2013)3

New homes
completed –
all sectors
2012/133
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50,241
8,717
262
239
132
239
386
27
34
89
13
33
48
74
68
509
36
180
51
68
174

6,237
3,957
540
171
508
409
280
372
713
78
39
71
213
161
151

54,013
1,671
79
24
58
61
62
2
7
17
1
3
4
21
7
73
1
16
14
26
16

1,194
922
55
55
17
46
45
54
120
35
1
12
56
11
5

107,820
8,620
160
220
530
450

1,240
200
210
170
210
130
180
90
50

1,030
20
300
320
280
130

3,650
730
900
420
490
330
400
380

1,340
160
110
60
360
430
220

£167
£127
£132
£98
£127
£131
£123
£117
£123
£144
£108
£143
£124
£111
£129
£147
£130
£116
£138
£183
£157
£126
£124
£120
£118
£114
£186
£119
£118
£137
£156
£145
£127
£131
£158
£123

6.4%
7.3%
4.4%
6.5%
7.2%
5.0%
4.8%
5.8%
4.5%
4.5%
5.0%
5.1%
3.9%
4.5%
5.5%
4.5%
4.6%
5.9%
4.2%
3.3%
4.3%
9.5%
11.7%
7.1%
7.4%
9.0%
6.0%
8.4%
10.3%
5.2%
4.4%
4.6%
5.5%
5.5%
4.5%
6.4%

2,392,124
245,757
11,081
7,290
13,420
13,547
43,060
1,671
6,440
5,710
9,798
6,408
7,818
3,632
1,583

14,640
995

2,069
2,341
6,618
2,617

111,539
40,503
24,641
4,499
6,247
2,463
27,242
5,944
31,180
4,107
4,557
1,735
6,783
7,551
6,447

1,681,782
207,983

7
19,029

37
4,189
9,912
5,381

0
0
5
17
0
2

4,507
18,141
2,729
5,900
3,905

0
5,607

150,638
63,891

121
22,935
30,090
10,305

0
23,296
6,030

0
0

6,012
8
10
0

96%
97%
90%
135%
103%
108%
107%
80%
86%
76%
141%
121%
148%
156%
96%
78%
88%
84%
105%
56%
71%
98%
101%
94%
94%
100%
71%
108%
100%
83%
92%
61%
99%
79%
88%
81%



The National Housing Federation is the voice
of affordable housing in England. We believe
that everyone should have the home they
need at a price they can afford. That’s why we
represent the work of housing associations
and campaign for better housing.

Our members provide two and a half million
homes for more than five million people.
And each year they invest in a diverse range
of neighbourhood projects that help create
strong, vibrant communities.

Further information:
National Housing Federation (Bristol)
Tel: 0117 929 7388
bristoloffice@housing.org.uk

National Housing Federation
Lion Court
25 Procter Street
London WC1V 6NY

Tel: 020 7067 1010
www.housing.org.uk
www.yestohomes.co.uk 

Find us or follow us on: #hometruths14
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Home	Truths
The	housing	crisis	in
the	West	Midlands

Created	in	November	2019

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.

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.

West	Midlands England

Average	(mean)	house
prices	in	2017/18

£218,564 £300,560

Income	required	for	80%
mortgage	in	2017/18

£49,958 £68,700

Percent	of	Housing
Benefit	claimants	in
employment	in	2018/19

15.7% 20.7%

Mean	monthly	private
sector	rents	in	2017/18

£639 £829

Ratio	of	house	prices	to
incomes	in	2017/18

8 10
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West	Midlands Long	term
empty
homes	in
2018	1

Average
(mean)
house
prices	in
2017/18	2

Percent	of
Housing
Benefit
claimants	in
employment
in	2018/19	3

Income
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2017/18	4
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2017/18	6

Mean
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sector	rents
in	2017/18	7
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homes	in
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Total
housing
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affordable
homes	in
2018/19	9

Unemployment
rate in
2018/19	10

England 216,186 £300,560 20.7% £68,700 10 £29,338 £829 251,654 2,721,384 4.1%
West	Midlands 22,381 £218,564 15.7% £49,958 8 £27,186 £639 11,992 281,374 4.6%

Herefordshire,	County	of	UA 261 £252,734 19.9% £57,768 10 £24,201 £618 548 11,942 2.5%
Shropshire	UA 1,654 £239,405 8.3% £54,721 9 £26,822 £590 1,644 15,300 2.9%
Stoke-on-Trent	UA 1,865 £123,822 13.7% £28,302 5 £24,034 £479 351 8,418 5.8%
Telford	and	Wrekin	UA 390 £178,291 19.9% £40,752 7 £24,107 £583 261 13,876 3.6%
Staffordshire 3,278 £212,069 12.5% £48,473 8 £27,591 £607 1,598 46,378 3%
Cannock	Chase 343 £177,677 14.7% £40,612 7 £25,943 £544 105 2,260 3.6%
East	Staffordshire 465 £213,249 19.5% £48,743 8 £26,333 £595 238 6,867 2.8%
Lichfield 312 £275,904 10% £63,064 8 £33,743 £711 102 6,020 3%
Newcastle-under-Lyme 206 £163,438 5.5% £37,357 7 £24,253 £543 515 10,133 3.3%
South	Staffordshire 345 £248,005 13.5% £56,687 8 £30,555 £702 121 6,893 2.9%
Stafford 670 £223,193 13% £51,015 8 £28,288 £608 320 8,504 3%
Staffordshire	Moorlands 699 £187,894 12.3% £42,947 7 £26,478 £541 183 3,854 2.7%
Tamworth 238 £199,375 12.4% £45,571 8 £25,106 £644 14 1,847 3.9%
Warwickshire 2,854 £284,349 17.1% £64,994 9 £31,112 £740 1,934 19,561 2.3%
North	Warwickshire 250 £227,723 16.7% £52,051 8 £28,106 £670 55 1,384 2.9%
Nuneaton	and	Bedworth 723 £185,083 15.5% £42,305 7 £25,376 £570 46 2,922 4.1%
Rugby 435 £250,536 16.7% £57,265 8 £31,179 £698 160 2,992 3.4%
Stratford-on-Avon 801 £357,583 18% £81,733 10 £34,507 £855 654 8,201 2.8%
Warwick 645 £336,799 18.8% £76,983 10 £34,434 £800 1,019 4,062 2.7%
West	Midlands	(Met	County) 10,084 £196,712 15% £44,963 7 £26,967 £644 4,026 129,598 5.9%
Birmingham 4,283 £199,817 15.1% £45,672 8 £26,411 £707 1,282 51,906 7.2%
Coventry 1,336 £191,266 18.2% £43,718 7 £27,305 £645 1,695 25,369 4.6%
Dudley 1,038 £175,655 6.1% £40,150 7 £26,218 £550 340 5,546 5.3%
Sandwell 1,073 £150,603 15.6% £34,424 5 £29,427 £561 8 7,867 5.6%
Solihull 158 £314,691 17.9% £71,929 10 £32,698 £856 118 3,683 3.7%
Walsall 795 £180,137 17.6% £41,174 8 £23,634 £548 171 28,499 4.9%
Wolverhampton 1,401 £161,324 13.7% £36,874 7 £24,861 £533 412 6,728 6.5%
Worcestershire 1,995 £261,492 18% £59,770 10 £26,728 £666 1,630 36,301 3.7%
Bromsgrove 338 £313,607 18.3% £71,682 10 £31,013 £714 102 4,768 4%
Malvern	Hills 361 £297,676 16.9% £68,040 11 £26,796 £690 373 5,194 3.2%
Redditch 163 £214,201 14.9% £48,960 9 £24,456 £640 89 2,232 4.1%
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Worcester 391 £216,275 20.9% £49,434 8 £26,660 £635 244 8,134 3.1%
Wychavon 512 £297,297 19% £67,954 11 £26,541 £744 430 8,881 2.8%
Wyre	Forest 230 £207,298 16.8% £47,382 8 £24,591 £588 392 7,092 3.6%

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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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 Introduction 

 

Under the Housing Act 1996 (as amended by the Homelessness Act 2002 and the Localism Act 
2011), every local housing authority in England must have an allocation policy for determining 
priorities and detailing the procedures that are to be followed in allocating housing. This policy 
document describes the criteria that Herefordshire Council uses to register and prioritise 
applications for affordable housing in Herefordshire.  

The demand for affordable housing in Herefordshire is significantly greater than the number of 
homes available. This Allocation Policy describes how the local authority prioritises applicants to 
ensure that those with a recognised housing need, as described by the legal definition of 
‘Reasonable Preference’, are given access to register for the allocation of Affordable Housing. 
This Allocation Policy sets out in detail who is, and who is not, eligible to become a member of 
the Housing Register and how this assessment is made.  

This policy supports the vision set out in the Herefordshire and Shropshire Housing Strategy 
2012 – 2015: 

‘The diverse housing and support needs of local communities in Herefordshire are 

provided for through a balanced supply of sustainable homes and services’. 

 
Herefordshire Council no longer owns any housing stock, having carried out a transfer of its 
entire housing stock to Herefordshire Housing Ltd, a not-for-profit Housing Association (HA) in 
2002. In addition to Herefordshire Housing Ltd there are a number of other HA’s operating in 
Herefordshire.  
 
Therefore to allocate any available homes to those registered, Home Point (a choice-based 
lettings agency) was set up in partnership between Herefordshire Council and the main HAs in 
Herefordshire. Home Point advertises properties on a weekly basis and enables those on the 
register to choose and bid for properties themselves. (Appendix 1 of this policy lists current 
Home Point Partners).  
 
The Partnership funds the operation of Home Point Herefordshire to maintain the housing 
register, determine priority amongst those seeking affordable housing in Herefordshire, and 
advertise properties of member HAs that become available for letting. Home Point does not 

actually allocate the housing, it only provides the HA with nominations by way of a shortlist of 
those who are eligible to register and who have placed a bid. Once it is determined who has 
greatest priority for a property that has been advertised through Home Point, the relevant HA will 
then decide against the shortlist, using their own eligibility criteria, whether to make an offer 
leading to an allocation.  
 

The Localism Act 2011 gives local authorities greater freedom to set their own policies about 
who should qualify to register for affordable housing in their area whilst still being obliged to 
ensure housing is allocated to those most vulnerable and those who need it most. In response, 
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Herefordshire Council has reviewed its housing allocation policy after the Localism Act 2011 
made amendments to Part 6 of the Housing Act 1996 (as amended by the Homeless Act 2002). 
The objectives of the Localism Act include: 
 

 Enabling housing authorities to better manage their housing register in determining who 
will or will not qualify for an allocation of affordable housing. This will allow great focus on 
local need and demand, and ensure that local housing authorities manage unrealistic 
expectations of being allocated affordable accommodation. 

 Making it easier for existing tenants to move, a balance will be made between new and 
existing tenants to make better use of stock. 

 Maintaining the protection provided by the statutory reasonable preference criteria 
ensuring that priority for affordable housing goes to those in greatest need. 

 
Where the council has a full duty under the homelessness legislation to provide suitable 
accommodation, the act includes measures which allow local authorities to end their main 

homelessness duty with a private rented sector offer, without the applicant’s consent. 
The duty can only be ended in the private rented sector in this way with a minimum 12 month 
assured shorthold tenancy. This policy supports that, where possible and appropriate, an offer of 
private rented sector accommodation will be made to homeless households to alleviate the 
length of time applicants have to wait for an offer of accommodation. It is essential that the link 
between being accepted as homeless (under Part 7 of the Housing Act 1996) and obtaining a 
HA property is broken and therefore gives other categories on the housing register a stronger 
chance of being successful with their bids. 
 
During the review of this policy, a wide range of stakeholders, including members of the public, 
were consulted on their views on who should be eligible to register for housing and on what they 
would like to see included within the allocation policy. The policy has been developed within a 
legal framework whilst still reflecting the views and meeting the needs of the community who 
have contributed to its development.  
 

1.2 Aims of the Allocation Policy 

 
The demand for affordable housing exceeds available supply in the county and therefore this 
housing allocation policy endeavours to meet the following aims:  
 

 To ensure that accommodation goes to those households who have a recognised 
housing need and who are unable to access the open market. 

 To help contribute to sustaining communities 
 To make the best use of available housing stock and resources 
 To assist in achieving mobility for existing tenants 
 To ensure that local people have priority in the allocation of housing in the county 
 To contribute towards tackling social exclusion and to promote independence 
 To ensure housing nominations are made within the legal framework contained in Part 6 

of the 1996 Housing Act (as amended) 
 To enable the authority to meet its statutory duties – including duties owed to homeless 

households under Part 7 of the Housing Act 1996 (as amended by the Homelessness 
Act 2002) and its duties under the Localism Act 2011 
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 To ensure the authority supports the changes under the Welfare Reform Act 2012. 
 
This policy will also assist in achieving a number of key priorities and outcomes detailed within 
the strategies listed in section 1.5 of this policy. 
 

1.3 Scope of the Allocation Policy 

 

The Housing Allocation Policy for Herefordshire will predominately apply to the process by which 
Herefordshire Council make nominations to properties which are rented to households by 
Housing Associations, or other Registered Providers, in the county as their only or principal 
home. This includes social/target, intermediate and affordable rents.  
 
This policy will not be used to nominate households for Shared ownership schemes or for homes 
for sale but does provide guidelines to which households will be considered and what type/size 
of dwelling will be deemed acceptable. Low Cost Home Ownership schemes (LCHO) will give 
preference to: 

1. existing HA tenants, with no rent arrears, who wish to release their current 
accommodation 

2. those who cannot afford to resolve their own housing needs through the open market 
and have been accepted onto the housing register in Herefordshire 

3. an applicant’s waiting time.  
 
All applicants will be subject to an affordability assessment, undertaken by the relevant Housing 
Association.  
 
When consideration is given to those seeking home ownership, LCHO schemes will permit 1 
additional bedroom to need for sustainability reasons and all sales will need to meet any local 
connection criteria set. Such schemes could be advertised through local estate agents and/or 
Home Point (as determined by S106 agreements) or other government agencies i.e. Orbit. 
 

1.4 Legal context 

 
Part 6 of The Housing Act 1996 (as amended by the Homelessness Act 2002) requires Local 
Authorities to make all lettings and nominations in accordance with a published Allocation Policy.  
A summary of this Allocation Policy will be published and made available free of charge to any 
person who asks for a copy. A copy of the full policy is available on Herefordshire Council’s, 
Home Point and any of the housing partners websites and, if requested, a hard copy can be 
provided on payment of a reasonable fee (to be confirmed at time of request).  

The Housing Act 1996 (as amended), requires Local Authorities to provide ‘Reasonable 
Preference’ in their Allocation Policy to people with high levels of assessed housing need. The 
Statutory ‘Reasonable Preference’ categories in Section 167 (2) (a) to (e) of the Housing Act 

1996 (as amended) are: 

1. all homelessness people as defined in Part 7 of the Housing Act 1996 (including those 
who are intentionally homeless and those not in priority need) 
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2. people who are owed a duty by any housing authority under section 190(2), 193(2) or 
195(2) of the 1996 Act or who are occupying accommodation secured by any housing 
authority under s.192(3) 

 
3. people occupying insanitary or overcrowded housing or otherwise living in unsatisfactory 

housing conditions 
 

4. people who need to move on medical or welfare grounds, including grounds relating to 
disability and; 

 
5. people who need to move to a particular locality in the district of the housing authority, 

where failure to meet that need would cause hardship (to themselves or others).  
 
The Housing Act 1996 requires that Local Authorities state within their Housing Allocation Policy 
what its position is on offering applicants a choice of housing accommodation, or offering them 
the opportunity to express preference about the housing accommodation to be let to them. 

This policy complies with the requirements of Section 167(2) of the Housing Act 1996 (as 
amended). In addition, the Council has embraced the changes to allocation legislation brought 
about by Sections 145-147 of the Localism Act 2011 by introducing an additional local 
reasonable preference – 6. Rural localities (sustaining communities).  

This policy takes into account the Allocation of Housing and Homelessness (Eligibility) (England) 
(Amendment) Regulations 2012 and reflects the recommendations made within the Allocation of 
Accommodation Code of Guidance for Housing Authorities 2012 which replaced all previous 
statutory guidance on Affordable Housing allocation.  

This policy takes into account the changes, to amend the way in which the duty on local housing 
authorities to secure accommodation for homeless households under section 193(2) of the 1996 
Act, can be brought to an end with an offer of suitable accommodation in the private rented 
sector. This will allow local authorities to end the main homelessness duty with a private rented 
sector offer, with a minimum of a 12 month assured shorthold tenancy.  

As required by The Housing Act 1996 (Additional Preference for Armed Forces) (England) 
Regulations 2012, this policy is framed to give additional preference to applicants who fall within 
one or more of the reasonable preference categories and are currently serving or who have 
served within the Armed Forces.  

This policy is compatible with the Herefordshire Council’s equality duties including the Equality 
Act 2010 and has been subject to a full published Equalities Impact Assessment available online 
http://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/housing. 

 

 

 

 

http://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/housing
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1.5 Strategic context 

 
The framework provided within the Housing Allocation Policy for Herefordshire supports the 
delivery of the following: 

 Herefordshire Council Corporate Plan 2013/2015 
 Herefordshire and Shropshire Housing Strategy 2012 – 2015 
 Herefordshire Council’s Tenancy Strategy 2012 – 2015 
 Herefordshire Council’s Homelessness Strategy 2008-2013 (under review) 
 Herefordshire Council’s Local Investment Delivery Plan 2011-2026 
 Herefordshire Local Housing Market Area Assessment 2013 (draft) 
 A Study of the Housing and Support needs of Older People in Herefordshire (January 

2012) 
 Herefordshire Council’s Child Poverty Strategy 2011-2015 
 Herefordshire Council Empty Property Strategy 2013-2016  

 
These documents can all be found at www.herefordshire.gov.uk/housing/ 
 

SECTION 2: ELIGIBILITY AND REGISTRATION 

 
Affordable housing will only be allocated to those households who are eligible and qualify to 
register, in accordance with this policy. To qualify for registration on the Home Point housing 
register all applicants must have: 

1. a local connection (see section 2.1) 

2. must not have sufficient financial resource (income, savings and/or capital assets, either 
in the UK or aboard) to resolve their own housing needs (see section 2.2), and;  

3. must be able to demonstrate a housing need by having a reasonable preference (see 
section 2.3).  

Herefordshire Council will require evidence to prove eligibility prior to acceptance on the 
register. Registration will only be completed on receipt of all relevant supporting documents. It 
will be the responsibility of the applicant(s) to provide appropriate and relevant evidence as 
requested through the registration stages, including at review of registration or where needs 
change over time.  

Applicants who do not qualify and are not eligible to register will receive confirmation of this in 
writing (within 28 days) and will be provided with appropriate advice and assistance. Any 
applicant has a right to make an appeal – please see section 4.2 for further information.    

Applicants who have previously been deemed not to qualify may make a fresh application if they 
consider that they should now be treated as qualifying, but it will be for the applicants to show 
that circumstances have changed by providing up to date evidence.  

http://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/housing/
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Please note that any personal data held in relation to applicants will be held consistently with the 
Data Protection Act 1998 and shared with Home Point Partners and other appropriate agencies, 
as detailed on the application form.  

2.1 Local connection 

 
In order to be accepted onto the register you must firstly satisfy the local authority that you have 
a local connection, as defined by s.199 of the Housing Act 1996, by meeting at least one of the 
following criteria: 
 

a) Currently living in the county (in settled accommodation or accommodation of choice) for 
at least 6 months out of the last 12 months or 3 years out of 5 years at the point of 
application. 

 
b) Have close relatives living in the county (parents, adult children, brothers or sisters) who 

have done so for at least the last 5 years at the point of application. 
 

c) Be employed and have worked in the county for at least 6 months or more and the work 
is for more than 16 hours a week.  
 

Exceptional circumstances 

 
Where applicants cannot evidence that they have one or more of the above local connections, 
they will not be able to register. However there are exemptions to this for example: 
 

a) those fleeing domestic abuse and seeking assistance under the Homelessness 
legislation 

 
b) those subject to witness protection or Multi Agency Public Protection Arrangements 

(MAPPA) as determined by Herefordshire Council, in partnership with West Mercia 
Probation Trust and/or West Mercia Police.  

 
c) those with care plans in place that require they reside in the county or have a proven 

need to give support to or receive support from family members as determined by 
Herefordshire Council in partnership with joint agencies.  

 
d) Regulations specific to Armed Forces personnel, as outlined in The Allocation of Housing 

(Qualification Criteria for Armed Forces)(England) Regulations 2012 (SI 2012/1869). 
 
This provides that, where local housing authorities decide to use a local connection 
requirement as a qualification criterion, they must not apply that criterion to the following 
persons: 
 

 those who are currently serving in the regular forces or who were serving in the 
regular forces at any time in the five years preceding their application for registration 

 bereaved spouses or civil partners of those serving in the regular forces where (i) the 
bereaved spouse or civil partner has recently ceased, or will cease to be entitled, to 
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reside in Ministry of Defence accommodation following the death of their service 
spouse or civil partner, and (ii) the death was wholly or partly attributable to their 
service 

 existing or former members of the reserve forces who are suffering from a serious 
injury, illness, or disability which is wholly or partly attributable to their service. 

Applicants who fall into one of the criterion listed above will be asked to provide evidence of 
such prior to registration.   

A local connection criterion is likely to disadvantage those who have recently been discharged 
from the regular armed forces, as well as serving personnel, because of the service requirement 
to be mobile.  For this reason, the prohibition in the Regulations extends to applications from 
former service personnel, where the application is made within five years following discharge.   

2.2 Income, Savings and Capital Assets 

 

It is essential that affordable housing is made available to those who cannot access the open 
housing market, therefore it will be expected that any applicant or member of the household will 
maximise their resources to assist in securing appropriate housing.  
 
To be eligible to register, both income and savings/capital assets (including those held abroad) 
will be taken into account. It will therefore be necessary for every applicant to provide details of 
all their income, savings and capital assets prior to registration.  
 

Income 

Applicants with a gross household annual income level of £45,000 or above are deemed to have 
sufficient resources to access alternative housing solutions, for example private rented sector or 
affordable home ownership and therefore are unlikely to be accepted onto the housing register.  
 
Savings and Capital Assets 

Applicants aged 49 years and younger with savings and/or capital assets of £50,000 or above 
may also be deemed to have sufficient resources to meet their own housing need and may not 
be eligible to register. If savings and/or capital assets are below this level applicants will be 
considered for registration. 
 
It is recognised that obtaining a mortgage in later life can be more difficult and therefore 
applicants aged 50 years and over with savings and/or capital assets of £100,000 or above may 
be deemed to have sufficient resources and will not be eligible to register and will be offered 
advice and assistance on alternative options available.  
 
The household’s financial resources will be determined through a financial assessment carried 
out during the registration process. The assessment will have regard to both income and 
expenditure and will consider long term commitments to enable independent living.  
 
If it is determined that an applicant or household has sufficient resources to meet their own 
housing need within the local housing market they will not be eligible to register on the Home 
Point scheme and will be offered advice and assistance on alternative housing options available.  
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In exceptional circumstances, when making the financial assessment, where capital/savings are 
available for specific reasons these may be disregarded. For example, this may include any 
lump sum received by a member of the Armed Forces as compensation for an injury or disability 
sustained on active service which relates to ongoing care.  
 

2.3 Housing need – Reasonable Preference 

 
As detailed in The Housing Act 1996 (as amended) housing authorities must ensure that 

reasonable preference is given to the following categories of people (s.166A): 
 

1. all homelessness people as defined in Part 7 of the Housing Act 1996 (including those 
who are intentionally homeless and those not in priority need) 

 
2. people who are owed a duty by any housing authority under section 190(2), 193(2) 

or 195(2) of the 1996 Act or who are occupying accommodation secured by any 
housing authority under s.192(3) 

 
3. people occupying insanitary or overcrowded housing or otherwise living in 

unsatisfactory housing conditions 
 

4. people who need to move on medical or welfare grounds, including grounds relating to 
disability and; 

 
5. people who need to move to a particular locality in the district of the housing authority, 

where failure to meet that need would cause hardship (to themselves or others).  
 

6. Rural Localities (Sustaining Communities) 
 

Central government is clear that allocation policies must be framed so as to give reasonable 
preference to applicants who fall within the categories set out above (1-5), over those who do 
not. Therefore, in Herefordshire, only those applicants who are able to evidence that they can 
meet one or more of the reasonable preference categories, thus evidencing a recognised 
housing need, will be eligible to register under this policy.   
 
In addition to the statutory reasonable preferences listed above (1-5), Herefordshire will also 
apply an additional reasonable preference to applicants who are bidding for properties where 
applicants can evidence a local connection for a specific parish and where there is evidence of 
the applicant wishing to move or remain in a parish/village where the population is below 3,000 
and the applicant has a local connection to a locality (6). For example where the household is 
currently living in the parish/village and wishes to remain, the Housing Allocation Policy for 
Herefordshire will give this applicant reasonable preference in relation to bidding on a property in 
their specific locality 
 
Please see Appendix 2 for a list of the rural localities which will be included within this 
Reaonable Preference criterion.   
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2.3.1 Additional Preference  

 
Section 166A(3) of The Housing Act 1996 (as amended) gives the local authority the power to 
frame an allocation policy to grant ‘Additional Preference’ to particular descriptions of 

people who fall within the statutory ‘Reasonable Preference’ categories. 
 
Prioritisation within each band will be based on the length of time that need has been assessed 
or date of registration if need hasn’t changed over time. Applicants who are awarded 

Additional Preference will receive an additional 6 months in waiting time at the point that 

need has been assessed or date of registration (if need hasn’t changed over time). 

 

2.3.1.1 Armed Forces: 

The Housing Act 1996 (Additional Preference for Armed Forces)(England) Regulations 2012 
provide that local housing authorities MUST frame their allocation policy to give additional 
preference to the following persons if they fall within one or more of the statutory reasonable 
preference categories and are in urgent need: 

 serving members of the regular forces who are suffering from a serious injury, illness or 
disability which is wholly or partly attributable to their service 

 former members of the regular armed forces 

 bereaved spouses or civil partners of those serving in the regular forces where (i) the 
bereaved spouse or civil partner has recently deceased, or will cease to be entitled, to 
reside in Ministry of Defence accommodation following the death of their spouse or civil 
partner, and (ii) the death was wholly or partly attributable to their service.  

 existing or former members of the reserve forces who are suffering from a serious injury, 
illness, or disability which is wholly or partly attributable to their service 

If an ‘Armed Forces’ applicant is able to meet the local connection criteria (or is exempt 

from this), does not have sufficient resource to meet their own housing need and falls 

into one or more of the statutory reasonable preference categories, the Housing 

Allocation Policy for Herefordshire will award the applicant an additional 6 months in 

waiting time at the point that need has been assessed or date of registration (if need 

hasn’t changed over time). 

Bereaved spouses and civil partners of service personnel who are required to leave service 
families accommodation following the death of their spouse or partners are likely to experience 
similar issues to service families on discharge from the forces.  The Regulations are intended 
therefore to protect bereaved spouses and civil partners from the time they are required to leave 
service families accommodation until they are able to obtain alternative settled accommodation. 

The Regulations also apply to members of the reserve forces who suffer from a serious illness, 
injury or disability as a result of their service, recognising that they may find that their current 
accommodation is no longer suitable for their needs or affordable, or that they may have to 
move to access care or support. 
 



 

12 

  7th June 2013 

 

The Herefordshire Armed Forces Community Covenant, established as part of a government 
initiative to promote greater understanding between the general public and the military was 
signed on 29th May 2012. The agreement aims to encourage all parties within a community to 
offer support to the local Armed Forces community and make it easier for Service personnel, 
families and veterans to access the help and support available. This policy is framed to 
recognise and remember the sacrifices faced by the Armed Forces Community and considers 
opportunities to support the housing needs of Service and ex Service personnel.  

2.3.1.2 Volunteering: 

 

In Herefordshire, volunteering is defined as “an activity that involves spending time, without 
payment, doing something that aims to benefit individuals (other than close relatives), groups or 
the environment” (Herefordshire Compact). This policy aims to recognise people who make their 
communities strong, stable and healthy places to live so that they will remain in that community 
and continue to contribute to sustaining the local area.  
 
This policy will give applicants that contribute through regular voluntary work a level of additional 
preference.  

If an applicant is able to meet the local connection criteria (or is exempt from this), does not have 
sufficient resource to meet their own housing need and falls into one or more of the statutory 
reasonable preference categories and is able to demonstrate that they have been 

volunteering in Herefordshire for a continuous period of at least 6 months up to the point 

of application, the Housing Allocation Policy for Herefordshire will award the applicant an 
additional 6 months in waiting time at the point that need has been assessed or date of 
registration (if need hasn’t changed over time). 

Volunteers must have been volunteering in Herefordshire for a continuous period of at least 6 
months up to the point of application and the same at point of offer. Volunteering must be for a 
minimum of 10 hours per month.  

Evidence required for voluntary work: 
 Letter and/or reference from Manager responsible for Volunteers confirming applicant’s 

involvement. This person must not be related to the applicant in any way. 
 Completed and validated Herefordshire Volunteer Passport. This is a record of 

volunteering placements and must be signed by a supervisor.  
 
Herefordshire Volunteer Passports are available at the following locations: 

 HVOSS (Herefordshire Voluntary Organisations Support Service) Berrows Business 
Centre, Bath Street, Hereford, HR1 2HE 

 Community Voluntary Action Ledbury, 4B Hill House, Bye Street, Ledbury, Herefordshire, 
HR8 2AA 

 Herefordshire Council, Franklin House, 4 Commercial Road, Hereford, HR1 2BB 
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2.3.2 Reduced Preference  

 
It is not intended that a person’s behaviour at one time in their life should permanently exclude 

them from affordable housing; therefore applicants who are placed within the Red Band will only 
receive reduced preference if the incidents or convictions occurred within the previous twelve 

months. Where the incidents, court orders or convictions are more than twelve months old from 
issue and there has been no repeat of the behaviour the applicant will not be given reduced 
preference, unless the incidents were of such an extreme nature that Home Point determine it is 
appropriate to do so.  

With regards to former or current rent arrears and money owed to the local authority, if the 
applicant has made an arrangement to pay the debts and is maintaining this arrangement for a 
13 week period, the reduced preference will be removed as long as the payment arrangements 
are adhered to. 
 
Anyone wishing to appeal should refer to section 4.2 of this policy – Appeals and Complaints.  
 
Please note that each Home Point partner has its own exclusion policy which may apply. For a 
copy, please contact the relevant partner organisation.  
  

2.4 Allocation to existing tenants  

 

The Housing Allocation Policy for Herefordshire does not apply to the allocation of 
accommodation to an existing HA tenant unless the allocation involves a transfer made at the 
tenant’s request, and the authority is satisfied that the tenant has reasonable preference.  

Existing tenants applying for a transfer who are considered to have reasonable preference will 
be treated on the same basis as new applicants.  

Transfers at the tenant’s request, where the tenant does not have reasonable preference do not 

fall within this Allocation Policy. Housing Associations have their own transfer policies in relation 
to these tenants.  

Existing tenants can also facilitate a move through a mutual exchange agreement. For further 
information please visit www.home-point.info   

 
2.5 Exclusions 

 
Certain persons subject to immigration control are not eligible for the allocation of housing under 
Section 160A (1) (a), (3) and (5) under the Housing Act 1996 (as amended) and therefore not 
eligible to be accepted onto the housing register. This includes: 
 

 Over stayers and visitors to the country 
 Illegal entrants 
 Asylum Seekers 
 People in the country on condition that they have no recourse to public funds 
 Persons from abroad who fail the habitually residence test 

http://www.home-point.info/
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 Persons from abroad who are in breach of the European Community Right of Residence 
Directive 

 Persons from abroad who have been subject of a sponsorship agreement for less than 5 
years and who sponsors are still alive 

 
The Allocation of Housing and Homelessness Regulations 2012 amended regulations 4 and 6 of 
the Eligibility Regulations of The Allocation of Housing and Homelessness Regulation 2006 
provides that the persons listed above are ineligible for an allocation of housing accommodation 
or homelessness assistance. Details of which can be found at: 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/2588/made  
 
Where the application form indicates that immigration status may be an issue, Home Point will 
investigate to determine whether the applicant is eligible.  
 

2.6 Advice and assistance 

 
Herefordshire Council has a duty to provide housing related advice and assistance to all those 
seeking it. The local authority will provide information and advice in relation to a number of 
housing options available, which may include: 

 Shared ownership 

 Mutual Exchange 

 Private Rented 

 Sheltered Housing 

 Owner occupation 

 

 Additional Support 

 Overcrowding  

 Supported Housing 

 Homelessness Prevention 

 Under Occupation 

 Mortgage Rescue 

 Adapted Housing 

 Improvement Agency 

 Low Cost Market  

 

In particular, assistance will be provided to anyone who may have difficulty participating due to 
disability, learning disability, illness, age, where English is not their first language, or any other 
reason that might make it harder for them to fully participate within the scheme.  

For further information please contact the Customer Services Advisor within Home Point on 
01432 260000 or visit Franklin House, 4 Commercial Road, Hereford, HR1 2BB or 
http://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/housing/advice/1546.asp  
 
Housing Association tenants can discuss their housing needs and options with their current 
Housing Association landlord.  
 
Households who are not eligible to register for affordable housing in Herefordshire through this 
policy are able to seek advice and assistance on alternative housing options from the local 
authority, which may involve applicants being signposted to specialist support / advice agencies. 
  
 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/2588/made
http://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/housing/advice/1546.asp
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SECTION 3: HOW THE POLICY OPERATES 

 
3.1 Statement of Choice 

 
All Home Point partners are committed to offering choice to those seeking accommodation, 
whilst ensuring that housing goes to those with the greatest need. It should be recognised that 
there is a very high demand for affordable housing in Herefordshire, and that this demand 
cannot be fully met from the resources available. Consequently only those in the greatest 
housing need are likely to obtain affordable housing, which means that the degree of choice in 
housing will always be limited.  
 
There will be certain situations where choice cannot be offered in the allocation of housing, such 
as when a HA needs to make a management move as a matter of safety or where there is 
currently no stock in an area and a move is urgent.  
 
With the exception of these very limited circumstances, housing will only be allocated to 
applicants who bid for a specific property, and all applicants have the opportunity to bid for 
properties they are entitled to be considered for, having regard to household size and other 
eligibility criteria.  Where applicants have placed successful bids but they have refused to accept 
properties on more than 2 occasions, where there is evidence that these properties would 
sufficiently meet their needs, the applicant will be advised that after 28 days they will be 
removed from the register for a period 12 months.  
 
Applicants do have the right to appeal any decision made under this policy – please see section 
4.2 for further detail.  
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3.2 How to register on Home Point  

 
If a household believes that they may be eligible to register and wishes to apply they will need to 
complete a Home Point application form, accompanied by evidence of local connection, income, 
savings and capital assets and housing need, as detailed in the Home Point application form. 
The following steps will then apply.  
 
Registration should be completed online at www.home-point.info 

 
Alternatively, application forms are available to download from www.home-point.info for 
completion or hard copies are also available from partner organisations (as detailed listed in 
Appendix 1). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Complete online application and provide relevant evidence about the main applicant and/or other 
household members who wish to be included in the application. The application will only be assessed 

once all information and evidence requested is provided.  

Eligible applicants will be registered and designated within 
one of three bands. If any circumstances change, applicants 
must inform Home Point; otherwise an application can be 
withdrawn or suspended for 12 months. If following 
reassessment the applicant is found to not be eligible they 
will be offered advice and assistance. 
 

The applicant can now bid on 1 advertised property a 
week. If the applicant is placed within the Red band they 

will be given reduced preference and will be offered advice 
and assistance in relation to their housing options to 

improve their banding position. 

Once a bid is successful, the HA will carry out a check to 
confirm that the circumstances at the time of application 
still apply. Home Point does not allocate the property; 
the HA will allocate the property from those shortlisted in 
accordance with their own allocation criteria. The individual 
HA allocation criteria can be obtained directly from the HA 
concerned.  
 
All offers of accommodation will be confirmed in 

writing by the HA to the applicant. 

 

An Enhanced Housing Options tool is being developed to assist applicants in providing Housing Option 
advice prior to registration. 

Those not eligible to register with 
Home Point will be signposted to 
the Enhanced Housing Options 
systems / offered advice and 

assistance on alternative housing 
options available. 

Applicants have the right to 
appeal any decision made – 
please see section 4.2 of this 

policy for further detail. 

 

Please note that annual reviews 
will take place on the anniversary 

date of registration.  

 

http://www.home-point.info/
http://www.home-point.info/
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3.3 Determining your banding 

 
If eligible for registration your application will be prioritised within the register, based on how 
urgent the need for housing is, taking into account the reasonable preferences. This policy has 3 
bands only: 
 

1. Green band – those who have a high need to be housed. 
 

2. Amber band – those with a need to be housed or moved. 
 

3. Red band – those with a need to be housed or moved but are restricted within the 
register due to: 

o Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB) 
o Current or former outstanding rent arrears or other debts to a Housing 

Association 
o Debt with the local authority or; 
o Those who have deliberately worsened their circumstances due to their 

behaviour. 
 
Those applicants meeting one or more of the points listed within the Red band will be given 

reduced preference until they can evidence a change in behaviour and/or a commitment to 
address arrears/debt that will satisfy the individual Housing Associations allocating 
accommodation.  
 

1. Green Band 

Criteria (Reasonable Preference 

number, as listed within section 

1.4) 

Guidance  

Care leaver (former ‘Relevant 

Child’ as defined by the Children 

Leaving Care Act 2002)  

(4) 

Where a young person who has been looked after, fostered or 
accommodated in Herefordshire under S20 of the Children Leaving 
Care Act 2002 for a minimum of 13weeks. It is expected that the 
applicant is ready for independent living and has an appropriate 
support package in place as agreed between relevant professional 
organisations associated with their housing.   
 
Registration will be considered up to six months before the 
applicants eighteenth birthday.   
 

Herefordshire Council Adult and 

Children services referral (4). 

 

Herefordshire Council Adult and Children services may determine 
that there is an urgent need to obtain alternative accommodation for 
a household. This will only be awarded in circumstances where the 
referral is agreed jointly by Herefordshire Council’s Assistant 
Director Homes and Community Services and the relevant Head of 
Adult and Children’s services.  
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Move on from specialist or 

supported accommodation (4). 

 

Where applicants have been assessed as ready, by the housing 
provider, to move into settled accommodation as part of an 
evidenced planned move. The agreement between Herefordshire 
Council and the supported housing provider will require that, where 
appropriate, arrangements will be made for ongoing post tenancy 
support.  
 

Those living in poor housing 

conditions that pose an on-

going and serious threat to 

health or safety (3). 

Applicants living in residential premises determined by 
Herefordshire Council’s Healthy Housing Team, Private Sector 

Housing (or a partner organisation commissioned to act on its 
behalf) as presenting category 1 hazard(s) under Part 1 of the 
Housing Act 2004 that cannot reasonably be addressed by the 
person in control of the premises within 6 months of enforcement 
notices.  

Verified high medical need 

where a move will improve or 

prevent deterioration of a 

condition that is directly 

affected by their housing (4). 

 

A move is needed to have a positive effect on their medical 
condition, or where as a result of their medical condition their 
current accommodation is not suitable to their needs or cannot be 
adapted to support their needs. 
 
A recommendation for an applicant to be placed within this category 
is only likely to be made when all options to improve their current 
accommodation have been exhausted.  
 

Severe overcrowding - needing 

2 or more additional bedrooms 

(3). 

Having regard to the Welfare Reform Act 2012, investigations will 
be made to validate the need for additional bedrooms by making 
further enquires and contacting the landlord and/or Herefordshire 
Councils benefits section. Assessment will be based on the 
principles detailed in the bedroom allocation criteria section of this 
policy. 

A current housing association 

tenant is under-occupying by 

one or more bedrooms or is 

applying to downsize, 

particularly as a result of the 

Welfare Reform (4). 

Checks will be made with the landlord concerned to validate the 
application by reference to the HA’s own lettings criteria and ensure 
the property is situated within Herefordshire and would be suitable 
for re-letting.  

A current housing association 

tenant is residing in an adapted 

property and no longer requires 

these adaptions and is applying 

to move. 

In order to assist people being housed appropriately, those who no 
longer need an adapted property of which they are currently 
residing will be allocated a Green banding in order to make the best 
use of current stock. 

Threat of homelessness through 

no fault of your own.  

Applicants who are threatened with homelessness through no fault 
of their own.  

Special Cases A Special Cases Panel consisting of representatives nominated by 
the Home Point Partnership has the discretion to accept applicants 
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2. Amber Band 

Criteria (Reasonable 

Preference number*) 
Guidance  

Overcrowding - needing 1 

additional bedroom (3) 
Subject to verification by either a home visit or information from landlord 
and/or Herefordshire Council Benefits department. Assessment will be 
based on the Bedroom Allocation Criteria set out in this policy. 

People who need to move to 

a particular locality within 

the district to avoid hardship 

to themselves and others.  

(5) 

This would include, for example, a person who needs to move to a 
different locality in order to give or receive care, to access specialised 
medical treatment, or to take up a particular employment, education or 
training opportunity.   

Medical grounds For example, this may include the need to move to a ground floor 
property due to medical issues.  
Applicants must be able to evidence support from an external statutory 
agency for such a move.  

Agricultural tied 

accommodation 

(5) 

The Rent (Agriculture) Act 1976 requires a local housing authority to 
use their best endeavours to provide accommodation for a qualifying 
displaced agricultural worker. Section 27 of the 1976 Act requires the 
authority to be satisfied:  
 
i) that the dwelling-house from which the worker is displaced is needed 
to accommodate another agricultural worker;  
 
ii) that the farmer cannot provide suitable alternative accommodation for 
the displaced worker; and,  
 
iii) that they ought to re-house him or her in the interests of efficient 
agriculture.  
 
In reaching a decision, the authority may have regard to the advice of 

onto the Green band in exceptional circumstances where they are 
satisfied that although the applicant does not fall within any of the 
registration and/or the reasonable preference criteria, their needs 
are sufficient to justify a Green banding.  
 
Applicants under Multi Agency Public Protection Panel 
Arrangements (MAPPA) may be dealt with through this panel. 
 
Referral of existing tenants to the Special Cases Panel can only 
be made where it is considered that a management transfer is not 
an appropriate / available response by the landlord. Such cases 
should be dealt with by the current housing association and referral 
to the Special Cases panel should be made in the last instance.  
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an Agricultural Dwelling-House Advisory Committee (ADHAC). The role 
of an ADHAC is to provide advice on the question of whether the 
interests of efficient agriculture are served by the re-housing of the 
worker, and on the urgency of the application. If the authority is satisfied 
that the applicant's case is substantiated, it is their duty under S.28 of 
the 1976 Act to use their best endeavours to provide suitable alternative 
accommodation for the displaced worker. 

All homeless people as 

defined in Part 7 of the 

Housing Act 1996 

(excluding the Intentionally 

Homeless – see Red Band) 

 

(Non-statutory homeless) 

The Housing Act 1996, part 7 (S175) states that a person is homeless if 
he has no accommodation available for his occupation which he is: 
 

(a) Entitled to occupy by virtue of an interest in it or by virtue of an 
order of a court, 

(b) Has an express implied licence to occupy, or 
(c) Occupies as a residence by virtue of any enactment or rule of 

law giving him the right to remain in occupation or restricting the 
right of another person to recover possession.  
 

A person is also homeless if he has accommodation but: 
 

(a) He cannot secure entry to it, or 
(b) It consists of a moveable structure, vehicle or vessel designed 

or adapted for human habitation and there is no place where he 
is entitled or permitted both to place it and to reside in it. 

(c) A person shall not be treated as having accommodation unless 
it is accommodation which it would be reasonable for him to 
continue to occupy. 

Persons found intentionally homeless will fall within the red band.  
People who are owed a 

Statutory duty under the 

Housing Act 1996. 

This includes applicants who are owed a statutory duty by any housing 
authority under section 190(2), 193(2) or 195(2) of the 1996 Act or who 
are occupying accommodation secured by any housing authority under 
s.192(3).  
 
S190 (2) Duty to secure accommodation for a reasonable period for 
those applicants who are Homeless in Priority Need, but are 
Intentionally Homeless 

S193 (2) Full or Main Homeless Duty to secure accommodation for 
applicants who are Homeless, In Priority Need and are Unintentionally 
Homeless 

S195 (2) The Duty to take reasonable steps to secure that 
accommodation does not cease to be available for those applicants 
who are threatened with homelessness, in priority need and are 
threatened with homelessness Unintentionally. 

S192 (3) A power (not a duty) to secure accommodation for applicants 
who are Unintentionally Homeless, but who do not have a priority need. 

Rural Localities (sustainable Applicants who are bidding for properties where they can evidence a 
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communities) 
 

 
 

strong local connection to that specific parish. For example, 
living/working/providing or required to receive support. Criteria used to 
assess is identical to registration (2.1).  

 

3. Red Band 
Criteria (Reasonable 

Preference number*) 
Guidance  

Where an applicant is found 

to be intentionally homeless, 

under Part 7 of the Housing 

Act 1996. 

Following an investigation, Herefordshire Council may find an 
applicant to be intentionally homeless if s/he has deliberately done/not 
done something as a consequence of which s/he has lost 
accommodation that was available and reasonable for them to 
continue to occupy. 

Once made, a finding of intentionality stands until the applicant has 
had a period in settled accommodation or experienced a significant 
change in his/her life circumstances. 

Applicants with a history of 

on-going anti-social 

behaviour 

Where it is known that an applicant (or member of the household) has 
previously lost accommodation through their own actions. This would 
include, but is not limited to: 

 those who have been previously evicted from affordable HA for 
nuisance behaviour or for using the premises for unlawful 
purposes;  

 those who are, or have been, subject to anti-social behaviour 
orders or injunctions for anti-social behaviour 

 those who have been convicted of criminal offences that 
involve behaviour linked to their accommodation – such as 
assaults on neighbours, serious anti-social behaviour, drug 
dealing from the premises or storing stolen goods on the 
premises (this is not an exhaustive list).  

 Injunctions for breach of tenancy conditions.  
 

Those applicants who can evidence that they have addressed and 
changed their behaviour will be reassessed and may move up to the 
appropriate banding. 
 
Applicants should note that some Housing Associations may 

apply a 2 year ban in relation to Anti-Social Behaviour.  
Applicants with outstanding 

rent arrears. 

This will be assessed at the point when the applicant’s priority is being 

assessed unless new information comes to Home Point’s attention 
after their initial assessment. 

Home Point will consider any new application and if they are satisfied 
that appropriate action has been taken by the applicant to address the 
arrears and can evidence their commitment to a repayment plan over 
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a period of at least 13 weeks, they will decide if the qualification 
criteria has been met. Applicants who can evidence this will move up 
to the appropriate banding and must continue to pay. Failure to 
continue payments once in amber/green will result in being reallocated 
into the Red band. 

Applicants who have an 

outstanding debt to the local 

authority and are making no 

effort to pay it back. 

Where it is determined that an applicant owes the local authority 
debt/loans they will be allocated into Red band until it can be evidence 
their commitment to a repayment plan over a period of at least 13 
weeks and this continues. 

Those who have deliberately 

worsened their situation. 

Where it is found that an applicant has deliberately worsened their 
own situation e.g. poor behaviour, will have reduced preference and 
not be able to bid for a property for a period of 12 months from 
placement into the Red banding.  

Applicants suitably housed 

adequately in Private Sector 

where Local Authority still 

has outstanding duty. 

Households where a full duty has been accepted under the 
Homelessness legislation and the household has secured suitable 
private sector accommodation of less than 12 months.  

 

3.4 Bedroom criteria 

 
The size of the property on which an applicant is able to place a bid will depend upon the 
household’s size and circumstance. Herefordshire Council takes on board the view that the 
bedroom standard is an appropriate measure of overcrowding for allocation purposes, and 
recommends that all Housing Associations in Herefordshire should adopt this as a minimum. 
The bedroom standard allocates a separate bedroom to each:  

 An adult couple 
 A person over 21 
 2 young persons 10-20years of the same sex 
 1 child under 10 years and 1 young person under 20 of the same sex 
 1 or 2 children under 10 years (not necessary of same sex) 
 Any unpaired young persons 10-20 years or unpaired children under 10 

 
 
 

Home Point Bedroom standard for rental 

Household make up: Suitable property size 

1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 

Single person (where they are in receipt of housing 
benefit, affordable accommodation such as a bedsit 
will be sought) 

 
  

Couple without children 
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Parent(s) & 1 child 

Applicant is pregnant (25 weeks onwards) 

 
 

 

Parents(s) and 2 children of the same gender aged 
between 10 and 20. 

 
 

 

Parent(s) and 2 children regardless of gender aged 0 
to 9. 

 
 

 

Parent(s) and 2 children same gender 0 to 9.  
 

 
Parent(s) and 3 children 2 of the same gender aged 
between 10 and 20 and plus 1 other child. 

  
 

An extra bedroom may be allocated for those who need an overnight carer(s) subject to sufficient 
evidence provided and Housing Benefit has been agreed and confirmation provided.  
 
The table will, in general, relate to market and city areas due to the higher level of available 
stock. However, in rural areas due to limited availability of stock and where two bedroom 
accommodation has been built for long term sustainability, under occupancy for two bed 
accommodation may be permitted for single households where the HA is satisfied that 
affordability permits.  
 
Assessments will be undertaken by HA. The bedroom allocation criteria is compatible with the 
Welfare Reform Act 2012 which will ensure that where possible those on housing benefit can 
afford the property they wish to rent and will therefore help prevent the applicant from getting 
into any financial difficulties with rent arrears. 
 

3.5 Bidding for properties 

 
Properties are advertised on a weekly basis and can be viewed on the Home Point website: 
www.home-point.info. Advertisements are also displayed at Franklin House, 4 Commercial 
Road, Hereford, HR1 2BB and in partner offices (see appendix 1).  
 
Where a S106 applies, for rural schemes, in addition to the advertising mentioned above, details 
will be circulated to the local Ward Member or Parish Council Clerk for distribution locally. 
Please contact your local Parish Clerk or Ward Member for information. 
  
Bids can be placed via the following: 

 Online at www.home-point.info 
 Herefordshire Council Info Centres (www.herefordshire.gov.uk for details) 
 SMS text message service to bid: 07781482312 
 Automated telephone line: 0845 2702550 
 

The results of the successful bids are all available to view on the Home Point website following 
the allocation of the property.  This is usually published within 28 days. 

http://www.home-point.info/
http://www.home-point.info/
http://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/
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Herefordshire Council reserves the right to bid of behalf of an applicant under Part 7 of the 
Housing Act 1996, where the property is deemed to be suitable.  
 

3.6 Allocation of Accommodation  

 
The Housing Associations, not Home Point, allocate accommodation based upon their own 
criteria. Whilst common approaches have been agreed, as much as possible, some details may 
vary. Home Point uses this policy to nominate eligible households to Housing Associations for 
further consideration.  
 
Home Point partners reserve the right to withhold properties from the Home Point choice-based 
lettings when the property has been specifically built or converted for an applicant with an 
identified medical need/s or when needed for urgent management reasons, which could include:  
 

 temporarily accommodating another tenant whilst urgent repairs are carried out to their 
home 

 public safety considerations under Multi Agency Public Protection Panel 
recommendations 

 witness protection 
 providing an immediate move to protect the safety of an existing tenant.  

 
This is not intended to be an exhaustive list. These properties will normally still be advertised by 
Home Point, but the advertisement will state that the property has been “withheld by the 
landlord”.  
 
Where a property has been adapted; is suitable for those with medical needs; is a sensitive let or 
has a local lettings plan in place; HAs may advertise and give preference to the most suitable 
applicants.  
 
When a property is allocated by the HA, notification will be given on the Home Point website 
identifying the preference band of the successful applicant and the number of bids received for 
that property.  
 
Home Point Partners reserve the right to offer a direct match of accommodation, in some 
circumstances, to ensure best use of housing stock to meet the housing needs of the applicant, 
or existing tenant. Examples may include, but are not limited to: 
 

- Supported accommodation to move on 
- As directed by the special cases panel 
- Those wishing to downsize 
- Adapted properties which meet particular needs of a household. 

 
From time to time the Home Point Partnership Board can agree to prioritise categories to enable 
best use of housing stock. This may include housing associations allocating accommodation to 
specific bands of applicants during a particular period of time. 
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Subject to complying with existing agreements under Section 106 of the Town and County 
Planning Act 1009 (as amended) or other pre-existing 100% nomination arrangements for 
specific schemes, Home Point Partners are able to advertise 25% of all available properties as 
being open to applicants who are existing tenants (or to specify that for those properties first 
priority will be given to existing tenants) wither with the relevant Housing Association or with 
other participating Housing Associations.  
 
Housing Associations reserve the right to advertise properties for specific criteria within a given 
band to better meet the needs of the community and make best use of stock.  
 
Amendments under the Localism Act 2011 to Part VII of the Housing Act 1996 now gives 
authorities the power to end the main homelessness duty with an offer of suitable private rented 
accommodation, without requiring the applicants consent.  Where it is suitable and appropriate 
to do so, an offer of private rented accommodation will be made in accordance with 
Supplementary Guidance on the Homelessness Changes, in the Localism Act 2011 and on the 
Homelessness (suitability of accommodation (England)) order 2012. 

If it is decided that an affordable property is more suitable for the applicant, where a successful 
bid is made for a property the applicant will be notified of this and, subject to rights of review 
under Part VII of the Housing Act 1996, this will constitute an offer of housing under Part VI as a 
discharge of the Council’s homelessness duty. Should the applicant be refused by the HA under 
their allocation criteria, the homelessness duty will not be discharged and they will remain 
eligible for a further offer. If a suitable offer is refused the homelessness duty will be discharged 
and they will be reallocated into the Red band. 
 

3.7 Waiting Time 

 
Prioritisation within each banding will be based on the length of time that need has been 
assessed or date of registration if need hasn’t changed over time. Waiting time will begin from 
the date of registration, at which point appropriate evidence has been assessed and will 
continue until the need changes.  
 
If the need changes the applicant must inform Home Point who will then reassess and reband 
accordingly. If an applicant is moved up into a higher band (following assessment) then the date 
they moved into that band will be their new waiting time. Please note it can take up to four weeks 
to assess a banding, from the date Home Point are notified of the change in need.  

If after reassessment the applicant remains in the same band then the date they were registered 
will continue.  
 
Please note that a new waiting time start date will apply if an applicant is taken off the register, 
due to review or if housing need no longer exists, and then reapplies when a housing need 
arises.  
 

3.8 Local Letting Plans 
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Local letting plans may be used to achieve a wide variety of housing management and policy 
objectives. For example, to deal with concentrations of deprivation, to create more mixed 
communities by setting aside a proportion of properties for applicants who are in employment or 
to enable existing tenants to take up an offer of employment. These will be agreed in writing by 
the local authority and reviewed regularly to ensure the arrangements are still required.   

3.9 Why are some properties only available under a Section 106? 

 
Some properties, may be subject to occupancy restrictions under agreements within the Section 
106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), which were placed upon the 
property at the point of construction and will remain in place. 

For rural affordable housing schemes, such as those built on rural exception sites, the Section 
106 will include clauses to ensure that the homes remain affordable in perpetuity to meet local 
identified households' needs now and in the future. They will be allocated to people with a local 
connection through the local authorities housing register managed by Home Point. 

Such properties will require a local connection to the parish / town where they are developed. If 
properties remain empty and no one with a local connection is seeking rehousing at that time, 
the properties will then be advertised to households with local connections to the cascading 
parishes.   
 
Where properties have occupancy restrictions this will be stated within the property 
advertisement that a S106 applies or a local connection is required. If additional information is 
required at the point of advertising, it is recommended that the HA is contacted directly to clarify 
any information on each property. 
 
 
 

 

SECTION 4: ENSURING EQUALITY  

 
Herefordshire Council is committed to effectively serving all members of the community to 
ensure that all strategies and policies consider all groups and sections of Herefordshire’s 

communities. Herefordshire Council have signed up to the Herefordshire Equality and Human 
Rights Charter and recognise that some people may experience discrimination and be 
disadvantaged because of their individual characteristics or social identity, including (but not 
limited to) their race, disability, gender, age, religion or belief, sexual orientation, gender 
reassignment, marriage or civil partnership. 

This policy seeks to address the imbalance between those who can and cannot access housing 
on the open market by specifically targeting groups of people who are disadvantaged for any 
reason.  

Equality and diversity issues will be considered when working with partners to implement this 
policy, in order to ensure that no group is excluded and to make certain that those who are most 
in need of help and support, are taken into account.  

Herefordshire Council expects all HAs to ensure that they follow the Equality Act 2010 and have 
their own Equal Opportunities policies available. 
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Under the Equality Act 2010, local authorities have a legal duty (the Public Sector Equality Duty) 
to pay due regard to: 

- Eliminate unlawful discrimination, victimisation and harassment. 

- Promote equality with regard to the protective characteristics 

- Promote good relations. 

The law requires that due regard is demonstrated in any decision making process. The following 
sections detail how equality is ensured, including the appeals procedure every applicant is 
entitled to follow if they feel they are dissatisfied with any decision made. 

4.1 Review of Application 

 
To ensure the register is accurate and up to date, all applicants will be reviewed annually (on the 
anniversary of their initial registration date) and will be asked to ensure that the information held 
reflects their current circumstances. If an applicant does not respond to the correspondence to 
update their records, it will be considered that they are no longer in need of accommodation and 
consequently will be taken off the Home Point register after 28 days notice.  

Any applicant has a right to make an appeal if they are unhappy with their application being 
removed.  

4.2 Appeals and complaints 

 
All applicants have the right to information about decisions which are taken in respect of their 
application. All applicants have a right to make an appeal if they are unhappy with any decision 
made regarding their registration by Home Point, for example a banding decision or a decision to 
exclude them from the register.  
 
4.2.1 Registration and nomination appeals 

 
With regard to registration and nomination decisions made by Home Point, the applicant should 
appeal in writing and submit the appeal to the Home Point Principal Officer at Herefordshire 
Council. An applicant can appoint an advocate and once appointed the Home Point Principal 
Officer will deal directly with that advocate. The appeal will be dealt with by the Home Point 
Principal Officer, who was not involved in the original decision.  
 
There are two stages to the appeal process:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Stage 1  
The appeal must be made in writing within 21 calendar days of the date of the decision letter, 
stating the grounds for the appeal. The appeal will be considered and a decision will normally be 
given within 21 calendar days. In complex cases it may not be possible to give a decision in 21 
days and it may take longer. Where this is the case the applicant/advocate will be notified in writing 
prior to expiry of the 21 day period.  
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A copy of the complaints procedure is available online at www.home-point.info and via partner 
organisations.  
 

4.2.2 Allocation 

If an applicant wishes to appeal against an allocation decision made by a Partner HA not to 
allocate a property to them when they have made a  bid through Home Point, they will need to 
contact the HA and follow the individual HA’s own appeals procedure.  

4.2.2 Complaints 

If you are not happy with the level of service received from Herefordshire Council please contact 
Herefordshire Council’s Customer Insight Unit who will listen to your complaint fully and discuss 
with you how we can resolve issues to your satisfaction through an agreed complaints handling plan. 

To make your complaint you can: 

 Complete an online feedback form (https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/government-
citizens-and-rights/complaints-and-compliments/complaints-and-feedback-making-
experiences-count/complaints-and-feedback-form/)  

 Telephone the Customer Insight Unit on 01432 260535 
 Email feedback@herefordshire.gov.uk 
 Call into any of Herefordshire Council’s Customer Service Centres, where a member of the 

customer service team will be able to help you. (For location details please visit 
www.herefordshire.gov.uk).  

4.3 False statement and withholding information  

 
This policy falls within the provisions of Part 6 of the Housing Act 1996 and as such Section 171 
of the Act states:  
 
(1) A person commits an offence if, in connection with the exercise by a local housing authority 

of their functions under this Part –  

(a) he knowingly or recklessly makes a statement which is false in material particular, or  

(b) he knowingly withholds information which the authority has reasonably required him to give in 

connection with the exercise of those functions.  
 
Home Point Herefordshire is the local housing authority’s mechanism for discharging its 

functions under Part 7 of the Housing Act 1996 (as amended). Consequently where section 171 
applies, Herefordshire Council may bring a prosecution.  
 
Where false information is found to have been given, the applicant may also be excluded from 
registration with Home Point, and where false information has resulted in the applicant obtaining 
accommodation, the relevant HA may bring possession proceedings for recovery of the property.  
  

Stage 2  
If the applicant is unhappy with the decision made, they may request that a further review be 
carried out by the Home Point Board of Management (or their nominated representative). This 
request must be made in writing within 14 calendar days of the date of the stage 1 decision. A 
decision will normally be given in 21 calendar days, subject to extension where necessary.  

If the applicant remains unhappy with the outcome of the appeal, the applicant may make a 
complaint to the Housing Ombudsman.  
 

http://www.home-point.info/
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/government-citizens-and-rights/complaints-and-compliments/complaints-and-feedback-making-experiences-count/complaints-and-feedback-form/
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/government-citizens-and-rights/complaints-and-compliments/complaints-and-feedback-making-experiences-count/complaints-and-feedback-form/
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/government-citizens-and-rights/complaints-and-compliments/complaints-and-feedback-making-experiences-count/complaints-and-feedback-form/
mailto:feedback@herefordshire.gov.uk
http://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/
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SECTION 5: GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS 

 
The Home Point Partnership Board will monitor the implementation of this Housing Allocation 
Policy and will be proactive in monitoring its effects.  

Herefordshire Council will review this policy on an annual basis in order to ensure that it 
continues to address the needs of all communities across Herefordshire, with the first review to 
be undertaken and published 12 months after the implementation of this policy. 

Any changes that are made to this document, resulting from its annual review, will be 
implemented following a 28 day consultation period with all partner HA’s. 

SECTION 6: GLOSSARY AND DEFINITION OF TERMS 

 
 TERM  DEFINITION 

Accommodation 

of Choice 

Accommodation of Choice is dealt with and addressed through Legislation and 
Case Law in relation to Homelessness Decisions and relates to establishing a local 
connection. If someone is living in accommodation not of their own choice then 
residence by virtue of simply living in an area will not count towards having a local 
connection.  

Affordable 

Housing 

 

 
 

Housing provided at below market prices and allocated on the basis of need to 
people who live or work in Herefordshire or need to move to Herefordshire to 
receive/provide support and who are unable to purchase or rent properties 
generally available on the open market without financial assistance, as their only 
home.  
 
For further definitions of affordable housing please visit: 
http://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/housing/36077.asp 
 

Affordable 

Rented 

Rented housing usually owned and managed by housing associations BUT not 
subject to the national rent regime but is subject to other rent controls. This 
requires a rent of no more than 80% of the open market rent (including service 
charges, where applicable).  
 

Allocation Policy 

 

Under the Housing Act 1996 (as amended by the Homelessness Act 2002 and the 
Localism Act 2011), every local housing authority in England must have an 
allocation policy for determining priorities and detailing the procedures that are to 
be followed in allocating housing. This policy document describes the criteria that 
Herefordshire Council uses to register and prioritise applications for affordable 
housing in Herefordshire.  

Bedroom 

Standard 

The bedroom standard allocates a separate bedroom to each:  
 An adult couple 
 A person over 21 
 2 young persons 10-20years of the same sex 
 1 child under 10 years and 1 young person under 20 of the same sex 
 1 or 2 children under 10 years (not necessary of same sex) 
 Any unpaired young persons 10-20 years or unpaired children under 10 

http://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/housing/36077.asp
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Bidding for a 

property  

The process of telling Home Point that you would like to live in a property. A bid of 
interest can be made by telephone, internet or by visiting one of the Partner offices. 
 

Category 1 

hazard 

Category 1 hazards are serious hazards found in a dwelling upon which the Local 
Authority has a duty to take action. 
 

Choice-based 

lettings 

A scheme that gives all applicants a greater degree of choice when applying for a 
home. 
 

Eligibility This term is used to confirm acceptance or qualify to be chosen/accepted.  
 

Equality Act 

2010 

The law requires that ‘due regard’ is demonstrated in the decision making process. 

Proposed changes to policies procedures and practice, is a way of ‘due regard’ can 

be demonstrated and we need to ensure the needs and the rights of different 
members of the community (the equality groups). The protected groups are: 

 Age 
 Disability 
 Gender                                                     
 Reassignment 
 Marriage and Civil Partnerships 
 Pregnancy and Maternity 
 Race 
 Religion or Belief 
 Sex 
 Sexual Orientation. 

Herefordshire 

Compact 

Herefordshire Compact is the mutually agreed framework to promote and support 
partnership working between the voluntary and community sectors, and public 
bodies to benefit people living in the county. 

Home Point  The name of the choice-based lettings scheme in Herefordshire by which 
properties are advertised.  

Homeless From 

Home 

Applicants who are owed a full duty under the Housing Act 1996 Section 195 (2) 
where a parental eviction or a valid Notice To Quit has been issued and they are 
able to remain at the property until suitable accommodation can be found. 

S195 (2) The Duty to take reasonable steps to secure that accommodation does 
not cease to be available for those applicants who are threatened with 
homelessness, in priority need and are threatened with homelessness 
unintentionally. 

Homelessness 

Act 2002 

The Homelessness Act 2002 made amendments to the Housing Act 1996 and also 
placed a duty on Local Authorities to review homelessness and to produce a 
homelessness strategy. For more information on these acts please see 
www.legislation.gov.uk 

Housing Act 

1996 

 

An Act to make provision about housing, including provision about the social rented 
sector, houses in multiple occupation, landlord and tenant matters, the 
administration of housing benefit, the conduct of tenants, the allocation of housing 
accommodation by local housing authorities and homelessness; and for connected 
purposes. 
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Housing Act 

2004 

Legislation aimed to strengthen the Government’s drive to reform the housing 
market, meeting its 2010 decent homes target, whilst further enhancing local 
communities. Parts 1 and 2 introduce the Housing Health and Safety Rating 
System and Mandatory licencing of larger high risk Houses in Multiple Occupation 
as a means of improving private sector accommodation. 

Housing 

Associations 

(HA) 

 

Housing Associations are not for profit organisations that are essentially landlords 
providing affordable housing. Housing Associations can also be known as 
Registered Providers, Affordable Housing Providers or Registered Social Landlord 
and will generally be regulated by the Homes and Communities Agency. 

Housing need 

 

Households are deemed to be in need if they are lacking their own housing or living 
in housing which is inadequate or unsuitable and are unlikely to be able to meet 
their needs in the housing market without some assistance. 

Housing register  Is a list of eligible households seeking affordable housing. 
Intermediate 

Rental 

Homes for rent provided at a cost above social rent, but below market levels. In 
Herefordshire, Intermediate Rents are set at 80% of the local housing allowance. 

Local 

connection 

criteria 

See section 2.1 of policy for details. 

Local Lettings 

Plan 

Local Lettings Plans are agreed local plans for the allocation and letting of 
properties.  Local Lettings Plans may be used with certain defined geographical 
areas and can be used to make adjustments to the main allocations and lettings 
policy to meet specific local needs and issues at that time. 

Localism Act 

2011 

The act aims to shift power from central government back to individuals, 
communities and councils. The Localism Act includes five key measures: 

 Community Rights 
 Neighborhood planning 
 Housing 
 General power of competence 
 Empowering cities and other local areas. 

For more information please refer to: http://www.local.gov.uk/localism-act  

Low Cost Home 

Ownership 

Housing sold at a price lower than the open market value to households in housing 
need who could not otherwise afford to purchase, as determined within the 
Technical Data supporting the Planning Obligations SPD (2008). 
 

Mutual exchange A swap of accommodation between two affordable housing tenants that relies on 
each tenant moving permanently into the other persons / tenants property having 
received both landlords permission to proceed. 

Person in 

control 

This may be the owner of the property, landlord, freeholder, letting agent.  

Private Landlord Someone who owns and lets properties other than a council or housing 
association.  

Reasonable 

Preference 

The Housing Act 1996 (as amended), requires Local Authorities to provide 
‘Reasonable Preference’ in their Allocation Policy to people with high levels of 

assessed housing need these are defined as the following: 

 All homelessness people as defined in part VII of the Housing Act 1996 
(including those who are intentionally homeless and those not in priority 

http://www.local.gov.uk/localism-act
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need) 
 People who are owed a duty by any housing authority under section 190(2), 

193(2) or 195(2) of the 1996 Act (or under section 65 (2) or 68(2) of the 
Housing Act 1985) or who are occupying accommodation secured by any 
housing authority under s.192(3), 

 People occupying insanitary or overcrowded housing or otherwise living in 
unsatisfactory housing conditions 

 People who need to move on medical or welfare grounds, including grounds 
relating to disability and; 

 People who need to move to a particular locality in the district of the 
housing authority, where failure to meet that need would cause hardship (to 
themselves or others). The Communities and Local Government guidance 
defines this as ‘a person who needs to move to a different locality in order 

to give or receive care, to access specialised medical treatment, or to take 
up a particular employment, education or training opportunity’ (please see 

Allocation of accommodation: guidance for local housing authorities in 
England, p19). 

Regular Forces As detailed in s.374 of the Armed Forces Act 2006, 'Regular Forces' means the 
Royal Navy, the Royal Marines, the regular army or the Royal Air Force. 

Reserved Forces As detailed in s.374 of the Armed Forces Act 2006, 'Reserve Forces' means the 
Royal Fleet Reserve, the Royal Naval Reserve, the Royal Marines Reserve, the 
Army Reserve, the Territorial Army, the Royal Air Force Reserve or the Royal 
Auxiliary Air Force.  

Section 106 

 

 

A contract entered into by a local planning authority and an individual property 
developer under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 under 
which the developer agrees to provide defined facilities, or contributions, as part of 
the proposed development. Such planning obligations are often used as a legally 
binding agreement between a local authority and developer to deliver affordable 
housing within a development including occupancy criteria. 

Settled 

Accommodation 

Settled Accommodation is dealt with and addressed through Legislation and Case 
Law in relation to Homelessness Decisions. Essentially any accommodation that is 
precarious, short term or insecure is not considered settled. Examples of settled 
accommodation include, but are not limited to: 

  Freehold or Leasehold Ownership 
 A tenancy enjoying security of Tenure (An assured or Assured Shorthold 

Tenancy) 
 An indefinite Licence or Permission to Occupy (Any occupation implying an 

indefinite time period) 
 Returning  to  long term occupation with parents  
 An indefinite stay with other relatives 
 Tied accommodation as a long term employee. 

 
Shared 

ownership 

 

A type of Affordable housing which enables a household to buy a share in a 
property and pay rent on the remaining share which is owned by a housing 
association. Usually the maximum share owned cannot exceed 80% of the property 
value.  
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Shortlist A list of applicants that have expressed an interest in a particular property 
advertised through Home Point at the close of bidding.  

Social Rented Rented housing usually owned and managed by housing associations, for which 
guideline target rents are determined through the national rent regime. 

Statutory duty to 

homeless 

household 

A term that refers to people or families to whom a local housing authority have a 
duty to make an offer of housing. 

The 

Homelessness 

Suitability of 

Accommodation 

(England) Order 

2012 

The Suitability of Accommodation (England) Order 2012 requires local authorities 
to put in place arrangements to ensure that private rented sector offer of 
accommodation is suitable. The location requirements of the Order also extend to 
any accommodation secured under Part VII of the Housing Act 1996 (including 
temporary accommodation). 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/2601/made or 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/homelessness-changes-in-the-
localism-act-2011-supplementary-guidance 

Welfare Reform 

Act 2012 

The Act legislates for the biggest change to the welfare system for over 60 years. It 
introduces a wide range of reforms that will deliver a fairer and simpler system by: 

 creating the right incentives to get more people into work  
 protecting the most vulnerable in our society 
 delivering fairness to those claiming benefit and to the taxpayer. 

 

 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/2601/made
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/homelessness-changes-in-the-localism-act-2011-supplementary-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/homelessness-changes-in-the-localism-act-2011-supplementary-guidance
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SECTION 7: ALLOCATION POLICY SUMMARY  
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APPENDIX 1:  HOME POINT PARTNERS  

 
The following are members of the Home Point Partnership, which operates under an agreement: 
  

Partner Agency Website Herefordshire Office (where 
hard copy application forms 

are available) 
Herefordshire Council  www.herefordshire.gov.uk Franklin House, 4 Commercial 

Road, Hereford HR1 2BB 
Herefordshire Housing 

Ltd  

www.hhl.org.uk Head Office: 
Herefordshire Housing Ltd. 
Legion Way, Hereford, HR1 
1LN 
 
City Centre Office: 
One-Stop Shop 
84-86 Widemarsh Street, 
Hereford, HR4 9HG 
 
South Wye Office: 
Jubilee Court Community 
Facility, Kilvert Road, Newton 
Farm, Hereford, HR2 7FE. 
 

Kemble Housing  www.kemblehousing.co.uk/home 44 Berrington Street, 
Hereford 
HR4 0BJ 

Marches Housing 

Association  

www.marchesha.co.uk Benedict Court, Southern 
Avenue, Leominster,  
Herefordshire, HR6 0QF 

Sanctuary Housing  www.sanctuary-housingmidlands.co.uk/ 
Please note that these 
partners do not have an office 
within Herefordshire.  
 
For a hard copy of the Home 
Point Application form please 
contact your landlord directly. 

South Shropshire 

Housing Association  

www.sshropsha.co.uk/ 

Two Rivers Housing  www.tworivershousing.org.uk/ 
Bromford Housing Group  www.bromfordgroup.co.uk 
Festival Housing  www.festivalhousing.org 
Guinness Hermitage www.guinnesshermitagegloucester.co.uk 
 
Please note that this list is not exhaustive and does not include all providers who have housing stock 
within Herefordshire.  

 

http://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/
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APPENDIX 2: RURAL LOCALITIES  

Please find listed below villages within Herefordshire where the population is below 3,000.  
Source: 2011 Census, Office for National Statistics © Crown Copyright 2012 
 
Abbey Dore; Bacton Eardisley Marstow 
Aconbury; Little Birch Eaton Bishop Mathon 
Acton Beauchamp; Evesbatch Edvin Loach & Saltmarshe; Tedstone Wafer Michaelchurch Escley 
Adforton Edwyn Ralph Middleton on the Hill 
Allensmore Eggleton; Stretton Grandison Moccas 
Almeley Elton; Leinthall Starkes; Pipe Aston Monkland & Stretford 
Ashperton Ewyas Harold Mordiford 
Aston Ingham Eye, Moreton & Ashton Moreton Jeffries; Much Cowarne 
Avenbury Eyton Moreton-on-Lugg 
Aylton Felton; Ocle Pychard Much Birch 
Aymestrey Ford & Stoke Prior; Newton (Leominster) Much Dewchurch 
Ballingham; Bolstone Fownhope Much Marcle 
Bartestree Foy Munsley; Pixley 
Birley with Upper Hill Ganarew; Whitchurch Newton (S Herefordshire) 
Bishop's Frome Garway Norton Canon 
Bishopstone Goodrich; Welsh Bicknor Norton 
Blakemere; Tyberton Hampton Bishop Orcop 
Bodenham Hampton Charles; Hatfield & Newhampton Orleton 

Bosbury; Coddington 
Harewood; Pencoyd; Tretire with 
Michaelchurch Pembridge 

Brampton Abbotts Hentland Pencombe with Grendon Warren 
Brampton Bryan; Willey Holme Lacy Peterchurch 
Bredenbury Holmer & Shelwick Peterstow 
Bredwardine Hope Mansell Pipe & Lyde 
Breinton Hope Under Dinmore Preston Wynne 
Bridge Sollers; Byford; Mansell Gamage How Caple Preston-on-Wye 
Bridstow Humber Pudlestone 
Brilley; Huntington Kenchester; Stretton Sugwas Putley 
Brimfield Kenderchurch; Treville; Wormbridge Richards Castle 
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Brinsop & Wormsley Kentchurch Ross Rural 
Brobury with Monnington-on-Wye; Staunton-
on-Wye Kilpeck Sellack 
Brockhampton; Whitbourne Kimbolton Shobdon 
Brockhampton with Much Fawley Kings Caple Sollers Hope; Yatton 
  King's Pyon St. Devereux 
Buckton & Coxall; Walford, Letton & Newton Kingsland St. Margarets 
Burghill Kingstone; Thruxton St. Weonards 
Burrington; Downton Kington Rural; Lower Harpton Stanford Bishop 
Byton; Combe; Kinsham Kinnersley; Sarnesfield; Letton Stapleton 
Callow; Grafton Knill; Rodd, Nash & Little Brampton; Titley Staunton-on-Arrow 
Canon Frome; Castle Frome Lea Stoke Lacy 
Canon Pyon; Dinmore Leintwardine Sutton 
Clehonger Leysters Tarrington 
Clifford Lingen Tedstone Delamere 
Collington; Thornbury Linton (Bromyard) Turnastone; Vowchurch 
Colwall Linton (Ross) Ullingswick 
Cradley Little Cowarne Upper Sapey; Wolferlow 
Craswall Little Dewchurch Upton Bishop 
Credenhill Little Hereford Wacton 
Croft & Yarpole Little Marcle Walford 
Cusop Llandinabo; Llanwarne Wellington Heath 
Dewsall; Haywood Llangarron Wellington 
Dilwyn Llanrothal; Welsh Newton Weobley 
Dinedor Llanveynoe Westhide; Withington 
Docklow & Hampton Wafer; Grendon Bishop Longtown; Walterstone Weston Beggard 
Donnington; Eastnor Lucton Weston Under Penyard 
Dormington; Stoke Edith Lugwardine Whitney-On-Wye 
Dorstone Luston Wigmore 
Dulas; Llancillo; Rowlstone Lyonshall Willersley & Winforton 
Eardisland Madley Woolhope 
 Mansell Lacy Yarkhill 
 Marden Yazor 
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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
removed or barred from waiting lists. In a similar survey of 126
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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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Appeal Decision: Oxford Brookes University, Wheatley 
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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 

Miss S Eastwood 
Avison Young 
3 Brindleyplace 
Birmingham 
B1 2JB

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
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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 13-
16 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 
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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 
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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 net-
beneficial 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 
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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 IR13.35-
13.48.  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 
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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 off-
site 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. 
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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.  
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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 
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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 
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Annex A List of representations 
 

General representations 

Party  Date 

John Howell OBE MP 10 March 2020 

South Oxfordshire District Council 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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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 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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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 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. 
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Reason: To ensure adequate mitigation of a designated heritage asset in accordance 
with Policy CSEN3 of the Core Strategy. 
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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) 
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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 north-
west 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-of-
date, 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 (CD6.2) 
24 Paragraph 8.8 (CD6.2) 
25 Paragraph 4.22 (CD 6.2) 
26 Paragraph 4.16 (CD 6.2) 
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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 time-

limited 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 4-
storey 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  

Page 35 of 117

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Report APP/Q3115/W/19/3230827 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                  Page 18 

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 

 
 
59 Oxford Brookes University Wheatley Masterplan SPD December 2012 (ID21). 
60 Appendix 3, CD16.2  
61 SODC Landscape Sensitivity Assessment – Potential Strategic Allocations 2018 by KLP & South Oxfordshire District 

Council - Landscape Assessment Update 2018 by HDA 2018 (Appendices 9 & 10 CD16.2) 
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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.  

 
 
62 CD20.1  
63 Paragraph 4.7.3 of the John Moore Heritage Services: Heritage Impact Assessment of South Oxfordshire Local 

Plan 2034 Potential Strategic Sites, March 2019 (CD13.3) 
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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 

 

 
64 ID12 
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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 

 
 
65 Accessibility SOCG table 5.1 (CD16.4) 
66 CD14.17 
67 CD14.3  

Page 39 of 117

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Report APP/Q3115/W/19/3230827 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                  Page 22 

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 plan-
making 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 

 
 
68 Appendix 7 paragraphs 30-34 (PoE/NI) 
69 CD 20.6 
70 Paragraph 1.2.3 of the OHGD Delivery Agreement (CD15.7) 
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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.  

 

 
71 Final paragraph page 16 (CD20.6) 
72 Page 17 (CD20.6) 
73 Table 2, Housing SOCG (CD16.5) reproduced in Appendix E 
74 Appendix E to this report 
75 PINS Ref: APP/Q3115/W/19/3220425 Paragraph 48 (ID4)  
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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. 

 
 
76 PINS Ref: APP/P4605/W/18/3192918 (Duffy Rebuttal PoE Appendix N) 
77 ID68-007 
78 Paragraph 14.48 
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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. 

 

 
79 Paragraph 6.82 (CD10.6) 
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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. 

 

 
80 CD11.1 & 11.2  
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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 
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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 

 

 
81 CD5.3 
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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.  

 

 

 
82 Lower Shiplake decision Ref: APP/Q3115/W/19/3220425 (ID4)  
83 Section 5, Gardner PoE 
84 Wavendon Properties Ltd and SoS for Housing Communities and Local Government and Milton Keynes Council 

[2019] EWHC 1534 Admin (CD9.15) 
85 Paragraph 7.1vii (CD4.1) 
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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.  

 

 
86 CD15.15 
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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 

 

 
87 Methuen-Campbell v Walters [29179] QB 525. (CD19.2) 
88 Skerrits of Nottingham Ltd v SSETR [2000] 2 PLR 102 (CD19.3) 
89 Gardner PoE, paragraph 12.14 
90 Landscape SOCG (CD16.2) 
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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 

 
 
91 Paragraph 14 (CD9.7) 
92 Page 19 of Committee Report (CD4.1)  
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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 

 

 
93 Paragraph 7.1vi (CD4.1) 
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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 
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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 re-
profiled 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.   

 

 
 
94 CD1.9 
95 South Oxfordshire Landscape Assessment SPG (2003) (Appendix 4 to CD16.2) & Landscape Character Assessment 

for the Local Plan 2033 (Appendix 5 to CD16.2) 
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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. 

 

 
96 The South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2033 Heritage Impact Assessment (Oxford Archaeology, September 2017) 

(CD13.2) 
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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.   

 

 

 
 
97 Plate 20 Doggett PoE 
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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 

 
 
98 Page 9 South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2034: Strategic Site Selection Background Paper Part 2 (CD 6.3) 
99 Section 6, Ubhi PoE  
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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 2013-
2031. 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:  

 
 
100 CD1.14 
101 Pages 57-60, Stacey PoE  
102 PINS ref: APP/A0655/W/15/3005148 (Appendix JS30)  
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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. 

 

 
103 Table 2, Appendix E 
104 Table 3, Appendix E 
105 Table 4, Appendix E 
106 Table 5, Appendix E 
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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 

 
 
107 See CD20.5 & CD20.6 
108 Ireland PoE 
109 CD10.4 
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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 Cambridge-
Milton 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 

 
 
110 Pages 16-17, CD20.6 
111 Table 2, CD16.5 
112 CD10.12 
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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 long-

term 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.  

 

 
113 National Housing Federation Press Release: ‘England Short of Four Million Homes’ (18 May 2018) – (Appendix 22 

PoE/JS) 
114 Section 6 (PoE/NI) 
115 See paras 4.18-4.26 of the eLP (CD6.1)  
116 Ireland PoE page 42 
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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. 

 
 
117 Wychavon DC v SSCLG and Butler [2008] EWCA Civ 692 & Brentwood BC v SSE [1996] 72 P&CR 61 
118 CD11.01 
119 11.02 
120 CD8.6  
121 CD7.35 
122 CD16.2 
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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 

 
 
123 OCC Investigation into the potential to accommodate urban extensions in Oxford’s Green Belt: Informal 

Assessment 2014 (Appendix 8 CD16.2) 
124 Monkhill Ltd v SSHCLG [2019] EWHC 1993 (Admin) (CD9.16) 
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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: 

• 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 

 

 
125 ID4 
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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 

• 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; 

 

 
126 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 ID25 
128 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 Paragraph: 027 Reference ID: 21a-027-20140306 
130 CD1.15 
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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: 

• 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; 

 

 
131 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 Page 10, ID29 
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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 See Page 10, CD4.1 
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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 
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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, 
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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 

 

 
134 Sinclair- Lockhart Trustees v Central Land Board [1950] 1 P & CR 195, (CD19.4). 
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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 net-

beneficial 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 north-
western 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.  

Page 81 of 117

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Report APP/Q3115/W/19/3230827 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                  Page 64 

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 north-

west 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 south-
west 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 plan-

making 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 2018-

19 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.   
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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 BA (Hons) MPhil CMLI       FPCR – Landscape 

Dr Nicholas Doggett FSA MCIFA IHBC       Asset Heritage Consulting – Heritage  

Mr Richard Barton BSc (Hons) MATP MRTPI     Avison Young– Housing Supply 

Mr Nick Ireland MRTPI              Iceni Projects Ltd – Housing Need  

Mr James Stacey BA (Hons) DipTP MRTPI     Tetlow King Planning – Affordable Housing 

Mr Robert Gardner BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI    Avison Young – Planning  

Ms Upinder Ubhi Meng (Hons)          SWECO – Accessibility  

  

 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY  
 

Mr Hugh Flanagan Barrister  Instructed by the Council  

He called: 

Ms Michelle Bolger CMLI Dip.LA BA PGCE   Michelle Bolger Expert Landscape Consultancy  

Mr Julian Kashdan-Brown MSc MA RIBA  Kashdan Brown Architests Ltd - Heritage 

Mr Ben Duffy BA MA             SODC – Housing Supply  

Ms Tracy Smith BA (Hons) MRTPI       SODC Principal Appeals Officer – Housing Need 

Ms Philippa Jarvis 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  

Page 100 of 117

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Report APP/Q3115/W/19/3230827 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                  Page 83 

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. 
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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. 
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Appendix E 

THE RESPECTIVE POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES ON HOUSING LAND SUPPLY  
 

Table 1: The deliverable supply of each party 

 Councils 

Original 

Position 

Appellants 

Original 

Position 

Councils 

updated 

position 

Appellants 

updated 

position 

Large Sites with planning permission 2632 2409 2632 2409 

1673 Former Carmel College, Mongewell Park, 

Mongewell Oxon, OX10 8BU 

166 100 166 100 

830 Thame NDP Site 2: Land at The Elms, Upper 

High Street, Thame, OX9 2DX 

37 0 37 0 

1442 Woodcote NDP Site 16: Former Reservoir 

site, Greenmore 

20 0 20 0 

Small sites with planning permission 522 522 (not 

discounting 

from total to 

avoid double 

counting for 

windfall 

reduction) 

522 522 

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 Land to the East of Benson Lane, 

Crowmarsh Gifford 

150 0 150 0 

1009 Land to the north east of Didcot 838 0 838 0 

1762 Land adjacent to the village hall, Main 

Road, East Hagbourne 

74 0 74 0 

1737 Thames Farm, Reading Road, Shiplake 95 0 95 0 
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1015 Land to the west of Wallingford (Site B), 

Wallingford 

200 0 200 0 

Small Sites with outline planning permission  61 61 61 61 

Large sites without consent subject to resolution 

to grant 

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 

Wallingford Bypass (emerging NDP site) 

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 

Hill, Didcot – site has no permission- Allocated 

site in South Oxfordshire Core Strategy 

129 0 129 0 

977 Woodcote NDP Site 01: Chiltern Rise Cottage 

– site has no permission 

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 
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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 

5YHLS from 2021 to assist Oxford in meeting 

its housing need) 

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 
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Table 4: The five-year land supply position of each party against the 2014 Oxfordshire 

SHMA 1 

 

The Council’s 

supply 

The Appellant’s 

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 

 

 
 
 

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 

Five-year requirement including 5% 

buffer 5,434 5,434 

Deliverable supply 6,443 3,583 

Five-year land supply 5.93 3.30 
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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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