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1. Introduction

1.1 This consultation statement has been prepared in accordance with Regulation 12 of The 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, which relates to public 
participation in the preparation of a supplementary planning document.  The statement sets out 
who was consulted on the Draft Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), when 
and how, and summarises the representations received and how they have influenced the 
Affordable Housing SPD.

2. Name and Purpose of the SPD

Name

2.1 Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)

Purpose

2.2 The purpose of the Affordable Housing SPD is to explain the details of the policies set out in the 
South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) which relate to the provision of affordable 
housing.  It is a guide to the interpretation and implementation of these policies and associated 
procedures including each Council’s Tenancy Strategy.  It is aimed at developers, landowners, 
registered providers, applicants for planning permission and others who are seeking to provide, 
or benefit from new affordable housing, and who therefore wish to interpret the policies in 
more detail.  

2.3 The guidance is only concerned with the provision of affordable housing through the planning 
system, such as via local plan allocations and planning applications.

2.4 The following SWDP policies relate to the provision of affordable housing:

 SWDP 2 Development Strategy and Settlement Hierarchy
 SWDP 3 Employment, Housing and Retail Provision Requirement and Delivery
 SWDP 15 Meeting Affordable Housing Needs
 SWDP 16 Rural Exception Sites
 SWDP 20 Housing to Meet the Needs of Older people
 SWDP 62 Implementation

3. Who was Consulted on the draft Affordable Housing SPD

3.1 Public consultation took place firstly, through early engagement on a scoping paper.

The Scoping paper, a 4 page leaflet, was targeted towards those organisations with an interest 
in Affordable Housing policies.  The relevant statutory consultees set out in regulation 4 of The 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) regulations 2012 were all consulted.  
Appendix 1 provides an overview of the types of organisation consulted.  A collaborative 
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approach has been taken to the preparation of the Affordable Housing SPD and housing and 
development management colleagues have been directly involved in contributing to and 
reviewing the draft.    

3.2  In February 2016, after consideration of responses to the scoping paper, and internal officer 
consultation within the three south Worcestershire Councils, a draft Affordable Housing SPD was 
presented to each of the three Councils’ relevant committees for approval to go out to further 
statutory consultation (Regulation 13 of the Town and Country Planning ( Local planning) (England) 
Regulations 2012). A Statement of Consultation (dated March 2016) was produced to outline 
responses received to the scoping paper, as part of the consultation documentation.

4. How Were People Consulted?

4.1 The consultation on the draft Affordable Housing SPD took place for a six week period, from 
14th March to 25th April, in line with the three Councils’ Statement of Community Involvement.

4.2 A letter outlining the consultation period and subject matter was sent to a wide range of 
consultees as summarised within Appendix 1, in time for the start of the consultation.  The draft 
SPD was also available on the three South Worcestershire Councils’ websites and the SWDP 
website, together with an electronic response form, for the duration of the consultation period.  
Hard copies of the draft SPD were placed in the Customer Service Centres throughout South 
Worcestershire, together with hard copy response forms.  A press release was also issued to 
promote the consultation within the local area.       

4.3  In addition, a stakeholders workshop was held on the morning of 15th April 2016, at the Guildhall 
in Worcester. This took the form of a presentation on the draft SPD, and then discussion groups. 
The list of attendees and the results of the discussions are attached as Appendix 3 to this 
report.

5. Summary of Responses

5.1 A total of twenty five consultation responses were received to the draft Affordable Housing SPD 
March 2016, which translates into 152 individual comments.   Of the 25 consultees, 12 were 
from the development industry, 3 were from statutory consultees, 3 from Registered Providers, 
and 7 others.

5.2 A summary of the comments and the officer responses to them is set out at Appendix 2 to this 
report.  

5.3 All of the responses were either in support of the production of the SPD or raised comments in 
relation to its content.  No responses raised objections to the SPD in principle.  
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6. Summary of the Main Issues Raised

6.1  It should be noted that by far the majority of the comments received related to proposed and 
actual changes to national planning policy that took place, or were reported as possible future 
changes, during and before the consultation period. The main points raised were:

 That the proposed changes to national policy as regards contributions from small sites to 
affordable housing, should be acknowledged, and reflected in the affordable housing 
policies. [NB. The Written Ministerial Statement of November 2014, and the several 
legal challenges to this, was played out during and after the consultation period. Some 
responses wished this to be taken on board before the final high court decision that was 
not reported until  May 2016].

 Proposed changes to the national definition of affordable housing, as proposed to 
include starter homes, should be included.

 Some challenged the preferred split between social rent and affordable rent and shared 
equity products.

 The appendices that show how off-site contributions will be calculated should be made 
clearer.

 Some queried any reference to Contingent Deferred Obligations.

 Some suggested that the design section was too prescriptive in terms of types of 
dwellings/ clustering of units, although others supported this section.

 Some suggested that there should be more emphasis on viability as a reason not to 
provide affordable housing.

 There was a suggestion that schemes for the elderly should be exempt from the need to 
provide on site (or off site) affordable housing.

 The SPD should state when evidence of need is considered to be out of date.

6.2       Most issues discussed at the stakeholders’ workshop were reflected in the representations  
received. In particular, there were suggestions that the Appendices that covered the calculation of 
off-site provision and commuted sums should be made clearer.

 It was suggested that delivering the affordable housing requirement off-site is difficult in 
that the developer may not own land in the Parish where the need arises.

 It was also considered important to have up-to-date local housing needs survey.

 It was also suggested that registered Providers do not expect to pay CIL on affordable 
housing
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7. Summary of how issues have been addressed in the final Affordable Housing SPD

7.1 The table at Appendix 2 sets out how each of the comments made has been considered within 
the Draft SPD, and associated amendments to the text put forward.

 Appendix 1: Summary List of Consultees

 Statutory Bodies listed in Regulation 4 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 

 Parish and Town councils in Worcester City, Malvern Hills and Wychavon Districts
 All adjoining District Councils 
 All Parish and Town Councils adjoining  Malvern Hills  and Wychavon Districts
 Worcestershire County Council
 Registered Providers
 Traveller groups
 Tetlow King ( who act for local Registered Providers)
 Libraries
 All District Councillors in Malvern Hills District Council, Worcester City Council and Wychavon 

District Council
 Economic Development officers/ groups
 Local businesses
 Voluntary sector- wide ranging but including national bodies such as the Samaritans, and 

Age Concern; local residents groups/ tenants associations
 Health and public services organisations, e.g. NHS, police and Fire service ( and adjoining 

ones) 
 The utilities
 District Council officers in Housing and Development Management
 Other interested organisations for example  the University of Worcester; environmental 

groups; CPRE
 The development industry/ planning consultants/ landowners/architects
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Consultation letter March 2016

Ref: Consultations - Draft Affordable Housing SPD; Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
DPD

11 March 2016

Name
Address 1
Address 2
Town
County
Postcode

Dear Sir or Madam

Notification of South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) related Consultations 
in March / April 2016

 Draft Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 

 Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Site Allocations Development Plan 
Document (DPD)- Preferred Options 

This letter is being sent to you as your details are held on the South Worcestershire 
Development Plan (SWDP) consultation database and you have either made comments on 
the plan in the past or requested to be notified of its progress, or have been identified as a 
relevant consultee.

In order to make progress on the implementation of the policies within the recently adopted 
SWDP, the three South Worcestershire Councils (Malvern Hills District, Worcester City and 
Wychavon District) are consulting on two planning documents - the Draft Affordable Housing 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD); and the Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
Site Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD) Preferred Options.

Both of the above documents are being formally consulted upon for a six week period from 
14 March to 25 April 2016.  The Draft Affordable Housing SPD consultation is in line with 
Regulation 13 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 
2012, and the Travellers and Travelling Showpeople consultation relates to Regulation 18. 

Copies of the draft documents, any supporting background information and response forms 
are available to view online via the following websites:

 South Worcestershire Development Plan  www.swdevelopmentplan.org 
 Malvern Hills District Council www.malvernhills.gov.uk
 Worcester City Council www.worcester.gov.uk
 Wychavon District Council www.wychavon.gov.uk

Copies of the Draft Affordable Housing SPD, the Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Site 

http://www.swdevelopmentplan.org/
http://www.malvernhills.gov.uk/
http://www.worcester.gov.uk/
http://www.wychavon.gov.uk/
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Allocations DPD; background papers on the Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Site 
Allocations DPD, and its associated Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations 
Assessment reports can also be viewed at customer service centres and libraries as 
detailed below during their normal opening hours.  Hard copy response forms are also 
available at these locations.

Worcester Wychavon Malvern

Customer Service Centre / 
Worcester Library,

The Hive, Sawmill Walk, The 
Butts, Worcester, WR1 3PB

Pershore Community Contact 
Centre,

Civic Centre, Queen Elizabeth 
Drive, Pershore, WR10 1PT

__________________
Pershore Library,

Church Street, Pershore, 
WR10 1DT

Malvern Customer Service 
Centre / Library,

Graham Road, Malvern, 
WR14 2HU

St John’s Library,
Glebe Close, St Johns, 
Worcester, WR2 5AX

Evesham Community Contact 
Centre,

Abbey Road, Evesham, WR11 4SB
_________________

Evesham Library,
Oat Street, Evesham,

WR11 4PJ

Tenbury Wells Customer 
Service Centre / Library,

24 Teme Street,
Tenbury Wells, WR15 8AA

Warndon Library,
The Fairfield Centre, Carnforth 
Drive, Worcester, WR4 9HG

Droitwich Spa Community 
Contact Centre / Library, 

Droitwich Spa Library, Victoria 
Square, Droitwich Spa, WR9 8DQ

Upton-upon-Severn
Customer Service Centre/ 

Library,
School Lane, Upton-upon 
Severn-Severn, WR8 0LE

Broadway Library,
Leamington Road,

Broadway, WR12 7DZ

If you have any queries please see the SWDP website (www.swdevelopmentplan.org) 
or email contact@swdevelopmentplan.org, or write to The SWDP Team c/o Policy Plans 
Team, Housing and Planning Services, Wychavon District Council, Civic Centre, Queen 
Elizabeth Drive, Pershore, WR10 1PT.  You can also telephone the SWDP Team on 
01386 565565.  If you no longer wish to remain on the SWDP database please let us know 
and we will remove your details.

Yours faithfully  

Fred Davies 
Acting SWDP Project Manager

http://www.swdevelopmentplan.org/
mailto:contact@swdevelopmentplan.org
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The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012

Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)

Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council and Wychavon District Council have 
jointly published a Draft Affordable Housing SPD for consultation in accordance with 
Regulations 12 and 13 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 
Regulations 2012.

Subject Matter and Area Covered: The Affordable Housing SPD explains the details of the 
South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) policies that relate to the provision of 
affordable housing.  It is a guide intended to help developers, landowners, applicants for 
planning permission, Registered providers (RPs) and others who are seeking to provide or 
benefit from affordable housing.

The Affordable Housing SPD covers the administrative areas of Worcester City Council, 
Malvern Hills District Council and Wychavon District Council.  

Period of Representations: The consultation period runs from Monday 14 March until 
Monday 25 April 2016.  All representations must be received by 5pm on the closing date.

Where to Inspect the Document: The draft document is available to view on the South 
Worcestershire Development Plan website at: www.swdevelopmentplan.org.  Printed copies 
of the Draft SPD can be viewed and consultation response forms can be collected at:

 Worcester Customer Service Centre at The Hive; Libraries at  St John’s and 
Warndon

 Wychavon Community Contact Centres in Pershore, Evesham and Droitwich; 
Libraries at Evesham, Droitwich, Pershore and Broadway 

 Malvern Hills Customer Services Centres at Malvern, Tenbury Wells & Upton-upon-
Severn; Libraries at Malvern, Tenbury Wells and Upton-upon-Severn

 How to make a Representation: Representations can be made in the following ways:

 On-line: By completing, and returning by email, an electronic response form 
available from http://www.swdevelopmentplan.org 

 By email: contact@swdevelopmentplan.org
 In writing: To South Worcestershire Development Plan Team, Civic Centre, Queen 

Elizabeth Drive, Pershore, WR10 1PT
Please note that comments made on the document, together with your name, will be 
published by the Council.

Notification of Adoption: Any representations made may be accompanied by a request to 
be notified at a specified address of the adoption of the SPD.

http://www.swdevelopmentplan.org/
http://www.swdevelopmentplan.org/
mailto:contact@swdevelopmentplan.org
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Appendix 2 – Summary of Responses Received and How they have been Considered in the Draft SPD

Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD12 2.9

The reference to Welfare Reform lacks 
context and this would be better served 
linked to the affordability issues set out in SP 
2.7.

Agree this needs a context. Suggest 
rewording 

Change.

Amend para 2.9 to read 

“The recent and proposed “ Welfare 
reforms…have affected households 
…housing  “as it will impact on their 
disposable income, and for example 
their ability to pay for affordable rent 
or service charges as outlined in 
paragraph 2.7 above”.

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD16 3.8

This is a sensible and practical approach 
which is in line with SWDP15 but does appear 
to be in conflict with sub paragraph 3.22 
which reads as being more prescriptive.

It is considered that there needs to be 
some guidance on the split between 
social rent and other forms of affordable 
housing to inform expectations on what 
developer contributions may be sought. 
Para 3.22 reflects para 3 of the reasoned 
justification to SWDP 15, which is also 
based on evidence of types of need from 
the SHMA.

Change. 

Cross reference 3.8 to 3.22

Add to 3.22, after “intermediate 
products.” This will be the starting 
point for negotiations 

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD19 3.22

The 80/20% tenure split is unhelpful given the 
more neutral SWDP 15 policy statement. In 
practice the site specific affordable tenure 
split will be determined by reference to local 
housing need. This is indeed reinforced by the 

Do not agree. There is a difference as to 
what may be viable on a general viability 
assessment of the whole plan policies 
and what can actually be delivered on 
some sites, compared to others. The 

Minor  change, as above: 

Add to 3.22, after “intermediate 
products.” This will be the starting 
point for negotiations
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

penultimate sentence in SP3.25.

Further to this, there is a clear inconsistency 
between this tenure split set out in the 
Affordable Housing SPD and that referred to 
in the South Worcestershire CIL Viability 
Update (January 2016). Paragraph 3.17 on 
Page 27 of this latest CIL Viability Update 
confirms that the evidence base that 
informed the South Worcestershire 
Development Plan (and in turn policy SWDP 
15) was predicated on a 70/30% split. If any 
reference is made to a tenure split then it 
should be this percentage that is referenced 
as the starting point.

viability study tested 70%/ 30% split in 
the round, but the need for social 
housing units is very high, and it is 
therefore the Councils’ preference as a 
starting point, as evidenced in the 
reasoned justification (para 3) to SWDP 
15, and that this level is sometimes 
delivered on certain sites.

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD25 5.16 This developer right has now ended and this 
section can now be omitted.

Agree that this paragraph can now be 
omitted.

Change.

 Delete para 5.16

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD26 Appen
dix 3

The financial contribution formula is 
unworkable as the reference to “50% grant 
rate” has no meaning in practice. Formula 
components of land cost, build cost, and 10% 
associated fees are correct but the deduction 
from these total costs should be the price that 
a Registered Provider can afford to pay. What 
they can afford to pay is well evidenced in 
their regular purchase of S106 affordable 

Agree this needs to be clarified. 
Appendix 3 is deleted, as it refers to 
small sites, although the financial 
formula is added to Appendix 5 

Change.

Delete Appendix 3. Transfer Appendix 
3 financial formula to Appendix 5. 
Amend reference to 50% grant to 
“reduce by 50% to allow for RP 
Contribution
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

stock and will of course vary according to 
whether the tenure is social rent, affordable 
rent or shared ownership. So at the very least 
the bottom of the formula should have no 
reference to “50% grant rate” and this should 
be replaced with “less Registered Provider bid 
price” and it would then be the residual 
amount that would be the commuted sum 
financial payment. The accompanying text 
should make it clear that different tenures 
will have an impact on the amount that a 
Registered Provider will be able to bid. These 
suggested changes also have an impact on the 
worked example in APPENDIX 5.

Natural 
England AHSPD2 Do not wish to comment. Noted. No change

Ms
Doreen
Graham AHSPD31 Genera

l

There are two categories of affordable 
housing – to buy and to rent.  My main 
concern is the lack of affordable rental 
accommodation in Malvern.  I believe there 
needs to be more social housing for rent 
rather than affordable homes to buy.

There is a brownfield site adjacent to the site 
of the former Malvern Wells station off 
Peachfield Road.  This site has formerly has 
had planning for approx. 20 properties and 

Noted. The scheme has had planning 
permission for a number of years but 
has not been implemented, partly we 
believe because of viability issues, and 
therefore it may not   be able to finance 
a full affordable housing scheme on the 
site. The site is however allocated for 
housing development in the SWDP- Ref 
SWDP 52m

No change
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

was on the market with Pughs for several 
years.  The site was never sold and at present 
is derelict, open to fly-tipping and bonfires.  I 
believe this would be an ideal location for 
social housing as there is already some 
infrastructure in this area.

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD37 2.13 Policy SWDP 14 is relevant to all schemes of 5 
or more dwellings.

Noted, although SWDP 14 Market 
Housing Mix does not seek to deliver 
affordable housing.

No change

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD36 2.12

SWDP objective "B3: To maximise 
opportunities to deliver affordable Housing"; 
this will not be met if the implementation of 
the affordable housing policy restricts the 
delivery of housing due to the impact of the 
policy on the viability of schemes.

Noted and agree. That is why viability is 
a consideration in the delivery of 
affordable housing.

No change

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD35 2.7

The delivery of more houses improves 
affordability. The affordability issue raised is 
an indicator of a shortage of homes within an 
area. Therefore, in situations where the 
provision of affordable housing is either 
unviable or inappropriate due to the nature of 
the development, granting planning 
permission with reduced or no affordable 
housing or a different tenure mix would still 
assist in addressing the issue of affordability 
in the area.

Noted. Affordability ratios (earnings to 
house prices/ rents) in south 
Worcestershire are some of the highest 
in the West Midlands and however 
many new homes are built, they will still 
be beyond the financial reach of those in 
most housing need. Not delivering any 
affordable housing on sites will not help 
such people, but there is scope to 
reduce or waive contributions on 
viability grounds, as set out .

No change
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD41 3.8

This paragraph should be amended to better 
reflect SWDP 15 B and should include 
references to specific site and location factors 
and development viability.

Noted. The SPD relates to the policy 
interpretation in general, not site 
specifics, which are pertinent to each 
individual proposal.

No change

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD42 3.9

This should be amended to reflect the 
wording of policy SWDP 15 C that states that 
off-site contributions may be acceptable 
where a robust justification exists.

Noted. The actual policy under Bi), ii) 
and iii) requires provision on-site. The 
exceptions to on-site delivery are 
outlined in the following para 3.10.  3.9 
merely reflects the expectation that for 
most sites that it will be on site.

No change.
Although we will refer to new 
interpretation of SWDP 15, as regards 
small sites.

Fortis Living AHSPD29 4.3(d)

Likewise 4.3(d) should be expanded to 
recommend in curtilage parking for all 
affordable dwellings (excluding flats).  This is 
linked to 4.4 where, generally, schemes will 
not be supported where the affordable 
homes offered are ‘overlooking large areas of 
courtyard parking’’. 

Agree that this can be added as a 
preference.

Change. At 4.3(d) , add new sentence 
at end “ The preference will be for in 
curtilage parking where appropriate”.

And add web  link to Worcestershire 
County Council car parking standards

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD32 2.2
The definition of affordable housing should 
allow for amendments currently being 
brought forward such as Starter Homes.

Whilst the Government has consulted on 
an intention to include starter homes 
within the definition of affordable 
housing, the consultation has only 
recently closed, and the National 
Planning Policy Framework definition 
has not been changed. The SPD relates 
to current policy, and therefore cannot 
anticipate such a change.

No change
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD30 Genera
l

 Raises concern that the SPD as written 
creates significant concerns regarding the 
implementation of SWDP15 which would not 
comply with paragraph 173 of the NPPF.  Also 
makes reference to the NPPG and the need 
for planning obligations to be viable.

Refers to the Three Dragons Toolkit and the 
importance of its use when testing viability.  
Suggests that a zero target for affordable 
homes might be necessary for town centre 
flatted schemes to be viable.

In relation to the SPD a number of specific 
points are made which are also raised in the 
more detailed representations and have not 
therefore been summarised as part of this 
representation.

Noted. The South Worcestershire 
Councils believe the SPD is consistent 
with para 173 of the NPPF, and has 
taken account of policy and viability 
evidence that has been recently tested 
at examination. However,  viability can 
still be tested on individual proposals, as 
outlined in the policy SWDP 15 F

No change

Fortis Living AHSPD28 4.3(c)

With regard to 4.3(c) we would prefer more 
flexibility on this point, our preference is for 
small clusters of affordable housing to a 
maximum of 12 dwellings, rather than groups 
of 10-12 dwellings. 

Noted. We will make this paragraph 
more flexible- as some have requested 
larger clusters and clearly it has to relate 
to management practices and site 
specifics- although the concept of 
clusters is still valid.

Change:

Amend last sentence of para 4.3 c)  to 
read : “Clusters of 10-12 dwellings 
have worked well in the past, but this 
will depend on management practices 
of the Registered Provider, and site 
specific requirements of the housing 
scheme.”
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD24 5.15
Deferred or Phased Planning Obligations are 
not considered appropriate for a single phase 
development.

Noted, but 5.15 does refer to the 
plural "phases", as it is agreed that 
generally phased obligations may not be 
appropriate on single phase 
development.

No change

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD23 4.3(c)

Specified clusters of between 10-12 dwellings 
seems overly prescriptive. It is suggested that 
clusters up to a maximum of 15 dwellings 
could be the stated preference with scope to 
increase this if necessary to meet the 
management requirements of the Registered 
Provider.

 Noted. We will make this paragraph 
more flexible- as some have requested 
larger clusters and clearly it has to relate 
to management practices and site 
specifics- although the concept of 
clusters is still valid

Change:

Amend last sentence of para 4.3 c)  to 
read : “Clusters of 10-12 dwellings 
have worked well in the past, but this 
will depend on management practices 
of the Registered Provider, and site 
specific requirements of the housing 
scheme.”

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD22 3.37

The final sentence is a rather sweeping 
statement about the respective viability of 
affordable housing provision on extra care 
schemes compared with a sheltered housing 
equivalent. This statement either needs to be 
fully referenced or alternatively omitted as it 
is misleading. At the very least the phrase 
“may be” should be inserted at the end of the 
sentence.

Agree to insert the words "may be"  at 
end of para 3.37, thus:

"The viability studies undertaken 
alongside the SWDP have shown that 
whereas affordable housing on "extra 
care" development sites may not be 
viable, generally, affordable housing on 
sheltered housing sites is may be viable.

Change:

Amend last sentence of  para 3.37 to 
read:”..may not be viable, it may be 
viable on sheltered housing schemes. 
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD21 3.36

It is important to highlight that the provision 
of supported/extra care accommodation can 
release under occupied housing whether this 
becomes available for rent or sale.

This isn't really a justification for specific 
extra care schemes as the Councils are 
unable to insist that people downsize. 
Also, whilst the provision of extra care 
housing may encourage the down sizing 
of local residents, it is often the case 
that the new units are occupied by 
people moving to south Worcestershire 
from outside the area, who have greater 
equity to spend.

No change

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD20 3.32

The inclusion of this wording is useful but it is 
clear that in the current grant climate such 
schemes cannot produce 100% affordable 
housing and will require some form of cross 
subsidy. It would be helpful to recognise this 
by amending the wording.

The wording reflects the policy wording 
in SWDP 16, "where viability for 100% 
affordable housing cannot be 
achieved.". The SWDP time frame is to 
2030, and the Government emphasis on 
affordable housing needs and availability 
of subsidy etc. may change over the 
course of the plan.

No change

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD18 3.15

In several places the SPD refers to data from 
the 2012 SHMA when more recent research 
outputs are available from the County Council 
monitoring.

The source for the monitoring is the 
SHMA and the 2011 census. Over time 
the background evidence will be 
updated.

No change

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD17 3.10

One of the main constraints to on-site 
affordable housing provision is currently 
when a Registered Provider is unwilling to 
accept the transfer of a small number of 
affordable units and this should be added to 

Noted. This will vary from RP to RP, and 
so is not necessarily an exception. In the 
current climate when it is challenging to 
deliver any affordable units on smaller 
sites, RPs may be more willing to look at 

No change
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

the list of exceptions. this.

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD15 3.4
Section “v” includes the policy wording 
“equivalent in value”. This phrase requires full 
explanation elsewhere in the SPD.

Agree that this needs to be clarified. 

Add new sentence at the end to read: “ 
Equivalent in value” means that the 
commuted sum should be equivalent in 
value to the cost of providing 20% of the 
dwellings on site”. Appendix 5 gives 
examples of the costs taken into 
account.

Change:

Add new sentence at the end of para 
3.4 v. to read: “Equivalent in value” 
means that the commuted sum should 
be equivalent in value to the cost of 
providing 20% of the dwellings on site. 
The sum will be payable on completion 
of the development”. 

Appendix 5 gives examples of the costs 
taken into account.

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD55 5.14

Needs to take into account NPPF para 173 
and 205 and NPPG Paragraph: 019 Reference 
ID: 10-019-20140306. If a scheme is unviable 
with affordable housing provision then it 
should be granted without.

The content of para 5.14 is not contrary 
to the NPPF or the NPPG on this matter, 
it is not considered necessary to state 'If 
a scheme is unviable with affordable 
housing provision then it should be 
granted without.'

No change

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD14 2.24

The 2012 SHMA does not have any significant 
conclusions for older people’s housing apart 
from highlighting the anticipated 
demographic changes. This section of the SPD 
makes no mention of the Worcestershire 
Extra Care Strategy and this is a major 
omission.

Agree. Although reference to the 
Worcestershire Extra Care Housing 
Strategy is made ( in Appendix 1(e) more 
references could be made to it in the 
body of the text  in the section on SWDP 
20, Housing to Meet the Needs of Older 
People.  Para 3.37 makes it clear that the 
SPD relates to the provision of 

Change. 

Add reference to WCC Extra Care 
Strategy in para 2.22

Add a summary of the extra Care 
Strategy after para 3.34 (new 
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

affordable housing through the 
development planning system, and not 
through the County Council social care 
strategies, even if the two are related.

paragraph 3.42 and 3.43 inserted)

Add reference to the Key Evidence 
documents in Appendix 1,after g), 
inserted at h)

Add definition of Extra Care Housing to 
the glossary.

Fortis Living AHSPD27 Genera
l

Fortis Living broadly supports the content of 
the Draft Affordable Housing SPD. Noted. No change

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD13 2.22

There remains a significant reliance on the 
findings of the 2012 SHMA but as this 
document was based on data for 2010 – 2011 
its evidential weight has diminished.  
Moreover the most recent County Council 
SHMA monitoring (July 2014 publication) was 
based on 2012- 2013 data so is itself 3 years 
out of date.

Clearly evidence bases will date. A SHMA 
update will be commissioned to inform 
any review of the Plan.  Other 
background information, as listed can 
also help define needs. Para 2.23 refers 
to updating the data from time to time.

No change

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD11 2.8

There is reference to “these waiting lists” but 
no apparent link to the preceding sub 
paragraph. If the link is to the waiting lists 
mentioned in SP 2.6 this should be clearly 
indicated. The ranking of family households 
over single households may be confusing in 
that the dominant demand remains focused 
on 1 and 2 bedroom affordable 
accommodation and it would perhaps be 

Noted. The needs requirement will be 
different depending on the location of 
the development and the affordable 
housing needs at the time. The SHMA 
can give some guidance but will not be 
specific for each site. Some minor 
amended wording should clarify.

Change:

At para 2.8 Amend sentence to read:
“Evidence of need from the waiting 
lists, and other data shows that the 
household type most frequently 
requiring affordable housing is family 
households followed by single 
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appropriate to clarify that the needs are 
driven by single persons, couples and small 
families.

households.”

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD10 2.5

The final sentence confirms that there are 
8,140 affordable dwellings required over the 
Plan period within South Worcestershire. SP 
2.14 appears to state that the figure is 8,800 
up to the year 2030. The difference between 
these figures needs to corrected or explained.

 

 

Both paragraphs do explain what the 
figures relate to, and there is no error. 
The figure of 8,140 affordable dwellings 
in para 2.5 relates to unmet need over 
the plan period, as stated. The figure of 
8,800 dwellings in para 2.14 relate to the 
proposed supply through the SWDP 
policies and site allocations. 

No change

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD9 2.2
This is the existing definition from Annex 2 of 
the NPPF which the Government is seeking to 
change.

The definition of affordable housing has 
not yet been changed by the 
Government. The SPD reflects the 
adopted policy and the associated 
definition as contained in the current 
version of the NPPF.

No change

Greenlight 
Developmen
ts Limited

AHSPD8 Genera
l

The draft Affordable Housing SPD has been 
issued for consultation whilst the 
Government is seeking comment both on 
proposed changes to national planning policy 
and the Housing and Planning Bill. In this 
context the issue of the draft Affordable 
Housing SPD is considered premature.

The Government has been seeking 
changes to affordable housing 
contributions on small sites since 
November 2014, and on starter homes 
since March 2015, and on other changes 
through the Housing and Planning Act, 
the regulations for which are not yet 
made. The Councils cannot delay 

Change. 

See changes relating to new 
paragraphs 3.5-3.6, paras 3.15-18 and 
5.2 , which reflect the agreed 
interpretation for policy SWDP 15 now 
approved at all three South 
Worcestershire Councils as  regards the 
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aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

publication of the SPD for such extensive 
national policy changes where they are 
not yet made. The aspects of national 
policy that have changed are now 
explained in the SDP- such as the 
interpretation of SWDP 15 now that the 
Written Ministerial Statement 
(November 2014) that small sites should 
not contribute to affordable housing has 
been reinstated. See amended 
paragraph 3.6 and refer to Appendix 5

Written Ministerial Statement of 28th 
November 2014, that affordable 
housing contributions are not to be 
collected on sites below 10 dwellings, 
or below 5 dwellings in the Designated 
Rural Areas.

Also see new Appendices 3, and 6 
which provide information of the 
Designated Rural Areas in Malvern Hills 
and Wychavon districts, and the 
operation of the Vacant Buildings 
Credit.

Bloor Homes 
(Western) 
Ltd

AHSPD7 5.16

Paragraph 5.16 refers to the right for 
developers to make an application to modify 
an affordable housing requirement secured 
via a Section 106 agreement.  However, in a 
recent announcement by DCLG, Ministers 
have now decided not to extend the 
mechanism after 30 April 2016.  This SPD will 
need to reflect this.

Agree that this paragraph should now be 
deleted.

Change. 

Delete para 5.16

Blue Cedar 
Homes Ltd AHSPD33 3.42

Requiring affordable housing from retirement 
developments (C3) will be to constrain the 
delivery of schemes. This assertion is 
supported by para 018 of the NPPG.

Whilst (Blue Cedar Homes) are supportive of 

Noted. The viability of C2 housing has 
been tested and the C2 part of any 
mixed C2 scheme will be exempt. As 
stated, the need for more housing for 
the elderly is critical, and this also covers 
the need for affordable housing for the 

No change.
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Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

the need to seek affordable housing, the 
policies should perhaps acknowledge that 
where a proposed development addresses a 
specific local need, such as retirement 
housing, it may be appropriate to seek an 
alternative to on-site affordable provision 
through, for example, an off-site financial 
contribution.

It is imperative that when determining 
affordable housing thresholds, the authority 
completes an accurate development scenario 
for specialist accommodation for the elderly 
to ascertain whether it can support the same 
level as open market. Blue Cedar Homes 
consider that ‘C3 Sheltered/Retirement 
Housing’ should be explicitly exempt from 
providing on-site affordable housing.

SWC should take heed of the ‘Retirement 
Housing Study’ prepared by Knight Frank in 
2014. As a minimum, the local authorities’ 
should look at the contribution a C2 use class 
provides. Blue Cedar Homes believe that a 
housing scheme which provides a real need 
for specialist housing, such as retirement 
dwellings, should be exempt, similar to the C2 
use class. It should also be recognised that by 
providing this type of housing for the elderly 

elderly on low incomes. The Councils 
cannot insist that people downsize, and 
some new C2 units will be occupied by 
people moving to south Worcestershire 
from outside the area, who have greater 
equity to spend.
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to downsize, larger homes would become 
vacant. 

Gleeson 
Strategic 
Land Ltd and 
Welbeck 
Strategic 
Land LLP

AHSPD65 2.2

Starter Homes – should be considered as part 
of this document. It is considered important 
that the document is redrafted in a 
sufficiently flexible manner to enable this 
form of provision to count towards affordable 
housing provision.

Currently the PPG states that: The 
exception site policy enables 
applications for development for Starter 
Homes on under-used or unviable 
industrial and commercial land that has 
not been currently identified for 
housing.  It also encourages local 
planning authorities not to seek section 
106 affordable housing and tariff-style 
contributions that would otherwise 
apply. The definition of affordable 
housing as given in Annex 2 of the NPPF 
has not yet been amended to include 
starter homes, therefore the SPD does 
not include them and will require 
amendment when further detail is 
agreed at a national level.. 

Change.  

Insert new para  after 2.4 to read:

Starter Homes

The Government has consulted on an 
intention to include “starter homes”  
within the definition of affordable 
housing, but the consultation has only 
recently closed, and the Framework 
definition has not yet been changed. 
The SPD relates to current policy, and 
therefore cannot anticipate such a 
change. The SWC will therefore not 
seek a contribution to affordable 
housing or other tariff style 
contributions on starter homes on 
under-used or unviable industrial and 
commercial land that has not been 
currently identified for housing as per 
the PPG (national planning policy 
guidance). 

Bloor Homes 
(Western) AHSPD6 2.2 The Government are currently exploring the 

provision of starter homes as a requirement 
Currently the PPG states that: The 
exception site policy enables 

Change.  
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Ltd and this category could fall within the 
definition of affordable housing.  If this is the 
case, this will have implications for the way in 
which section 2 of the SPD is currently 
drafted.

applications for development for Starter 
Homes on under-used or unviable 
industrial and commercial land that has 
not been currently identified for 
housing.  It also encourages local 
planning authorities not to seek section 
106 affordable housing and tariff-style 
contributions that would otherwise 
apply. The definition of affordable 
housing as given in Annex 2 of the NPPF 
has not yet been amended to include 
starter homes, therefore the SPD does 
not include them within the definition, 
and will require amendment when 
further detail is agreed at a national 
level.

Insert new para  after 2.4 to read:

Starter Homes

The Government has consulted on an 
intention to include “starter homes”  
within the definition of affordable 
housing, but the consultation has only 
recently closed, and the Framework 
definition has not yet been changed. 
The SPD relates to current policy, and 
therefore cannot anticipate such a 
change. The SWC will therefore not 
seek a contribution to affordable 
housing or other tariff style 
contributions on starter homes on 
under-used or unviable industrial and 
commercial land that has not been 
currently identified for housing as per 
the PPG (national planning policy 
guidance).

Bloor Homes 
(Western) 
Ltd

AHSPD5 5
Sets out that the comments are made in the 
context of policy SWDP15 and the client's 
interest in land at Temple Laugherne.  

Comments are noted and support is 
welcomed.

No change
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Supports the carrying forward of the viability 
test from SWDP15 into part 5 of the SPD.

Office of Rail 
and Road AHSPD1 The Office of Rail and Road has no comment 

to make on this particular document. Comments are noted. No change

Rentplus AHSPD4 4.3

  Design Standards 

The Council’s guidance at paragraph 4.3 is 
now outdated. Lifetime Homes standards 
have been replaced with the optional national 
technical standards, most relevantly here Part 
M4(2) and (3) relating to accessibility, and 
internal space. The Council are unable to 
introduce new housing standards through an 
SPD as has been made clear by the 
Government. If the Council wishes to 
implement the national technical standards 
regarding accessibility and the Nationally 
Described Space Standards it must undertake 
a review of local need, and viability test the 
impact the introduction of the standards 
would have on deliverability of housing. Such 
standards may only be introduced through a 
Local Plan policy, and so references in this 
paragraph to housing standards should be 
removed in their entirety.

The Council is aware that any standards 
that are different to building regulations 
requirements can only be introduced via 
new local plan policy. We are not 
suggesting any new standards, as the 
Government advice on this came out too 
late for any local standard to be 
incorporated in the SWDP.  It is 
acknowledged that Lifetime Homes 
standard is not compulsory. That does 
not mean that Lifetime Homes standards 
cannot be encouraged.

No change

Carmel 
Southend AHSPD34 2.4 Reference should also be made to the findings 

regarding the difficulties of delivery without 
This is covered in Section 5 Financial 
Considerations, but is not relevant to 

No change
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Ltd undermining development viability 
(paragraph 3 of the Justification to policy 
SWDP 15).

this section which covers the definition 
of affordable housing.

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd AHSPD71 Appen

dix 3

The proposed 50 per cent notional grant rate 
will be a significant disincentive to 
development. In our experience, grant rates 
in the region of 20 – 30 per cent are realistic 
and defensible. 

Agree that the reference to the “grant” 
should be clarified- but no change to the 
50%, as this has not been objected to by 
registered Providers, and is based on 
common practice.

Change.

Delete Appendix 3. Transfer Appendix 
3 financial formula to Appendix 5. 
Amend reference to 50% grant to 
“reduce by 50% to allow for RP 
Contribution

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD39 3.7

This should be amended to the following: 
Adjacent land in the ownership of the 
applicant may be counted in for threshold 
purposes where it forms or could form part of 
a larger site which has reasonable prospects 
of delivering additional housing units within a 
reasonable timeframe. This is to prevent 
unrealistic expectations regarding affordable 
housing provision on sites where the 
remainder of the site may not come forward 
for housing within the life of the plan.

Noted. If the adjacent site is considered 
not to be deliverable in the timeframe of 
the plan, agree this will not be relevant- 
but it has to be a judgement at the time 
an application is considered on adjacent 
land- and the paragraph just states "may 
be counted". However, it would be 
useful to cross reference this to the 
relevant part of the policy.

Change.  

At para 3.7, after 

“a larger site”, insert “- see SWDP 15 
criterion A” .

Carmel 
Southend AHSPD38 3.4 Policy SWDP 15 B states "having regard to the 

sliding scale" but also that "the number, size, 
Noted. This aspect is covered in the rest 
of the section, concerning changes to 

Changes
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Ltd type, tenure and distribution of affordable 
dwellings to be provided will be subject to 
negotiation, dependent on recognised local 
housing need, specific site and location 
factors and development viability".

the interpretation of SWDP 15 . This  relates to the new paragraphs 
3.5-3.6, paras 3.15-18  and 5.2,which 
reflect the agreed interpretation for 
policy SWDP 15 now approved at all 
three South Worcestershire Councils as  
regards the Written Ministerial 
Statement of 28th November 2014, that

Mr
Marcus
Cleaver

AHSPD67 Genera
l

You make no reference to residencies formed 
by conversion of non-residential buildings.

Although this element of provision is a minor 
one in the overall scheme of things, it can 
make an important contribution to especially 
urban housing provision.#

This form of provision is usually more 
expensive than normal housing, and I 
consider the requirements of this SPD will 
have an adverse effect on conversions.

I suggest that 10% is a more reasonable rate 
of contribution.

Another thing – your appendix 3 is not at all 
clear – except perhaps to the people who 
wrote it!  To what does the 50% grant rate 

The SPD, at para 3.10, advises that on-
site provision may not be appropriate 
for e.g. conversion of buildings to 
residential. The SPD (and policy 
SWDP15) also make it clear that where 
there are demonstrated viability issues 
that this can result in a lower provision 
of affordable housing. It is considered 
that these two issues are adequately 
covered in the SPD. 

Appendix 3 has now been incorporated 
into Appendix 5 where the terminology 
used, namely 50% grant rate, is revised 
to reflect that it is discounting the total 
cost per unit by 50% rather than 
reference to grant rate. 

Change

Delete Appendix 3. Transfer Appendix 
3 financial formula to Appendix 5. 
Amend reference to 50% grant to 
“reduce by 50% to allow for RP 
Contribution



27

Consultee Comment 
ID
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refer? And why does it end stating the 
contribution rate is £62,555.00 .

Halkin 
Developmen
t Limited AHSPD70 3.32

Allowing some private sale on exception sites 
alongside the affordable provision encourages 
landholders to release land with a moderately 
enhance value. As an example, South 
Derbyshire District Council has had significant 
success in achieving rural targets via this 
method.

SWDP16 and the SPD (at para 3.32) 
already allows this cross-subsidisation.

No change.

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD43 3.10

The number of dwellings to be provided on 
the alternative site or by a financial 
contribution or commuted sum needs to take 
into account the viability of the scheme and it 
should be clearly stated here. The commuted 
sum should be based on the equivalent gain 
from not providing onsite affordable housing 
(see Three Dragons approach for Luton 
Borough Council Viability Study).

The Councils’ approach to the provision 
of affordable dwellings off-site is 
covered in Appendix 5, which is cross 
referenced in the last sentence of 3.10.

No change

Gleeson 
Strategic 
Land Ltd and 
Welbeck 
Strategic 
Land LLP

AHSPD64 4.3

Understand why SPD states design should be 
tenure blind, but in order to ensure that these 
properties will be appropriately integrated, it 
may be the case that different types of 
market and affordable units are proposed in 
proximity to one another. This should not be 
seen as a negative thing, as it promotes 
variety as part of proposals, adding to the 

Generally, it is considered that the 
design of the units should be tenure 
blind and as there would be smaller 
market units as well as larger ones it is 
not considered that it would be 
problematic to achieve this. Two 
bedroom affordable flats are considered 
undesirable because they may be 
occupied by families with young children 

Change

Amend 4.3b to read: 

2 bedroom affordable properties “are 
preferred to be built as houses rather 
than flats because they are likely to 
accommodate…””.
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character of the area.

Lack of evidence for stating that no two bed 
affordable flats will be allowed, particularly as 
GI requirements will enable access to green 
spaces and larger sites will also include play 
areas.   

Clustering is welcomed but suggests caution 
over prescribing maximum size and suggests 
reference to clusters of 10-12 dwellings 
is deleted and that the dispersion strategy will 
be agreed with the Council through the 
planning application process.

because of the welfare reform changes 
that restrict under-occupation. Despite 
the policy requirements for GI and other 
open space, such as play areas, it is 
considered that a private amenity area is 
required for accommodation for 
families, particularly for those with 
young children who require access to 
secure gardens, and therefore this 
should be designed in at the initial 
stages. 

Noted that clustering is welcomed. The 
concerns regarding reference to groups 
of 10 -12 are understood but it is 
considered that guidance on cluster 
numbers should be included in the SPD. 
If the circumstances of the site suggest a 
different cluster number would be more 
appropriate then the current wording of 
the SPD does not prevent this. 

 

Amend last sentence of para 4.3 c)  to 
read : “Clusters of 10-12 dwellings 
have worked well in the past, but this 
will depend on management practices 
of the Registered Provider, and site 
specific requirements of the housing 
scheme.”

Mrs
Lynn
Denham

AHSPD78 3.10

Para 3.10 Lack of public transport provision 
may be an appropriate criterion for allowing a 
developer off providing on-site affordable 
housing.  However, there is a severe, 
continuing decline in public transport 

Noted. The determination of 
applications for housing  does take into 
account the level of accessibility to local 
facilities and bus services and whether 
the site is considered in a suitable 

No change 
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provision, following sequential annual 
cutbacks in Worcestershire County Council 
bus support and First Bus route reductions in 
April 2016.  This means that fewer and fewer 
sites are accessible to non-car owners.  Will 
the policy accommodate/encourage the 
increased numbers of affordable homes 
which will be required, as a consequence, in 
accessible areas?  How are the strategic 
transport issues addressed in SWDP, so that 
reasonable public transport systems are 
maintained?

location for affordable housing; and if 
not then off-site financial contributions 
can be sought, e.g. for barn conversions 
in more remote locations. However, it is 
not possible to seek a higher level of 
affordable housing on other sites to 
compensate, above the percentage 
sought in SWDP15. Additional sites can 
come forward through e.g. rural 
exception sites policy SWDP16. 

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD44 3.11 The wording does not reflect that of SWDP 15 
D.

SWDP 15 D requires "secure 
arrangements" to be put in place to 
ensure that the affordable housing will 
remain affordable, or the subsidy 
recycled.

It is considered that this can only be 
assured through a binding legal 
agreement. However, as there are two 
parts to SWDP 15 D, we suggest the 
wording is changed to:

3.11 Under section SWDP 15 D, for sites 
outside of the city or the towns, 
applicants for planning permission will 
need to demonstrate that the housing 

Change.

Amend para  3.11 to read:

“Under section SWDP 15 D, for sites 
outside of the city or the towns, 
applicants for planning permission will 
need to demonstrate that the housing 
will remain permanently affordable or 
the subsidy recycled, and for sites  
outside the city or towns, available to 
meet the continuing needs of local 
people. This will require a binding legal 
agreement, as explained in para 4.1”.
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will remain permanently affordable or 
the subsidy recycled, and for 
sites outside the city or towns, available 
to meet the continuing needs of local 
people. This will require a binding legal 
agreement, as explained in para 4.1.

 

 

 

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD45 3.13

This paragraph does not take into account the 
situation that a RP doesn’t want to take the 
site (potentially due to site specific factors or 
management costs).

This paragraph is advising applicants to 
seek out a registered provider in the first 
instance, to see if they wish to deliver 
the affordable housing. This is generally 
considered to be the easiest approach 
for most developers/ builders. This does 
not preclude an applicant from 
delivering affordable housing 
themselves if they meet the physical and 
legal requirements. If there are site 
specific constraints, this will form part of 
the discussions/ negotiations, and may 
lead to off- site provision, or financial 
contributions in lieu of on-site provision, 
as outlined elsewhere in the SPD.

No change
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Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD46 3.14

What about private rented sector? The NPPG 
under the heading Viability and Decision 
Taking (Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 10-018-
20150326) states that some privately rented 
homes can come from purpose built schemes 
held in single ownership which are intended 
for long term rental. The economics of such 
schemes differ from build to sale and should 
be determined on a case by case basis. To 
help ensure these schemes remain viable 
while improving the diversity of housing to 
meet local needs, LPAs should consider the 
appropriate level of planning obligations, 
including for affordable housing.

Background evidence in the SHMA has 
not shown private renting to be 
generally affordable to those in housing 
need in South Worcestershire. This will 
be monitored, but it is not seen as a 
substitute for social or affordable rent.

No change

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD47 3.34

Given the significant increase predicated in 
the number of over 65s, schemes for housing 
for this age group should be exempt from 
affordable housing requirements to 
encourage development. Use class C2 does 
count towards OAN and is important for 
freeing up stock.

At the SWDP hearings the SWCs argued 
that C2 housing could contribute 
towards OAHN, by freeing up existing C3 
housing but this argument was not 
accepted by the Inspector. The viability 
studies have shown that it is viable to 
ask for affordable housing on the C3 
element of mixed C2/C3 schemes. Many 
of the over 65's age group who require 
specialist housing will be in affordable 
housing need The Councils cannot insist 
that people downsize, and some new C2 
units will be occupied by people moving 
to south Worcestershire from outside 

No change. 
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the area, who have greater equity to 
spend.

Worcestersh
ire County 
Council

AHSPD40 4.3

Section 4.3 (d) car parking standards set as 
the same as open market housing. The 
document currently has no indication as to 
what these are. 
http://www.swdevelopmentplan.org/?page_i
d=10027 needs a reference to a source for the 
standards or short summation of what the 
standards are.

Affordable housing is identified for the 
proportion of the population unable to afford 
market led rents or house prices. Affordable 
housing tenants are potentially more reliant 
on public transport and also should be 
encouraged to walk and/or cycle. Access to 
these facilities should be a high consideration 
and work with the WCC as the Highways 
Authority on this matter is very important 
throughout the development process WCC 
asks for any future affordable housing sites 
that we are engaged early to allow any issues 
/ projects to be identified in a timely manner.

Noted. As regards car parking, the 
Councils will be guided by WCC 
standards- so we can refer to the WCC 
webpage for this

Agree need for good accessibility. This is 
dealt with by SWDP 2 Development 
Strategy and Settlement Hierarchy, 
requiring most development to be 
focussed on the urban areas where both 
housing needs and accessibility to lower 
cost public services are greatest. 

As the County Council are a statutory 
consultee on most planning applications 
for housing, the current planning 
application processes should ensure 
good communication with WCC.

Change

Provide web link to reference to WCC 
car parking information.

http://www.wychavon.gov.uk/docume
nts/10586/1811948/APPENDIX+-
+Interim+Parking+Standards+Adopted.
pdf/e603f396-028a-4db1-ba09-
9f9326076b77

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD84 2.22b)

2.22 b) references using Parish and Town 
Council housing needs surveys as part of the 
key evidence base. It should be noted that 

The date and response rate of the 
Parish/Town Council housing needs 
survey will be taken into account, but 

No change
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these usually have a low response rate and 
are often out of date so weight should only be 
carries where they are recent and of good 
quality.

they are still a valuable source of 
information on local housing need.

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD49 3.39

The reference to Lifetime Homes Standards 
should be removed from the SPD as it relates 
to wider housing policy and not specifically to 
Affordable Housing Provision.

The paragraph merely brings attention 
to the Lifetime Homes standard, but 
there is no policy that insists on this 
standard. Affordable housing is part of 
wider housing policy, so the reference is 
still relevant, and perhaps more so in 
that affordable housing is required to be 
more attuned to disability and age 
related needs.

No change

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD50 3.42

The wording currently states that "affordable 
housing contributions will be required on the 
C3 dwelling proposals, in line with the 
thresholds in SWDP 15 B." The use of the 
word "will" sets a more stringent position 
than that within the planning policy (where 
"should" is used). The paragraph should be 
amended to comply with the policy and also 
make it clear that specific site and location 
factors and development viability will be 
taken into consideration.

Agree to change will to "should", as ..."in 
that affordable housing contributions 
will should be required  on the C3 
dwelling proposals.."

Location and viability considerations are 
dealt with elsewhere in the SPD.

Change

 At para 3.42, 7th line, delete “will” and 
replace with “should”.

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD51 4.4
This paragraph should clarify that it would not 
apply to schemes formed entirely or almost 
entirely of flatted development above 

The issue is one of safeguarding the 
amenity of those in affordable dwellings. 
So in some cases, flatted development No change
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commercial units. over commercial units may not be 
suitable. In instances where there the 
scheme is for the conversion of floors 
over commercial units to residential the 
preferred approach may be to seek an 
off-site contribution instead. 

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD52 5.1

The statement that "a financial contribution 
will be required" is inconsistent with the 
policy. This should either be altered to "a 
financial contribution may be sought" or 
"subject to viability considerations".

With the reinstatement of the Written 
Ministerial Statement 2014, regarding 
contributions on small sites, this part of 
SWDP 15  policy will be re-interpreted, 
and therefore new wording is 
substituted – see new para 3.5 etc.

Change: 

See changes relating to para new 
paragraphs 3.5-3.6, paras 3.15-18 ,and 
5.2  which reflect the agreed 
interpretation for policy SWDP 15 now 
approved at all three South 
Worcestershire Councils as  regards the 
Written Ministerial Statement of 28th 
November 2014, that affordable 
housing contributions are not to be 
collected on sites below 10 dwellings, 
or below 5 dwellings in the Designated 
Rural Areas.

Also see new Appendices 3, and 6 
which provide information of the 
Designated Rural Areas in Malvern Hills 
and Wychavon districts, and the 
operation of the Vacant Buildings 
Credit.
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Delete para 5.1. 

Amend para 5.2 to take account of 
Written Ministerial Statement that 
allows developer contributions for 
affordable housing  only on sites of 11 
or more dwellings, or 6 or more 
dwellings in Designated Rural Areas.

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD53 5.10

This should be amended to state where the 
LPA can evidence that the provision of 
affordable housing is viable and appropriate 
this may be a reason to recommend refusal of 
an application unless other material 
considerations indicate otherwise.

Disagree. The LPA uses a suitably 
qualified person to examine the majority 
of viability assessments and the 
information received back is usually 
shared with the applicant to give them 
the opportunity to negotiate further 
with the LPA. It is the applicant who has 
to provide the evidence as to why their 
scheme is not policy compliant with 
regard to affordable housing, not the 
other way around.

No change

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD90 3.10

3.10 exemptions to on site provision. This 
paragraph should be opened up to include 
other on site abnormals that may make the 
site unviable such as adverse ground 
conditions or large amounts of infrastructure 
required.

It is not considered that these issues 
need to be listed as the list given in para 
3.10 is not exhaustive, and the examples 
given will be part of the impact on 
viability considerations, as covered in 
bullet point 4 and section 5. 

No change

Carmel 
Southend AHSPD54 5.11 The viability appraisal should include actual or 

estimated costs, abnormal costs, land value, 
Advice from the Malvern Hills and 
Wychavon Councils’ joint legal team 

Change
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Ltd profit (competitive return), legal and sales 
costs, s106 costs (Developer Contributions 
and other), CIL and payment for tenure type.

suggests the wording should be 
amended to read as follows:

a. A quantity surveyor’s cost assessment 
of construction costs.  This should 
include within the report a schedule of 
accommodation with floor areas.

b. Sales Values and Market evidence of 
the sales values used

c. Site value

c. A development and sales programme 
(if relevant)

d. Details of any abnormals and other 
development costs e.g. sales and 
marketing fees, finance costs, s106 costs

e. Developer’s profit

f. The expected Community 
Infrastructure Levy charge showing 
payments required in accordance with 
the instalments policy.

 

 At para 5.11, delete bullets (a) to (e)  
and replace with :

a. A quantity surveyor’s cost 
assessment of construction costs.  This 
should include within the report a 
schedule of accommodation with floor 
areas.

b. Sales Values and Market evidence of 
the sales values used

c. Site value

c. A development and sales 
programme (if relevant)

d. Details of any abnormals and other 
development costs e.g. sales and 
marketing fees, finance costs, s106 
costs

e. Developer’s profit

f. The expected Community 
Infrastructure Levy charge showing 
payments required in accordance with 
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the instalments policy.

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD56 5.15
This helps cash flow but doesn’t get to the 
heart of viability, i.e. will the developer get 
competitive returns?

It is expected and agreed that 
developers should obtain a profit from 
building, but where a scheme is not 
policy compliant with regard to 
affordable housing, the LPA needs to be 
satisfied that the proposal provides as 
much affordable housing as it feasibly 
can and that a developer has been 
realistic about costs and profits. If this 
can be achieved via deferring or phasing 
planning obligations, then this is a 
suggested option to consider. 

No change

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD58 5.17

This is likely to result in complications and 
difficulties with the delivery of housing sites 
and in particular with securing funding for 
developments, by resulting in unnecessary 
additional costs, time delays and uncertainty.

This approach is likely to be used 
occasionally rather than frequently and 
is considered reasonable, particularly for 
larger schemes, where a developer has 
successfully argued that a scheme 
cannot support a policy compliant level 
of affordable housing at that particular 
time. 

No change

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD94 3.26

Dwelling mix and size. 5 bedroom homes are 
not wanted by Housing Associations as they 
are too large and may be subject to the 
bedroom tax.

The paragraph is stressing the need for 1 
and 2 bed properties with less need for 
the larger properties. It is agreed that 
generally few 5 bed affordable houses 

Change

At para 3.26 ...amend to read..” In 
general terms, the greatest 
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are likely to be required and it is 
suggested that the wording of para 3.26 
be amended accordingly.

..., but there is also a need for 3 and 4 
bedroom dwellings and occasionally 5 
bedroom dwellings too.

need is for 1 and 2 bedroom 
dwellings, but there is also a 
need for 3, 4 and occasionally 
5 bedroom dwellings too. 

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD59 Appen
dix 3

The Financial Contribution Formula is overly 
simplified and does not take into account the 
full costs of delivering development including 
external works and infrastructure, site 
abnormals, fees, realistic land values and 
competitive profit levels.

Appendix 3 has now been incorporated 
into Appendix 5 in light of the changes 
brought about by the Written Ministerial 
Statement (WMS) Nov 2014. 

Change 

Incorporate financial formula in 
Appendix 3 into Appendix 5.

Carmel 
Southend 
Ltd

AHSPD60 Appen
dix 5

Option 2 is unrealistic and onerous in terms of 
the demands placed on a developer. Option 3 
for a commuted sum should be more readily 
acceptable and not just in exceptional cases 
as there is no policy justification to prefer 
option 2 over option 3. As currently worded 
this section of the document implies that for 
those sites where on-site provision isn’t 
achievable or desirable the developer needs 
to identify an alternative site where not only 
on site provision is achievable and desirable 
but also where there is a reasonable prospect 
of achieving planning permission. It does not 
take into account the additional costs of 

Disagree. Option 2 is clearly only 
possible if the developer has the 
opportunity to develop an alternative 
site too and this is recognised in the 
current wording of the SPD. Option 3 is 
probably the most likely outcome where 
on-site provision is either not achievable 
or is undesirable. Viability issues can be 
raised through negotiations on the 
commuted sum sought and will require 
the submission of a viability appraisal for 
the LPA to consider. It is not contrary to 
para 173 of the NPPF.

No change
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putting in an application for another site 
together with additional legal costs and off-
site build costs. The commuted sum should be 
based on the gain from not providing onsite 
affordable housing, taking into account 
viability. It is contrary to paragraph 173 of the 
NPPF for the scale of obligations and policy 
burdens to be such that the ability for a site 
to be developed viably is threatened.
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Gleeson 
Strategic 
Land Ltd and 
Welbeck 
Strategic 
Land LLP

AHSPD61 3.22

Tenure Requirements
After introducing the different types of 
affordable housing that are preferred in the 
SWDP area, the SPD sets out a tenure 
requirement for 80% social rented and 20% 
affordable rent to be developed on new 
schemes (paragraph 3.22 refers).
The requirement for this tenure split is taken 
from the latest Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) for the SWDP, prepared 
in February 2012. This document was 
prepared to support the SWDP, however at 
over 4 years old, it is questionable whether 
the SPD can be so reliant on this evidence.
The key affordable housing policy in the 
SWDP is Policy 15: Meeting Affordable 
Housing Needs. Part B of this policy indicates 
that the number, type, tenure and 
distribution will be subject to negotiation 
based on recognised affordable housing need.
The SPD on the other hand attempts to fix 
tenure at an 80/20% split. This is inconsistent 
with the Councils own strategic policy 
(SWDP15) and is not responsive to local 
affordable need.
Though there are clear linkages between the 
three authorities, sharing common themes in 
the housing market, no one area will be the 

It is not agreed that the paragraph 
should be deleted, however, it is agreed 
that the wording could be amended so 
that it indicates that there will be some 
flexibility between the tenures sought, 
but that the preference will be 80% 
social rent/affordable rent and 20% 
intermediate products.  

Change 

At para 3.22,  first sentence, after 
Worcestershire” insert: ”This will be 
the starting point for discussions. “.. 
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same and therefore a blanket affordable 
housing tenure policy is simply not robust. It 
should be the case, as suggested in the 
recently adopted SWDP, that tenure will 
defined on a site by site basis, based on 
negotiations framed around evidence of local 
housing need. This is already a robust position 
and needs no further clarification.
In order for the SPD to remain sufficiently 
flexible, the clause relating to the 80/20 split 
should be removed from the supporting text 
and instead, tenure should be based upon 
discussions with the local authority to 
determine the most appropriate tenure for 
each development proposal. This may also 
present the Councils with a way of achieving 
more affordable units but with a different mix 
of tenure.

Rentplus AHSPD3 2.2

Definition of Affordable Housing 

The Government recently consulted on 
proposals to broaden the planning definition 
of affordable housing to include Starter 
Homes and ‘

Whilst the Government has consulted on 
an intention to include starter homes 
within the definition of affordable 
housing, the consultation has only 
recently closed, and the Framework 
definition has not been changed. The 
SPD relates to current local and national 

No change
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Innovative rent to buy’ housing in order to 
encompass a fuller range of products that can 
support more people into accessing home 
ownership. In light of these proposals it is 
important that the "Definition of Affordable 
Housing" section in the draft Affordable 
Housing SPD is amended to reflect the 
Government’s proposals to widen the 
definition, to ensure that the document is not 
rendered out of date soon after adoption. 
This should specifically include definition of 
Rent to Buy as a separate affordable housing 
tenure. This will also require changes to the 
"Forms of delivering the affordable housing 
on-site

" to enable innovative affordable housing 
products to come forward and ensure the SPD 
is flexible to changing market conditions.

It may be useful for Rentplus to meet with 
relevant planning and housing officers to 
discuss the practical implications of delivering 
Rentplus rent to buy homes as part of the 
overall housing mix across South 
Worcestershire. Such a meeting would enable 
officers to discuss the use of a Memorandum 
of Understanding (MoU) to establish a 
working relationship to provide affordable 

policy, and therefore cannot anticipate 
such a change.

Rent to Buy initiatives may be useful if 
the products can be considered to meet 
affordable housing needs, if the 
definition is changed.
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homes across the joint planning area.

Mrs
Lynn
Denham

AHSPD77 2.7

Para 2.7 states that 31% of households are 
unable to afford 80% market rent for a 1 
bedroom apartment 'affordable home'.  So 
nearly 1,400 households will continue to have 
unmet needs even if 'affordable homes' are 
delivered.

Noted.  Yes (approx 1400 for 
Worcester), unless the affordable 
housing is provided at a lower cost, e.g. 
social rent or Affordable Rent at less 
than 80% market rent. 

No change

Gleeson 
Strategic 
Land Ltd and 
Welbeck 
Strategic 
Land LLP

AHSPD63 3.42

SWDP20 Housing to Meet the Needs of Older 
People
As currently drafted, this policy is confused 
and may pose difficulties to implement. 
Paragraph 3.40 identifies the two uses classes 
that could contribute towards housing for 
older people, C3 (general housing stock) and 
C2 (specialist residential care/extra care).
It is important to note from the outset that 
only C3 uses can contribute towards 
affordable housing. This has been set through 
SWDP15, which includes a footnote to the 
policy

Both SWDP15 and the Affordable 
Housing SPD clearly state that affordable 
housing will only be sought on schemes 
which include C3 dwellings. 

No change

Wellbeck 
Strategic 
Land

AHSPD10
1 5.16

Para 5.16 notes the s106BA provisions 
introduced by the Growth and Infrastructure 
Act 2013. This will need to be amended as the 
provisions have been repealed by 
Government.

Agree that the amended Section 106BA 
of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990, which allowed developers to apply 
to modify affordable housing 
requirement on viability grounds, has 
not been extended beyond 30th April 

Change 

Delete para 5.16
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2016, and therefore this option is not 
now available. We can therefore remove 
this reference from the SPD

Gleeson 
Strategic 
Land Ltd and 
Welbeck 
Strategic 
Land LLP

AHSPD66 5.17

Contingent deferred planning obligations - 
References to CDOs as part of the SPD do not 
offer sufficient detail to indicate that this 
practice can operate effectively in supporting 
developments to come forward. In the 
absence of firmer guidance, it is therefore 
recommended that references to CDOs are 
removed from the SPD.

CDOs have been used by Malvern (e.g.at 
Welland Road, Upton in Malvern Hills 
District (Application No: 13/00009/FUL 
approved 01/09/2014 - appendix 3 of 
S106)) and it is considered that they may 
be used in other instances where the 
level of affordable housing has been 
reduced because of viability reasons. It is 
suggested that further details of CDOs 
are included in para 5.1 such as the total 
level of contributions sought will not 
exceed the policy requirements set out 
in SWDP15, e.g. 40%.

Change.

At para 5.17 add new sentence at end 
of para: “Any subsequent contributions 
sought will not exceed the policy 
requirements set out in SWDP15”.

Halkin 
Developmen
t Limited AHSPD68 3.22

Shared Ownership should be a greater 
proportion of any S106 affordable housing 
requirement, at around 40 per cent. This 
housing product is widely encouraged and 
supported by housing associations, 
developers and lenders, has a flexible entry 
level and is affordable to those on modest 
incomes.

The ratio of 80% social/affordable rent 
to 20% intermediate products reflects 
what is generally required within south 
Worcestershire as indicated by e.g. the 
Worcestershire SHMA. It may be 
appropriate that some schemes have a 
different ratio and this can be 
negotiated at the time of the planning 
application. 

The wording at para 3.22 will be 

Change

At para 3.22, first sentence, after 
Worcestershire” insert: ”This will be 
the starting point for discussions.“.. 
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changed to reflect that the % split is a 
starting point for negotiations.

Harris Lamb AHSPD73 3.22

With respect to paragraph 3.22, affordable 
Rent as opposed to Social Rent is now largely 
the standard and preferred rental model in 
England and Wales. Housing Associations are 
increasingly requiring or preferring Affordable 
Rented properties.

The SPD already refers to both 'social 
rent and/or affordable rent' in para 3.22, 
therefore it is not necessary to make any 
further changes.  No change, other than 
to reflect that the percentage split is a 
starting point for negotiations, as above.

No change

Harris Lamb AHSPD75 Appen
dix 3

The proposed 50 per cent notional grant rate 
will be a significant disincentive to 
development. In our experience, grant rates 
in the region of 20 – 30 per cent are realistic 
and defensible.

The terminology used in appendix 3, 
namely 50% grant rate, is to reflect that 
it is discounting the total cost per unit by 
50% rather than reference to grant rate. 

However, due to national Government 
policy changes (WMS of Nov 2014) to 
the provision of affordable housing 
contributions on small sites, the SWCs 
will no longer be collecting contributions 
on sites below 6 dwellings, and 
therefore Appendix 3 will be removed 
and the relevant remaining parts 
incorporated into Appendix 5.. 

Change 

Delete Appendix 3. Incorporate 
financial formula from Appendix 3 into  
Appendix 5.
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Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD10
6

3.19-
3.23

At paragraph 3.22 the draft AHSPD, which 
refers to the SHMA 2012, sets out a 
‘requirement’ for an 80% ‘Social Rent and / or 
Affordable Rent’ and 20% intermediate 
tenure split.

The SHMA concludes a net need for 18% 
Intermediate and 82% Social Rented 
affordable housing in Wychavon, a 97% Social 
Rent and 3% Intermediate net need in 
Malvern Hills and a 83% Social Rent and 17% 
Intermediate net need in Worcester City. 
(Figure 7.9, SHMA)

Overall a 85% Social Rent and 15% 
Intermediate net need is suggested. 

 

However, a) this assumes that all rented 
housing will be for Social Rent (see the 
concerns raised at Section 4 above) and b) 
this is based on assuming a fixed Intermediate 
housing cost as opposed to recognising that 
such housing can be provided across a range 
of housing costs. Additional up to date 
analysis is required to enable a valid 

The SHMA was produced at a time when 
intermediate products such as 
Affordable Rent, and the Starter Homes 
issues were not significant. These 
products are now promoted more by the 
Government, but the legislation, and the 
change in definition of affordable 
housing relating to low cost ownership ( 
if indeed it turns out to be low cost) was 
not in place ( and still isn't) at the time 
the policy was adopted. Nevertheless, 
the NPPF requires that Local Planning 
Authorities have policies that cater for 
those in affordable housing need ( para 
50).Those in most housing need will not 
benefit from a mix of starter homes and 
intermediate products.

 The SHMA is one piece of evidence, but 
SWDP 15 also refers to "economic 
circumstances, site characteristics, 
development viability, affordability 
levels prevailing at the time a planning 
application is made, availability of public 
subsidy and other planning objectives 
that need to be addressed or funded by 

Change

At para 3.22, first sentence, after 
Worcestershire” insert: ”This will be 
the starting point for discussions.



47

Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

affordable housing tenure approach to be 
determined. 

The process by which the SHMA output is 
arrived at is not clearly presented, but a 
review of the data within the SHMA suggests 
that the conclusions on tenure split is likely to 
under represent the full extent of the 
requirement for Intermediate housing as 
defined in the NPPF. 

The respondee puts forward a detailed 
critique of the SHMA.

The SHMA does not address intermediate 
products in detail such as Affordable Rent and 
Starter Homes

the development."

The SPD is not a vehicle for a detailed 
critique of the SHMA, and as pointed out 
above, this is only one part of the 
evidence base, and it will in any event be 
updated during the plan period, but 
given the low wage/ high rent/ house 
prices in south Worcestershire, the need 
for fully affordable products is only likely 
to rise.

However, the wording at para 3.22 can 
be changed to reflect that the % split is a 
starting point for negotiations.

 

 

Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD10
7 3.24

Paragraph 3.24 of the draft AHSPD seems to 
suggest that the Councils may not support 
extremely high specification schemes or 
schemes which due to site specific 
circumstances will be subject to very high 
service charges on the basis that this will 
prevent service charges that are affordable to 

It is well known that high service charges 
can render some dwellings unaffordable 
to those in housing need, and therefore 
this has to be a consideration in the 
design and delivery of affordable 
housing, just as one takes into account 
the need for car parking and high design 

No change
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households in affordable housing. There is no 
basis for this in adopted Plan policy and in 
such circumstances it would be a logical 
conclusion that there was a robust 
justification for off-site affordable housing 
provision, rather than stalling the scheme 
(and the supply of housing) as a whole.

The paragraph appears to suggest that 
affordable and market housing within the 
same scheme and receiving the same services 
can be subject to different service charges. 
However, the Landlord and Tenant Act of 
1985 precluded the ability for landlords to 
charge differential service charges between 
properties which ‘enjoy’ similar services. In 
this respect any affordable properties on a 
site receiving the same services as the market 
housing will be required to pay the same 
annually occurring charge as they cannot be 
disentangled from the overall service charge 
obligations.

requirements etc. This does not have to 
be spelt out in the policy itself, but is 
legitimate to be addressed in the SPD. 
Paragraph 3.24 says that developers 
should take account of this when 
designing schemes. It should not be 
automatically assumed that if service 
charges could be high, then off-site 
provision is the solution, as there may 
be on-site design solutions available in 
the first instance. The SPD is just 
bringing the issue to developers' 
attention.

Mrs
Lynn
Denham

AHSPD76 2.5

How will this supplementary planning 
document ensure that the identified unmet 
need for 4,509 affordable homes in Worcester 
City (para 2.5) is actually met?

The identified need for affordable 
housing of 8,140 for south 
Worcestershire (4,509 dwellings for 
Worcester City) over the plan period is 
unlikely to be met through new 
development via the planning system. 

No change
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This was recognised and accepted by the 
SWDP Inspector during the Examination 
of the Plan. The SPD will therefore not 
be able to ensure that these identified 
needs are met either, however, it will aid 
decision-makers in how affordable 
housing can be sought on development 
sites.

Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD10
9 3.28

The draft AHSPD refers to a sample 
nominations agreement at paragraph 3.28 – 
the reference does not suggest that 
nominations procedures will be prescribed by 
the Councils, and whilst the sample 
agreement can be provided as a guide, 
national guidance does not enable local 
authorities to prescribe nominations 
procedures.

The Regulatory Framework for Social Housing 
Provision in England (The Homes and 
Communities Agency - March 2012) sets out 
that: 

"Registered providers shall co-operate with 
local authorities’ strategic housing function, 
and their duties to meet identified local 
housing needs. This includes assistance with 
local authorities’ homelessness duties, and 

There is no disagreement that the 
regulations require co-operation 
between the LPA's and Registered 
Providers. The Homes Choice Plus 
approach is an example of that co-
operation. The LPA does not seek to be 
prescriptive, but to point developers in 
the direction of a sample nomination 
agreement if they wish to see what that 
might look like.

No change
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through meeting obligations in nominations 
agreements."

(paragraph 1.1 – emphasis added)

The Regulatory Framework places an 
emphasis upon co-operation and the 
allocation of affordable housing in line with 
nominations ‘agreements’. Development 
proposals for affordable housing should be 
considered within this context.

Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD11
0 4.1

As with the wording in respect of 
nominations, the wording at paragraph 4.1 of 
the draft AHSPD does not appear to be 
seeking to prescribe s106 matters. 
Notwithstanding this it should be noted that, 
whilst the example s106 clauses at Appendix 4 
may be referred to as a guide, the Councils 
should not seek to impose these inflexibly.

It is further noted that the draft AHSPD makes 
no reference to the use of ‘cascade 
mechanisms’ within s106 Agreements to 
enable alternative forms of affordable 
housing to be provided where this becomes 
necessary to enable a scheme to proceed and 
to introduce flexibility. This approach is 
recommended within the recent Ministerial 

The Councils do endeavour to provide 
flexibility in S106 agreements, 
particularly on outline applications by 
requiring that an Affordable Housing 
Scheme is to be agreed in writing with 
the Council prior to commencement of 
development. Where we are agreeing a 
particular mix on a scheme at an outline 
application stage we try to include an 
element of flexibility by including the 
words ‘Unless otherwise agreed in 
writing with the Council, the mix will 
comprise the following property types 
and tenures……..’. This wording allows 
amendments to an agreed mix without 
the need for a deed of variation. We 
would not want to be so flexible that a 

Change:

At appendix 4: Insert  at end

“Unless otherwise agreed in writing 
with the Council, the mix will comprise 
the following property types and 
tenures:



51

Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

Letter to Local Planning Authorities (9th 
November 2015, Rt Hon. Brandon Lewis) and 
it is appropriate for the draft AHSPD to reflect 
this advice.

 

cascade allows the affordable housing to 
be omitted from the scheme altogether 
and a commuted sum paid instead…..as 
the Government policy, and the SWDP 
require on-site provision in most cases.

Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD11
1 4.3a

This section of the draft AHSPD sets out the 
Councils’ preferences in respect of the design 
of affordable homes, including in respect of 
space standards. 

Whilst the draft AHSPD does not appear to be 
seeking to impose such matters it should be 
noted that the HCA no longer specify 
minimum space standards or a Design Quality 
Standard beyond Building Regulations unless 
this has been adopted through Plan policy by 
local authorities in accordance with the NPPG 
Housing Optional Technical Standards. 

Any attempt to impose nationally described 
space standards is subject to evidential 
requirements and should be introduced via 
Local Plan policy. 

As Optional Technical Standards / Nationally 
Described Space Standards have not been 
introduced in Plan policy accordance with 

Noted. The Councils are not seeking to 
prescribe standards through the SPD, as 
there are no standards in the affordable 
housing policies.

No change
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national guidance it is entirely reasonable to 
propose that the affordable housing will be 
constructed in accordance with required 
Building Regulations (as will the market 
housing element). 

Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD11
2 4.3

The Design section of the draft AHSPD 
suggests that the Councils will not accept two 
bedroom flats (paragraph 4.3) and that only 
two bedroom houses will be appropriate on 
the grounds that it is ‘essential’ that 
households with children are accommodated 
in houses with gardens. Similarly only 2 
bedroom 4 person homes are sought, 
whereas flats would often accommodate 3 
people.

However, whilst this represents the local 
authorities’ preference there is no Plan policy 
basis for the Councils to seek to impose it. 
There is nothing in national guidance 
precluding households with children from 
being housed within flats and the SHMA does 
not identify dwelling type requirements for 
affordable housing, only bedroom size 
requirements.

Providing a mix of both two bedroom three 
person flats and four person houses enables 

We agree that it is the LPAs preference 
that two bedroom houses are preferable 
to 2 bedroom flats. The LPA reasoning is 
sound, as whilst two bed flats may allow 
older people to downsize- that is a blunt 
approach as we cannot make them 
downsize- and two bedroom houses 
therefore provide more flexibility, in 
delivering a range of suitable 
accommodation for those in housing 
need. We will reword the paragraph to 
make it clearer that this is a preference.

Change 

At para 4.3 b), second bullet, after 
“properties”, delete “should normally 
be houses only and not flats” and 
replace with “ “are preferred to be 
built as houses rather than flats”  
..because they are likely to …
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local authorities to address the needs not only 
of family households but also of older person 
households seeking to downsize and release 
larger family housing – a proportion of such 
households are unlikely to move into one 
bedroom homes but a two bedroom flat may 
be acceptable to them, thus assisting local 
authorities with under occupation reduction 
initiatives. 

There is no evidential basis for the position 
taken within the draft AHSPD and the wording 
should reflect that this is a preference as 
opposed to a requirement and that an 
element of 2 bedroom flats may be 
appropriate to assist with under occupation 
reduction initiatives. 

Cllr Mrs Lynn 
Denham AHSPD79 3.16 Para 3.16 supports the proposed emphasis on 

providing homes for social rents.
Support for social rented in para 3.16 
noted.

No change

Cllr Mrs Lynn 
Denham AHSPD80 3.22

Para 3.22 refers to 80% social rent and/or 
affordable rent.  Should the policy indicate an 
expected % for social rent within the 80%? 

It is considered that the policy as 
worded allows flexibility to help ensure 
that the maximum viable level of 
affordable housing can be provided on 
sites, allowing for the particular site and 
financial circumstances. It is therefore 
not considered necessary to specify an 

No change
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expected % for social rent within the 
80%. 

Cllr Mrs Lynn 
Denham

AHSPD81 3.24

Para 3.24 service charges. The stated policy 
seems reasonable but how will it be 
implemented or enforced at any point in the 
planning or development process or post 
occupation?  There are current examples of 
builders imposing service charges which 
means occupants of affordable properties 
cannot access car parking spaces & cannot 
manage to live on their available household 
income. 

It is recognised that the imposition of 
service charges and their affordability is 
particularly difficult for occupiers of 
affordable housing. The DM process and 
the S106 agreements endeavour to 
minimise the impact of service charges 
on those occupying affordable housing 
and to ensure that the service charge is 
covered by Housing Benefit and where it 
isn't that affordable housing occupiers 
are not asked to contribute towards it.

No change

Gleeson 
Strategic 
Land Ltd and 
Welbeck 
Strategic 
Land LLP

AHSPD57 2.2

It is noted that the current definition of 
affordable housing (paragraph 2.2 refers) is 
exclusive of the need for starter homes, which 
the Government defines as a separate 
classification of discounted sale housing. It is 
justified that such units should be included 
within this definition and to avoid a further 
revision of the SPD, a change to the definition 
should be made. Further detail on the context 
and need for starter homes within this 
document is provided in a later section.

Whilst the Government has consulted on 
an intention to include starter homes 
within the definition of affordable 
housing, the consultation has only 
recently closed, and the Framework 
definition has not been changed. The 
SPD relates to current local and national 
policy, and therefore cannot anticipate 
such a change.

No change

Harris Lamb AHSPD74 3.32 Allowing some private sale on exception sites SWDP16 and SPD (at para 3.32) already No change
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alongside the affordable provision encourages 
landholders to release land with a moderately 
enhance value. As an example, South 
Derbyshire District Council has had significant 
success in achieving rural targets via this 
method.

allows this cross-subsidisation. 

Cllr Mrs Lynn 
Denham AHSPD82 4.3

Para 4.3 Design of affordable housing.  The 
principles are laudable and I fully support 
them.  The majority of such schemes that I 
have observed in the last few years fall short 
of these design criteria. How will the 
proposed standards be enforced?

These issues are considered at the DM 
stage and officers will be able to refer to 
the SPD to encourage further 
compliance or to refuse if the 
development falls significantly short.

No change.

Hallam Land 
Managemen
t Ltd

AHSPD11
9 4.3 c)

Section 4.3 c) Clustering proposes that the 
dispersal of affordable housing units shall be 
in clusters of 10-12.  Hallam Land considers 
that this should be increased to clusters of 15-
25 units.  This would then allow for better 
facilitated management of the affordable 
housing units as well as efficiency of 
construction within consolidated phases and 
land areas. Additionally, clusters of 15-25 
units would still ensure that affordable 
housing is integrated cohesively into the 
wider housing development. It is not a 
deliverable mechanism as purchase of land 
has to be on the basis of known section 106 
obligations.  Seeking to renegotiate affordable 
housing is unrealistic and overly burdensome 

The issue of clustering will be different 
for different sizes and types of sites. This 
will be subject to negotiation- and 
developers are urged to consult early on 
the affordable housing element of any 
scheme, before submitting an 
application ( para 5.10 of the SPD), so 
that re-negotiation should be less of an 
issue, as requirements will be mainly 
agreed early on in the process.

 Change

Amend wording to read: 

Clusters of 10-12 dwellings have 
worked well in the past, but this will 
depend on management practices of 
the Registered Provider, and site 
specific requirements of the housing 
scheme
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in the context of the advice in the NPPF and 
should not be pursued. 

Hallam Land 
Managemen
t Ltd

AHSPD12
0 5.17

Section 5.17 discusses Contingent Deferred 
Planning Obligations.  Hallam Land object to 
the inclusion of these within the SPD and 
advises that such a ‘claw back’ is not 
supported within the National Planning 
Practice Guidance and will deter developers 
to deliver housing in sustainable locations 
where matters of viability are often marginal. 

The SPD says that use of Contingent 
Deferred Obligations (CDO) are related 
to agreement between the LPA and the 
applicant, and using a best practise 
approach.

These are not to seek "betterment" as 
such, but to seek "deferred" obligations, 
i.e. obligations that are appropriate and 
if financial contingency arises this allows 
financial flexibility "where reduced or 
discounted obligations are agreed"- so 
this will only be in those exceptional 
instances. The CDO are mentioned in 
para 5 the reasoned justification of 
policy SWDP 15  so it is right for the SPD 
to explain them.

The SPD already says that viability issues 
are approached through negotiation- 
and the suggestion is ( para 5.10) that 
this is done at an early stage, which will 
help all parties.

Suggest that the above reference in the 
RJ to SWDP 15 is mentioned within the 

Change 

At paragraph 5.17, second sentence, 
after “Contingent Deferred Obligation” 
insert (see para 5 of the reasoned 
justification to policy SWDP 15)...

To clarify the policy position also add: 
at end of paragraph.” Any subsequent 
contributions sought will not exceed 
the policy requirements set out in 
SWDP15”.
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text of  paragraph 5.17.

Hallam Land 
Managemen
t Ltd

AHSPD12
1 5.11

Section 5.3 Viability Testing highlights the 
NPPF’s guidance that the level of detail 
included within viability assessments should 
be ‘proportionate’.  This then appears to be 
contradicted in Section 5.11 which requires 
an Open Book exercise.  In cases such as the 
West Worcester urban extensions, where 
significant levels of primary infrastructure is 
required, a detailed Open Book exercise 
appears disproportionate when a 
development is clearly unviable to provide 
all/some of the expected obligations. 

For a large development it may be that 
all obligations required may not be able 
to be delivered, but the applicant and 
the LPA still need to assess the range of 
obligations and which ones are best 
delivered as a priority, for financial and 
policy reasons. Viability testing is  an 
exercise that an applicant will need to 
have regard to on a large scheme such 
as that  for West Worcester- (for approx. 
2150 dwellings and 5ha of employment 
land, plus other mixed uses), and 
therefore an open book approach would 
be expected and is not considered to be 
too onerous.

No change

Hallam Land 
Managemen
t Ltd

AHSPD12
2

Appen
dix 4

Appendix 4 provides suggested clauses for 
S.106 agreements.  Hallam Land strongly 
urges the inclusion of a ‘Cascade’ provision 
within these.  The suggested clauses would 
therefore recognise that cascade provisions 
are appropriate particularly (although not 
exclusively) for larger sites which are built out 
over long development periods and during 
which investment priorities and approaches 
to affordable housing tenure may change.  It 
would also allow affordable housing provision 
to respond to changes in the policies of 

Cascade is already referred to in 
Appendix 4 in relation to Rural exception 
sites. The Councils do endeavour to 
provide flexibility in S106 agreements, 
particularly on outline applications by 
requiring that an Affordable Housing 
Scheme is to be agreed in writing with 
the Council prior to Commencement of 
development. Where we are agreeing a 
particular mix on a scheme at outline we 
try to include an element of flexibility by 
including the words ‘Unless otherwise 

No change
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registered providers and their willingness and 
ability to support affordable housing delivery 
during the longer delivery programmes and 
thereby provide the necessary structured 
flexibility to expedite affordable housing 
delivery. 

agreed in writing with the Council, the 
mix will comprise the following property 
types and tenures……..’. This wording 
allows amendments to an agreed mix 
without the need for a deed of variation. 
We would not want to be so flexible that 
a cascade allows the affordable housing 
to be omitted from the scheme 
altogether and a commuted sum paid 
instead…..as the Government policy, and 
the SWDP require on-site provision in 
most cases.

Hallam Land 
Managemen
t Ltd

AHSPD12
3

Appen
dix 4

This is a repeat of the above, when comments 
inputted, so not repeated here. N/A

Cllr Mrs Lynn 
Denham AHSPD83 5.10

Para 5.10 I fully support the principle that 
planning permission should be refused if a 
developer declines to provide affordable 
housing where the planning authority 
considers it is viable and appropriate.

Support noted.

No change

Tenbury 
Town 
Council

AHSPD62 4.3(d)

Paragraph 4.3d] Car Parking standards: 
Consideration should be given to a relaxation 
of car parking when applied to infill sites in 
towns such as Tenbury that would be suitable 
for Affordable or Disability or Elderly Persons 
housing, where vehicular access may be 
restricted. This could open up brownfield sites 

It is not considered appropriate to lessen 
the parking standards for affordable 
housing compared to market schemes. 
However, this approach should not 
prevent the relaxation of parking 
standards in certain locations where 
services and facilities are on hand, if this 

No change
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that might otherwise be difficult due to 
highways constraints.

is considered acceptable in principle, 
 but the housing tenure should not be 
the determining factor for parking 
standards. 

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD12
6 3.10

The SPD contains provisions for securing off-
site financial contributions where 
appropriate, although a strategy as to how 
such funds are to be spent is currently absent. 
Without such information it is difficult to 
assess its effectiveness in contributing to the 
on-going delivery of affordable housing. For 
example, could such funds be used to support 
RPs development-led opportunities and if so, 
what is the process for obtaining it (bid 
submission or availability on a first-come, first 
served basis)? Is the expectation that such 
funds will be ring-fenced for parishes, wards 
or local authority administrative boundaries?

This SPD is directly related to 
planning and the associated obligations 
required in planning policy. Whilst 
related to housing policy, the 
interpretation of housing policy per se is 
not therefore part of the SPD detailed 
considerations. The role of planning 
policy is to secure the funding, but there 
will need to be a related approach to 
spending this- but this will be different 
for different parts of south 
Worcestershire, and for different sizes of 
schemes and local need. It is therefore 
beyond the scope of the SPD, and will 
probably change over time.

No change

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD85 2.24

2.24 – housing for older people. It was spoken 
about in the workshop that this could involve 
bungalows and it should be noted that these 
require a large land take compared to 
conventional 2 storey dwellings, as such this 
may adversely affect the land value. To 
combat this it has been agreed in some 
districts that a single bungalow to meet the 
elderly need for housing can count as 2 

The provision of bungalows is only one 
way of helping to provide housing to 
meet the needs of older people - others 
include 1 and 2 bed houses, flats, and 
more specialist accommodation. It is 
not agreed that the provision of 1 
bungalow to meet the needs of older 
people will count as 2 affordable units. If 
the provision of bungalows is required to 

No change
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affordable units to counteract the land take 
issue.

meet the identified needs of affordable 
housing then the applicant may wish to 
submit an open book appraisal to 
establish if a viability issue can be 
demonstrated and a lower number of 
units sought.

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD86 3.4

This policy should be reviewed, particularly on 
smaller sites. Often it will be hard to find a 
housing association who will want to take on 
sites with less than 10 units to manage as it 
becomes too small to be worthwhile. This is 
only going to get worse with the new 
government initiative to create fewer 
Registered providers meaning the minimum 
stock requirements will only get higher. It also 
penalises smaller developers where the 
infrastructure is supported by only a small 
number of private units.

Policy SWDP15 is adopted policy and the 
scaled approach is included in the 
adopted policy. However, the 
interpretation of the policy has been 
amended in the light of national policy 
changes (Written Ministerial Statement 
Nov 2014) as regards the provision of 
affordable housing on small sites (less 
than 11 dwellings), or commuted sums 
for sites below 5 dwellings

Change: 

See changes relating to para new 
paragraphs 3.5-3.6, paras 3.15-18 ,and 
5.2  which reflect the agreed 
interpretation for policy SWDP 15 now 
approved at all three South 
Worcestershire Councils as  regards the 
Written Ministerial Statement of 28th 
November 2014, that affordable 
housing contributions are not to be 
collected on sites below 10 dwellings, 
or below 5 dwellings in the Designated 
Rural Areas.

Also see new Appendices 3, and 6 
which provide information of the 
Designated Rural Areas in Malvern Hills 
and Wychavon districts, and the 
operation of the Vacant Buildings 
Credit.
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Delete para 5.1. 

Amend para 5.2 to take account of 
Written Ministerial Statement that 
allows developer contributions for 
affordable housing only on sites of 11 
or more dwellings, or 6 or more 
dwellings in Designated Rural Areas.

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD87 3.6

3.6 Requirement to enter into a legal 
agreement for affordable housing. The three 
districts should match parts of the contract 
where possible, i.e. mortgagee and 
possession clauses can waste a lot of time 
where the HA won’t accept what the district 
propose. Need to be more pragmatic to work 
out a ‘standard solution’.

It is agreed that a standard approach to 
legal agreements would be ideal, but is 
not always possible, however, where 
feasible standard clauses may be used.

No change

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD88 3.7

3.7 Judging affordable on adjacent land to a 
development proposal where the same 
landowner owns both parcels. This is unfair as 
the adjacent land could be retained for 
agricultural and may never come forward or 
will come forward in many years after. Each 
site should be judged on its own.

The policy aims to prevent landowners 
from intentionally splitting up sites to 
avoid an affordable housing 
contribution. It is not intended to 
penalise landowners by including 
adjacent agricultural land within the 
same ownership where this is unlikely to 
come forward for residential use. 
Suggest amend the wording of para 3.7 

Change:

Change

At para 3.7 , add new sentence at the 
end: To clarify, this will exclude the 
assessment of adjacent agricultural 
land if it is clear that is not intended or 
unlikely to come forward for housing 
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to explain this more clearly. development in the future.

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD13
1

3.31 to 
3.32

We agree that it is difficult to determine what 
constitutes a ‘small site’ as it will be context 
dependant. The size of settlement and 
amount of market housing are cited as 
deciding factors. We recommend that the 
scale should be principally related to the 
proven affordable housing need more so than 
any other factor. There has been a suggestion 
that the provision of market housing 
(required to give sufficient cross subsidy) may 
be declined should a sufficient 5-year land 
supply position exist. Clarification is required 
as to whether such instances would 
contribute to the windfall allowance of the 
Council’s land supply or, alternatively, be 
accepted on the basis that it is required in 
order to bring the rural exception site forward 
on the grounds of viability.

The policy at SWDP 16 requires a 
supporting viability assessment to 
demonstrate that the scheme cannot 
deliver 100% affordable housing. So the 
cross subsidy is related to viability, not 
to 5 year housing land supply. It is also 
related to affordable housing need. The 
5 year land supply relates to all housing, 
not just market housing. All exception 
schemes do still contribute however to 
windfall housing delivery figures.

No change

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD89 3.9

3.9 “All affordable housing sites of 5 or more 
dwellings will be expected to be delivered on-
site”. “All” should be replaced with “Where 
possible”.

Policy SWDP15 is adopted policy and the 
requirement for on site provision is 
included in the adopted policy, and is 
also the case in national policy. 
However, the interpretation of the 
policy has been amended in the light of 

Change

See changes relating to new 
paragraphs 3.5-3.6, paras 3.15-18 ,and 
5.2  which reflect the agreed 
interpretation for policy SWDP 15 now 
approved at all three South 
Worcestershire Councils as  regards the 
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national policy changes (Written 
Ministerial Statement  November 2014) 
as regards the provision of affordable 
housing on small sites, or commuted 
sums for sites below 5 dwellings.

Written Ministerial Statement of 28th 
November 2014, that affordable 
housing contributions are not to be 
collected on sites below 10 dwellings, 
or below 5 dwellings in the Designated 
Rural Areas.

Also see new Appendices 3, and 6 
which provide information of the 
Designated Rural Areas in Malvern Hills 
and Wychavon districts, and the 
operation of the Vacant Buildings 
Credit.

Delete para 5.1. 

Amend para 5.2 to take account of 
Written Ministerial Statement that 
allows developer contributions for 
affordable housing only on sites of 11 
or more dwellings, or 6 or more 
dwellings in Designated Rural Areas.

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD91 3.16 3.16 Preference for Social rent. This policy 

should be changed to be tender mutual with 
Paragraph 3.16 goes onto state that a 
focus on Affordable Rent and 

No change
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no preference. In our experience Housing 
Associations have preferred Affordable rent 
with the local housing allowance cap due to 
the funding change for social rent units.

Intermediate Rent will be acceptable on 
schemes where HCA funding is available 
- therefore no further changes are 
required as the issue raised is already 
covered adequately.

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD13
4 4.3

In our opinion, a two bedroom ground floor 
apartment with access to private outside 
space is a suitable alternative to a two 
bedroom house for family accommodation.

Noted. The reference in the SPD can 
perhaps be modified to make this point- 
and the access to suitable private 
outdoor space is the important point.

Change

At para 4.3 b), second bullet, after 
“properties”, delete “should normally 
be houses only and not flats” and 
replace with “ “are preferred to be 
built as houses rather than flats”  
..because they are likely to …”

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD92 3.19 - 

3.21

3.19 – 3.21 Intermediate housing. Low cost 
market housing such as discount market value 
should be included. This is a successful model 
as agreed with councils within the SWDP 
whereby the product is sold at 70/80% of 
open market value to those eligible based 
upon district set policy and the discount then 
either remains in perpetuity or can be bought 
out by the purchaser or the developer should 
a purchaser not be found. The discount on the 
open market value will remain with the 
council so if a purchaser or developer bought 
the entirety the council will get the 20/30% of 
open market value to reinvest in affordable 

Low cost market housing is not currently 
included in the definition of affordable 
housing given in Annex 2 of the NPPF, in 
fact it is expressly excluded. 

No change
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housing.

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD93 3.22

3.22 Tenure requirements. The split should be 
60% rent and 40% intermediate. The 
government is pushing for home ownership 
(particularly shared ownership) so 
intermediate should be encouraged more. 
Additionally an 80/20 split may result in more 
viabilities ultimately reducing the overall 
affordable housing provision.

The 80% social rent and/or affordable 
rent and 20% intermediate product split 
is reflective of the need for affordable 
housing in south Worcestershire. If there 
are viability issues then an alternative 
split can be negotiated. However, 
suggest a slight change to the wording.

Change

At para 3.22,  first sentence, after 
Worcestershire” insert: ”This will be 
the starting point for discussions.

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD13
7

Appen
dix 4

Recommend that a clause concerning receiver 
rights is highlighted as being necessary. We 
wish to draw SWCs attention to the Housing 
Bill which, if introduced, will enable the 
Secretary of State or the HCA to put an RP 
into “Special Administration” giving them the 
power to appoint a receiver. Consequently 
the model form of mortgagee in possession 
clause will become obsolete. Wording to the 
effect of ‘a receiver howsoever appointed’ 
means that the exemption would apply to a 
receiver appointed by a mortgagee, the 
Secretary of State or the HCA. Acceptance of 
this matter would prevent unnecessary delays 
and cost caused by retrospective variation 
request.

Noted. Amendments can be made in the 
future to standard S106 agreements in 
the light of any legislative changes 
made. 

No Change

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD95 3.27 3.27 Delivery Partners. The council should be 

actively seeking more partners to work with 
 No change
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on delivering the affordable housing. There 
are many new providers available such as 
Heylo and rent plus as well as many more of 
the traditional Housing Associations. 
Ultimately, more partners means more offers 
which should result in the developer 
obtaining higher offers and reducing the 
likelihood of viabilities.

The issue is not the number of partners 
but to ensure that Delivery 
Partners have “competent management 
and the ability to develop in accordance 
with the Tenancy Strategies. Ultimately 
the Councils  are unlikely to actively seek 
new RP’s who aren’t based in the local 
area simply because management of the 
completed properties can potentially be 
more expensive and less effective 
however despite this, more RP’s are 
moving into the area, and providing they 
are  managing affordable homes in line 
with our strategies, allocations policies 
and that the homes will be affordable 
and available (in perpetuity) then we 
would in theory be unable to object, 
However we would want some 
reassurance regarding the future 
viability of such businesses to operate in 
south Worcestershire.

 

 

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD96 4.3 ( c)

4.3 ( c) Clustering of units. The suggested 
cluster here is 10-12 dwellings whereas we 
feel this should be revised to 18-20. This 

The concerns regarding reference to 
groups of 10 -12 are understood but it is 
considered that guidance on cluster 
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should also be suggested as a guide and be 
subject to specific on site scenarios as on 
larger sites of 100 units+ groups of 10-12 are 
not realistically achievable. Larger clusters are 
easier in management time of transfers, 
phasing, delivery and handover. They are also 
beneficial to the housing association post 
handover as estate management is easier 
when the units are in larger groups.

numbers should be included in the SPD. 
If the circumstances of the site suggest a 
different cluster number would be more 
appropriate then the current wording of 
the SPD does not prevent this. 

Change

Amend wording to read: Clusters of 10-
12 dwellings have worked well in the 
past, but this will depend on 
management practices of the 
Registered Provider, and site specific 
requirements of the housing scheme

CALA Homes 
(Midlands AHSPD97 4.4

4.4 Design of affordable units. This policy 
needs amending to on site specifics - e.g. it 
can be the case in certain schemes where 
overlooking courtyard parking is inevitable 
and that flats over garages actually work 
really well and are preferred.

The list given in para 4.4 has been drawn 
up following concerns in the past that 
have led to poor design of the affordable 
housing element of schemes and aims to 
avoid these in the future. The SPD does 
state that ' generally schemes will not 
be supported where..' therefore there is 
the opportunity to allow such schemes 
where they accord say with the design of 
the market homes. 

No change

Wellbeck 
Strategic 
Land

AHSPD99 4.4

Part 4 – we note the application of Nationally 
Prescribed Standards and Lifetimes Homes 
are encouraged. The Planning Practice 
Guidance notes that the Technical Housing 
Standards are optional and can be adopted by 
LPAs subject to appropriate evidence having 
been gathered to justify their implementation 
and the setting of appropriate policies in the 
local plan. None of the relevant SWDP policies 

The SPD is encouraging the application 
of the Nationally Prescribed Standards 
and Lifetimes Homes, but does not 
require them as these are not 
evidenced, and set out in policy.

No change
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make reference to the Technical Standard.

The LPAs will not, therefore, be able to rely on 
them as part of their assessment of planning 
applications. This should be recognised in the 
SPD.

Wellbeck 
Strategic 
Land

AHSPD10
0 5

The inclusion of recognition that affordable 
housing forms only one element of the 
potential contributions faced by a 
development is welcomed as is that, in 
combination, the totality of contributions can 
jeopardise the viability of development. In 
such circumstances the LPAs statement that 
they are willing to reduce/waive the 
affordable housing policy requirement, 
subject to consideration of an appropriate 
viability assessment, is supported.

Comments noted.

No change

Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD10
2 2.1

The draft AHSPD paragraph 2.5 appears to 
add wording in respect of the affordable 
housing definition already set out in national 
guidance to provide the local authorities’ own 
interpretation of affordable housing need – 
this is unnecessary and may lead to confusion 
in the application of the National Planning 
Policy Framework ("NPPF") affordable 
housing eligibility definition. The draft AHSPD 
should be amended to simply refer the reader 

Paragraph 2.5 of the SPD relates to the 
concept of "affordable housing need"- 
i.e. those households that qualify- 
whereas the NPPF definition relates to 
the physical buildings that qualify as 
affordable housing. The latter NPPF 
definition is quoted in full in paragraph 
2.2 of the SPD. The two are not the 
same; the latter is defined by income/ 
house prices (and perhaps other needs 

No change
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to the NPPF Annex 2 for the definition of 
affordable housing / affordable housing need.

such as disability)- and the NPPF refers 
to this as "eligibility".

Hallam Land 
Managemen
t Ltd

AHSPD11
7 3.16

Section 3.16 should accordingly provide an 
emphasis on affordable rent in order to 
support the delivery of on-site affordable 
housing provision. There is no policy 
commitment or evidence base to support 
social rent. Indeed the Affordable Housing/CIL 
Viability Assessment suggests 40% affordable 
housing is in many instances unviable. This is 
particularly the case with 80% social rent. 
Hallam Land considers that 40% affordable 
provision with 80% of that being for social 
rent will not be viable in South 
Worcestershire and is not aware of evidence 
to support these figures.  The reference to 
social rent being the preference should be 
deleted. 

The high need for social rent properties 
is referred to in paragraph 3 of the 
reasoned justification to SWDP 15. 
Paragraph 3.16 of the SPD goes on to 
state that Affordable Rent and 
Intermediate Rent will be acceptable on 
schemes where HCA funding is available 
- therefore no further changes are 
required as the issue raised is already 
covered adequately.

No change

Ms
Sophie
Bell

AHSPD14
5 4.4

4.4 – this list is perhaps too prescriptive. It is 
clear that the policy is trying to achieve 
tenure blindness and that the affordable units 
should not have less amenity that open 
market homes. However in some instances 
certain solutions might be acceptable to the 
open market (e.g. coach houses/homes over 
garages) and thus if acceptable to the open 
market, should be acceptable for the 
affordable units. Clarification would be useful 

Noted. We can make a general 
statement about the need to achieve 
tenure blindness where possible through 
the design approach - and take on board 
that generally what we would accept for 
market housing may also be appropriate 
for affordable housing, and that the list 
gives examples of the general approach.

Change 

Insert new sentence at 4.3. After first 
sentence, after “purpose”. Insert 
“Generally what is acceptable for 
market housing may also be 
appropriate for affordable housing,” 
The following…
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here that affordable homes should simply be 
comparable to the open market in terms of 
amenity.

Ms
Sophie
Bell

AHSPD14
6 4.5

4.5 – similar comments to above (see 
comments on paragraph 4.4. - HP). Parking 
arrangements, garden sizes etc. to be in line 
what is deemed acceptable on the open 
market housing. E.g. site constraints might 
prevent parking within curtilages.

Agree that generally what is acceptable 
for market housing would be acceptable 
for affordable housing.

Change 

Insert new sentence at 4.3. After first 
sentence, after “purpose”. Insert 
“Generally what is acceptable for 
market housing may also be 
appropriate for affordable housing,” 
The following…

Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD10
3 3.10

Paragraph 3.10 of the draft AHSPD sets out 
that the Councils will seek to employ the 
concept of 'additionality' when commuted 
sums and / or off-site affordable housing 
provision is to be provided. Such an approach 
would result in a developer making an off-site 
/ commuted sum contribution being required 
to provide a greater level of affordable 
housing than if the housing had been 
provided on site. This would be contrary to 
paragraph 50 of the NPPF (which sets out that 
offsite provision / commuted sum payments 
should be of ‘broadly equivalent value’ to the 
affordable housing that would have been 
provided on site).

The Appeal reference quoted is dated 
2005, which is many years before the 
NPPF was adopted, and not considered 
relevant to current circumstances.

NPPF paragraph 50 refers to "off-site" 
provision or a financial contribution of 
"broadly equivalent value". The value of 
a site with just market housing, with off- 
site affordable housing  will be greater 
than a site that has on-site provision, 
therefore, to deliver affordable housing 
of a "broadly equivalent value", account 
needs to be taken of the uplift in value 
of the original site. This will not increase 
the burdens on the original site- as that 

No change.
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The approach proposed by the Councils has 
previously been rejected at appeal (see 
McCarthy Stone v West Wiltshire District 
Council, Octagon Motors site appeal 
reference APP/F3925/A/05/1189312)    

SWDP 15 acknowledges that where robustly 
justified off-site contributions will be 
accepted ‘in lieu’ of on-site provision – this 
suggests a level of provision that is the same 
as that which would have been provided on-
site. In line with the NPPF (paragraphs 153, 
174 and 177, the NPPF)  the draft AHSPD 
should not seek to introduce additional 
burdens to those set out within adopted Local 
Plan policy 

has increased in value. SWDP 15 
acknowledges the potential for off-site/ 
financial contribution provision should 
be subject to "robust justification" which 
may include financial considerations ( 
see para 3.10), but this should not 
disadvantage the community, and the 
affordable housing requirements of the 
policy.

The Councils have been taking into 
account this site value uplift for many 
years - the SPD clarifies how it will work. 
The SPD also allows for applicants to put 
forward viability information, should 
they consider this an additional burden, 
but the Councils do not see this as an 
additional burden.

Harris Lamb AHSPD72 3.21

Shared Ownership should be a greater 
proportion of any S106 affordable housing 
requirement, at around 40 per cent. This 
housing product is widely encouraged and 
supported by housing associations, 
developers and lenders, has a flexible entry 
level and is affordable to those on modest 
incomes.

The wording in para 3.22 could be 
amended so that it indicates that there 
will be some flexibility between the 
tenures sought, but that the starting 
point will be 80% social rent/affordable 
rent and 20% intermediate products.

Change

At para 3.22,  first sentence, after 
Worcestershire” insert: ”This will be 
the starting point for discussions.

Network Rail AHSPD48 Genera Network Rail has provided a generic response Noted. No change
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l to a Development Plan Document 
consultation. This includes comments on:

 Publicity for applications for planning 
permission within 10 metres of 
relevant railway land

 Level crossings
 Future planning applications on sites 

adjoining or in close proximity to 
railways.

Ms
Sophie
Bell

AHSPD14
4 4.3 e)

4.3 e) national standards and LTH is 
encouraged – so assume not mandatory? 
How is this going to be enforced/ monitored?

Noted. If not mandatory we accept we 
cannot enforce. Monitoring may be a 
challenge too.

No change.

Peter
Styles AHSPD15

1
Appen
dix 5

When assessing an offsite contribution you 
seem to be rounding figures up twice which 
can not be fair as an increase in the first figure 
magnifies the second . see attachment A .

Appendix 5 has been amended so that 
there is no rounding up or double 
counting. 

Change

Appendix 5 has been amended so that 
there is no rounding up or double 
counting.

Peter
Styles AHSPD15

2
Genera
l

Developers buying land today can offset these 
extra costs on to the seller by reducing bids 
on land and buildings but developers who 
bought land last year and who may have had 
pre apps under the old rules should have 
been given a period of grace to make their 
applications . As they have now in effect paid 

There is always a risk that people will 
pay too much for land. If costs have 
changed over a period of time so that 
viability is at risk, the policy/ SPD allow 
for negotiations on contributions sought 
based on the submission of viability 
evidence. That is why the SPD 

No change
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far too much for the land / buildings and 
maybe, having agreed a scheme acceptable to 
themselves and the planners in 14/15 , find 
the proposed scheme unworkable today . For 
instance a scheme of 7 flats in a converted 
building brought for £300000 last year would 
not cost anything other than the usual S106 
education supplements etc. , but now on top 
of these a further cost of £140000 in off site 
financial contributions would be needed 
which is probably greater than the profit in 
the scheme .

encourages developers to talk to the 
LPAs early on in the process, so that they 
can understand the cost of planning 
obligations before deciding on the land 
price.

Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD10
5 3.14

Paragraph 3.14 of the draft AHSPD refers to 
Social Rent as that which is ‘owned and 
managed by local authorities or Registered 
Social Landlords’ – this needs to be amended 
to reflect that the NPPF Social Rented housing 
definition does not refer to management 
(only to ownership) and also confirms that 
non-local authority / private registered 
providers may also own (and presumably 
manage) Social Rented housing.

Paragraph 3.14 confirms that where 
affordability problems are demonstrated to 
the Homes and Communities Agency 
Affordable Rents can be set at below 80% of 
local market rents and still be eligible for 

The reference in para 3.14 of the SPD to 
social rent is related to the definition of 
Social Rent in the glossary- as defined in 
the 2008 Housing Act. Whereas it can be 
provided by others, this is usually not 
the case. The definition in the glossary is 
the same as in the NPPF.

Whilst it is acknowledged that 
Affordable Rent can be set below 80% of 
market rent- it is still intended to be a 
higher cost product that cannot cater for 
all affordable housing needs.

The South Worcestershire SHMA shows 
that higher levels of social rented 

No change
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grant funding / included in Registered 
Providers’ development programmes. The 
NPPF definition enables Affordable Rents to 
be set at a level that equates to Social Rents 
(i.e. target rents) and therefore have housing 
costs equivalent to Social Rented housing.

The draft AHSPD paragraph refers to evidence 
within the SHMA 2012 which it suggests 
confirms there to be ‘significant proportions 
of households who are unable to afford these 
higher rent levels’ (i.e. Affordable Rent at 
80%). 4.3.1 The SHMA has been subject to 
concerns raised by the Inspector who 
examined the South Worcestershire 
Development Plan (Inspector’s Further 
Interim Conclusions on the Outstanding Stage 
1 Matters – the January 2014 Amion report 
referred to by the Inspector does not re-
assess affordable housing needs)  has been no 
updated review of the impact of the concerns 
raised regarding the SHMA upon its 
assessment of affordable housing need.

 Commentary providing a reasoned response 
to the concerns raised by respondents 
appears to have been avoided by the 
examining Inspector in their report, but, given 
the age of the SHMA and the significant 

properties were appropriate in 
Worcestershire. South Worcestershire is 
in general a low wage area, in an area of 
high house prices, and the ratio of 
earnings to house prices in parts is some 
of the highest in the West Midlands. 
Monitoring of the SHMA-the latest being 
the 2013 monitor, still shows high levels 
of housing need in Worcestershire, 
where Affordable rent will not be the 
solution. Whilst the SHMA may have 
been challenged at the SWDP inquiry, 
the Inspector has endorsed policy SWDP 
15, including the reference, in the 
reasoned justification,  to the need for 
87% for social rent over the next 5 years.

The situation referred to in the London 
Borough of Tower hamlets is not 
considered relevant to South 
Worcestershire. The merits of social rent 
versus affordable rent should be looked 
at locally.

Although it is Government policy to 
promote Affordable Rent, it is also 
Government policy to reduce the 
housing benefits bill. So if affordable 
rent can only work if an increase in 
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concerns that have been raised previously 
there would be a strong prospect that these 
issues could be revisited successfully through 
planning appeals going forwards.

 The SHMA provides only a brief review of 
Affordable Rent and compares household 
incomes to Affordable Rents at 80% of local 
market rents. Unfortunately, it is unclear 
whether the incomes include or exclude 
Housing Benefit payments, but clearly the 
ability of Housing Benefit to assist households 
assessed by the Government to financially 
require such assistance should be factored 
into any assessment of the role of the 
Affordable Rent tenure.

It is also relevant to note that the provision of 
affordable housing for rent in the Affordable 
Rented tenure is entirely in line with 
Government objectives.

Furthermore, whilst little attention was paid 
to concerns raised by respondents to the 
SWDP emphasis upon Social Rent and the 
inadequacies of the SHMA conclusions on the 
ability of Affordable Rent to meet affordable 
housing need, this matter has been 
considered in detail in the London Borough of 

housing benefits pay for it that does not 
appear to be an appropriate solution in 
many instances. With current rents and 
house prices outstripping wages, it is 
unlikely that the Affordable rent product 
can provide a solution to all affordable 
housing needs.

The SPDs reference to 80% social rent is 
a starting point for discussions on 
affordable housing delivery. But 
elsewhere the SPD is clear that viability 
and design and sustainability 
considerations are also important. In 
some instances 100% Affordable rent 
mix may be appropriate, but in many 
others it will not be, so flexibility is 
required., but nowhere does the SPD say 
that 100% Affordable Rent will 
necessarily be declined.
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Tower Hamlets ("LBTH") Development Plan 
Document Inspector’s report – the examining 
Inspector states that: Quotes from the LBTH 
Inspector’s report Dec 2012.

Whilst this Inspector’s report relates to the 
examination of a London Borough the 
concerns raised by the Inspector in respect of 
Affordable Rent are not location specific, and 
are applicable outside of London. 

 In particular, it should be noted that the 
Homes and Communities Agency Affordable 
Homes Programme 2015 – 2018 Prospectus 
published in January 2014 states that:

"…Government policy does not support the 
argument that only rents at or close to social 
rent levels are capable of meeting local needs 
– particularly when support for housing costs 
through Housing Benefit and Universal Credit 
is taken into account"

(paragraph 92 – emphasis added)

This reflects the Government preference for 
rented housing to be provided in the 
Affordable Rent tenure and which has been 
re-iterated within a Housing of Commons 
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Briefing Paper (‘Affordable Rents (England)’, 7 
th May 2015) which states that: 

It may become increasingly difficult to find 
Registered Providers prepared to buy Social 
Rented homes from developers (particularly 
given the ‘Social Rent’ rent reductions which 
will impact negatively on Registered Provider 
business plans) and thus developments may 
be stalled where s106 obligations cannot be 
fulfilled without affordable tenure re-
negotiations with the relevant local authority.

4.9.1 Based on the Worcestershire wide 
household income profile set out in Figure 
5.27 of the SHMA, there will be a proportion 
of households in Social Rented, Affordable 
Rented and private rented sector housing all 
of whom are unable to afford their housing 
costs without financial assistance – where 
eligible such households will receive Housing 
Benefit to assist them. Given that the local 
authorities appear to accept that Social 
Rented housing can meet affordable housing 
needs despite that it is only affordable to a 
proportion of households with Housing 
Benefit then there is no logical reason to 
preclude the provision of Affordable Rent on 
the basis that a proportion of households will 



78

Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

require Housing Benefit.

Policy SWDP 15 does not impose a 
requirement for Social Rented housing as 
opposed to Affordable Rented housing, but 
refers to it as a ‘preferred’ rented tenure. At 
paragraph 3.16 of the draft AHSPD the local 
authorities restate a preference on all 
allocated and windfall s106 for the emphasis 
to be placed on the delivery of Social Rented 
homes.

 Affordable Rent presents an NPPF compliant 
solution to the housing needs of households 
eligible for Social Rented housing and taking a 
flexible approach to its provision within 
development proposals will assist with 
avoiding prolonged negotiations / appeal 
challenges. It would be of significant concern 
and would represent a barrier to negotiations 
in accordance with Plan policy if the local 
authorities intend to use the draft AHSPD as a 
basis to decline development proposals that 
include 100% of any rented affordable 
housing as Affordable Rent.

Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD10
8

3.27/4.
2

The draft AHSPD refers to working with 
partner Registered Providers in paragraphs 
3.27 and 4.2. Whilst the Councils’ preference 

It is common practice for LPA's to have 
preferred providers, but para 3.27 does 
not state that these are the only 

No change
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of working with their partner Registered 
Partners is noted, it is important to ensure 
that when considering development 
proposals local authorities and Council 
Members understand that they cannot 
prescribe which provider a developer chooses 
to work with. Any such prescription is not 
supported by national guidance and is anti-
competitive and may have legal implications.

providers.

Paragraph 4.2 does not state a 
preference at all.

Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD11
3 4.3c

The draft AHSPD sets out that clusters of 10 
to 12 affordable homes are ‘usually 
preferable’. W hen considering how the 
affordable housing will be distributed it is 
relevant to consider that a definitive 
affordable housing cluster size is not 
identified within national guidance or within 
Plan policy wording. Cluster size and the 
location of affordable housing in a site should 
be a matter for negotiation with developers 
having regard to design constraints, 
management preferences and other site 
specific circumstances.

Noted. It is still considered a preference, 
and it is clear it is for negotiation. 
Clusters of 10 - 12 units are considered 
appropriate for the majority of large 
sites in order to avoid an over-
concentration of affordable housing 
units. These clusters sizes will not suit all 
sites, but the wording does say “usually 
preferable”, so it just a guide. But the 
concept of clustering is considered 
acceptable.

 Change

Amend wording to read: 

Clusters of 10-12 dwellings have 
worked well in the past, but this will 
depend on management practices of 
the Registered Provider, and site 
specific requirements of the housing 
scheme.

Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD11
4 4.3d

The draft AHSPD sets out that car parking 
standards for affordable housing should meet 
the same standards as car parking for market 
housing. This requirement is problematic as 
private houses may have access to garages or 
more parking spaces than would be the 

Noted. Registered providers are party to 
the negotiations. People in affordable 
homes will still require access to private 
cars. The SPD refers to car parking 
provision, not garages. Indeed the 
County Council no longer count garages 

No change
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normal expectation for affordable housing – 
in particular such provision will be unlikely to 
be acceptable to Registered Providers and 
could even result in increased service charges 
for affordable housing tenants. The wording 
should be amended to reflect preferences 
regarding how many parking spaces 
affordable housing should be provided with, 
and to explain that these should be located in 
a way that relates well to the homes for 
which they are provided.

as car parking spaces. There may be 
certain proposals where less car parking 
spaces could be negotiated because of 
the age/ disability etc. of proposed 
residents- but that would be by 
negotiation on the individual merits of 
the proposals, and their retention for 
the specific type of occupier. We agree 
that any parking should be well related 
to homes that are provided, and will 
therefore add this statement.

Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD11
5 5,.17

The draft AHSPD sets out that the Councils 
may seek to defer planning obligation 
contributions until later in the development 
of a scheme or seek to re-test viability during 
the delivery of a scheme (referred to as a 
‘Contingent Deferred Planning Obligation’ 
agreement).

The approach taken by the Councils to the 
assessment of development viability should 
be consistent with the approach set out in 
national planning policy (and clarified within 
the NPPG) for viability to be assessed on the 
basis of current costs and values.

 Even on large scale schemes it would not be 
appropriate (or accord with the tests at 

The SPD says that use of Contingent 
deferred obligations (CDO) are related to 
agreement between the LPA and the 
applicant , and using a best practise 
approach.

These are not to seek "betterment" as 
such, but to seek "deferred" obligations, 
i.e. obligations that are appropriate and 
if financial contingency arises this allows 
financial flexibility "where reduced or 
discounted obligations are agreed"- so 
this will only be in those exceptional 
instances. The CDO are mentioned in the 
reasoned justification, so it is right for 
the SPD to explain them. Suggest minor 
change so that the SPD refers to this 

Change

At paragraph 5.17, second sentence, 
after “Contingent Deferred Obligation” 
insert (see para 5 of the reasoned 
justification to policy SWDP 15)...

To clarify the policy position also add 
at end: “Any subsequent contributions 
sought will not exceed the policy 
requirements set out in SWDP15”.



81

Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

paragraph 204 of the NPPF or in CIL 
Regulation 122) to impose a mechanism 
which acts as a betterment levy.

The use of mechanisms requiring the re-
assessment of scheme viability is considered 
in guidance provided by the Royal Institute of 
Chartered Surveyors ("RICS" – ‘Financial 
Viability in Planning’ published in 2012). The 
RICS guidance suggests that only in 
‘exceptional’ circumstances are re-appraisal 
mechanisms of any sort likely to be 
appropriate. (paragraph 3.6.4.2, RICS 
guidance). 

 The application of viability re-assessment / 
obligation deferral mechanisms needs to be 
subject to careful consideration within the 
context of site specific issues; it would be 
inappropriate to propose in SPD guidance 
that, for instance, a contingent obligations is 
generally appropriate in all cases where a 
lower than target affordable housing 
provision is supported at application stage.

Where the council wish to pursue contingent 
obligations they should only be considered 
following an adopted policy which has been 
consulted and tested at examination and 

text.

The SPD already says that viability issues 
are approached through negotiation- 
and the suggestion is (para 5.10) that 
this is done at an early stage, which will 
help all parties.
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which clearly sets out how they will be 
applied and operated. Such matters should 
not be pursued via an SPD.

The viability assessment of schemes should be 
the subject of discussion between local 
authorities and applicants, taking into account 
the need to protect commercially sensitive 
information and confidential material as 
necessary.

The draft AHSPD wording should reflect the 
concerns set out above.

Hallam Land 
Managemen
t Ltd

AHSPD11
8 4.3 a)

Section 4.3 a) Design of Affordable Housing 
sets out requirements for Renewable and Low 
Energy Carbon Energy.  Although Hallam Land 
is supportive of the principle, it should be 
included that these measures are subject to 
viability to ensure that these measures do not 
prevent the expedited delivery of on-site 
affordable housing provision. 

Policy SWDP 27: Renewable and Low 
Carbon Energy does say  that the 
requirement is subject to viability 
considerations and section 5 covers 
viability in detail, so it is not considered 
this needs to be repeated here.

No change

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD12
4 2.10 2.10 – The SPD should state when a Housing 

Needs Survey is deemed out of date.

The date and response rate of the 
Parish/Town Council housing needs 
survey will be taken into account, but it 
would be difficult to state a specific time 
period for when it is deemed out of 
date. 

No change
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Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD12
7 3.16

The current drafting does not appear to set 
out a standard policy position on rent setting. 
This will lead to problems for developers 
attempting to establish residual site values as 
the Gross Development Value of the 
affordable housing varies according to 
whether social rent of affordable rents are 
able to be charged. We recommend 
amending the paragraph such that affordable 
rent will be considered only where there are 
proven viability issues affecting the delivery of 
the affordable housing with further details to 
be provided in Section 5 (viability).

Agree that this is a valid point and that 
the SPD should be changed to amend 
para 3.16 to state that affordable rent 
and intermediate housing (to be) 
provided in “significantly” lesser 
amounts “unless there are evidenced 
viability reasons for higher amounts”.   
Amend Section 5 to include reference to 
this.

Change

Amend para 3.16 to read:
….with affordable rent and 
intermediate housing provided in 
“significantly” lesser amounts “unless 
there are evidenced viability reasons 
for higher amounts.”

Add to para 5.10 (at end of first bullet 
point):
“There is a preference for social rented 
properties with affordable rent and 
intermediate housing provided in  
significantly lesser amounts unless 
there are evidenced viability reasons 
for higher amounts.”

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD12
8 3.17

Para 2 of SWDP 16 (page 34) correctly advises 
that the ability to charge 80% of market rent 
goes someway to offsetting the reduction in 
capital subsidy that has become the norm of 
the affordable housing sector; thus helping to 
improve the viability of sites intended to be 
delivered as affordable housing. This position 
is potentially severely compromised by para 
3.17 which suggests that rents are to be 
capped at the Local Housing Allowance (LHA). 
We acknowledge the Government’s intention 

It is quite common for Local Authorities 
to insist that social or affordable rents 
are capped at LHA rates, but 
intermediate rented does not have to be 
capped and allows for rents to be 
charged at 80% of market rent.  It is 
likely that there would only be an issue if 
the RP wanted to do more than the 20% 
intermediate and this could be discussed 
on a site by site case. 

No change
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

to cap Housing Benefit to the LHA, although 
this is a cap to benefits, not a cap to rents. As 
a social and ethical landlord, we are 
committed to reducing rents where possible, 
however where viability is compromised the 
ability to charge 80% of market rents in 
accordance with HCA guidelines should be 
made possible. We propose that this 
paragraph is deleted. 

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD12
9 3.24

It is useful to express the need for developers 
to consider service charges at the design 
stage and to raise the matter of housing 
benefit eligibility. It would be most beneficial 
for this section to be expanded to include a 
list of items that are both eligible and non-
eligible to minimise the prospect of future 
difficulties.

Suggested that this approach can be 
explored with housing benefits section 
and made available at a later date.

No change at present, but further 
advice may follow. 

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD13
0 3.27

developers should be encouraged to engage 
with RPs at the earliest opportunity (formally 
or informally) in order to avoid delays caused 
by retrospective changes to design, 
specification, tenure and S106 provisions that 
are often requested by the successful RP post-
planning.

This could be dealt with by adding to 
para 5.10, bullet number one, thus:

"Developers should enter in to 
discussions with the relevant local 
planning authority and other 
infrastructure providers, including 
registered providers and other 
infrastructure provides, including 
Worcestershire County council at an 

ChangeAmend  para 5.10, bullet 
number one, thus:

"Developers should enter in to 
discussions with the relevant local 
planning authority and other 
infrastructure providers, including 
registered providers and other 
infrastructure provides, including 
Worcestershire County council at an 
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

early stage before putting in a planning 
application, to determine which 
planning policies are relevant and what 
the required infrastructure needed to 
support the development will be."

early stage before putting in a 
planning application, to determine 
which planning policies are relevant 
and what the required infrastructure 
needed to support the development 
will be."

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD13
2 3.37

We wonder whether the SWC wish to embed 
the principle of delivering any s106 affordable 
housing requirement as 100% extra care using 
the model of Leamington Road Broadway. 
Although, in this example, it has come at the 
expense of no other affordable housing 
provision, it is  potentially an effective way of 
delivering the SWCs requirement for older 
persons accommodation in addition to HCA 
funded schemes.

We consider that whilst this may be 
appropriate in some instances, it will not 
help provide for the bulk of housing 
need requirements which are not for the 
elderly, and would be a problem if it 
came at the expense of other affordable 
needs. We do not consider this should 
be highlighted in the SPD

No change

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD13
3 3.38

As there appears to be no policy requirement 
for the provision of older persons 
accommodation for affordable housing to be 
delivered through s106 agreements, there is 
little incentive for developers to incorporate 
these into their proposals. This could be 
tackled either by introducing a minimum 
number of older persons units (for instance, 
expressed as a % of the affordable housing 
policy requirement) or via a willingness, on 

The SPD cannot change the policy- this 
can only be done at a plan review stage, 
and subject to further detailed 
consultation on policy. It is therefore 
outside the scope of the SPD.

No change
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

the part of the LPA, to reduce the affordable 
housing requirement % where such provision 
is included.

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD13
5 5.5

Query as to whether the testing has taken 
into account the 1% rent reduction 
introduced as of April 1 st 2016 on all new 
affordable/social rent tenancies.

Yes, the 2016 update to the SWDP 
viability study did take account of these 
proposed rent reductions. Para 3.19 of 
that report concludes:

3.19 It is clearly necessary to reconsider 
the value of affordable housing. From a 
valuation perspective, we reconsidered 
the value of affordable housing from 
first principles and adjusted the yield by 
up to 50BPS (i.e. 0.5%)8. We have also 
specifically consulted with housing 
associations operating in the area as 
well as agents acting for developers.

 

Comment noted.

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD13
6 5.11

There appears to be no mention of viability 
assessments for 100% affordable housing 
schemes. In an era of both capital and 
revenue cuts, rising build costs and land costs 
(the latter associated with rising open market 
property values) viability is of great concern 
for Registered Providers. The SPD should be 
updated to reflect the CIL position (the draft 

The RP can submit a viability assessment 
on the grounds that the proposal is for 
100% affordable housing. 100% Rural 
exception site schemes are exempt from 
all obligations. This can be clarified by 
adding a new sentence at the end of 
para 3.32. Also it should be noted that 
no planning obligations will be sought 

Change

At the end of para 3.32 add a new 
sentence: “No planning obligations will 
be sought for rural exception sites, 
although they will be expected to 
provide on site provision for open 
space, recycling collection etc. where 
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

charging schedule being currently out for 
consultation) of social housing relief for RPs 
from obligations.

for rural exception sites, although they 
will be expected to provide on site 
provision for open space, recycling 
collection etc. where appropriate.

appropriate”.

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD13
8 3.16 This is a repeat of AHSPD125.

Ms
Sophie
Bell

AHSPD13
9

Genera
l

General comment regarding preference for 
social rent – anticipate this will be hard to 
deliver due to viability reasons. The Councils 
should expect challenges on this on the 
grounds of viability. Furthermore, with the 
release of the new programme (2016-21) 
prospectus by the HCA, there is now no 
funding available for affordable rent either. 
The Councils should expect proposals to 
include an increased number of shared 
ownership units.

Noted. In the current national policy 
climate the delivery of any affordable 
housing is challenging. This may change 
during the duration of the SWDP if 
affordable housing needs increase.

No change

Ms
Sophie
Bell

AHSPD14
0

Genera
l

General comment regarding Starter Homes – 
unclear how much the policy will need 
amending in light of the new Housing Bill.

Noted! Now the Housing and Planning 
Act- but still no further detail on starter 
homes.

No change.

Ms
Sophie
Bell

AHSPD14
1

Genera
l

Evidence base for housing needs etc. (e.g. 
paragraph 2.10) How will it be decided that 
evidence is “out-of-date” – who decides, is 
there going to be some minimum 

There is no set time period when 
evidence is considered out of date. And 
the evidence will come from several 
sources, such as waiting lists, SHMA, 

No change
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Consultee Comment 
ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

requirement on how often needs surveys will 
be reviewed and updated?

local parish surveys etc. which are 
reviewed at different times and require 
different financial and staff resources to 
update. It also depends on the planning 
policy context, e.g. whether a 
development plan is new, being 
reviewed, so we cannot say.

Ms
Sophie
Bell

AHSPD14
2 3.16

Paragraph 3.16 “a focus on affordable rent 
and intermediate housing is acceptable on 
schemes where HCA funding is available” – 
the new prospectus for the 2016-21 does not 
include grant for general needs rented units – 
only shared ownership. Will the Council’s be 
mindful of this when agreeing tenure mixes 
on schemes? E.g. the split referenced in 
paragraph 3.22 for 80/20 split between 
rented and intermediate products. This may 
not be achievable and the mix will need to be 
more balanced – to include more shared 
ownership.

There is no grant on schemes funded 
through S106 so the amount of grant is 
not relevant. The mix is based on an 
assessment of priority needs, and has 
been established for sometime and 
flagged up in the reasoned justification 
of the SWDP 15 policy.

No change

Ms
Sophie
Bell

AHSPD14
3 4.3 c)

4.3 c) clustering – not always preferable to 
disperse the affordable units throughout the 
site in terms of management/maintenance of 
the affordable units. RP’s might prefer larger 
clusters to keep future costs to a minimum. 
Needs to be flexibility on this. Although 
tenure may have an impact – e.g. dispersing 

Noted. It is accepted that this needs to 
be flexible, and each scheme should be 
looked at on its merits. But most 
responses have supported the principle 
of clustering.

 Change

Amend wording to read: “Clusters of 
10-12 dwellings have worked well in 
the past, but this will depend on 
management practices of the 
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Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

shared ownership units might be easier to 
achieve.

Registered Provider, and site specific 
requirements of the housing scheme”

Ms
Sophie
Bell

AHSPD14
7 5.9

5.9 – reference to general development 
viability is good – viability can be affected by 
various factors so policy needs to allow for 
viability assessment where requirements 
cannot be met.

Noted.

No change

Ms
Sophie
Bell

AHSPD14
8

Appen
dix 5

Appendix 5 – this needs to be re-examined 
and presented differently as it is not clear. At 
the consultation workshop it was apparent 
that this was being interpreted differently by 
different attendees – it needs to be rewritten 
so it is clear and understandable. For 
example, the Option 2 example – it is not 
clear whether there is already affordable 
homes required on Site B anyway, before you 
also try to add the affordable provision from 
the Site A and so the actual total would be 
higher.

In the example provided site B would 
purely be for the affordable dwellings 
not provided on site A. If the principle of 
off-site provision is agreed by the 
Council but an alternative site is either 
not feasible or available then the 
developer would need to look at option 
3. 

Change

Appendix 3 financial formula is now 
incorporated into Appendix 5 in light of 
introduction of changes to national 
planning policy from WMS Nov 2014. 

Pioneer 
Property 
Services Ltd

AHSPD10
4

Appen
dix 5

The method of calculating off site 
contributions set out in appendix 5 of the 
draft AHSPD provides a guide setting out the 
local authorities’ preferences, but it should 
not be rigidly imposed to determine / dictate 
the level of such contributions; such matters 
should be subject to negotiation as set out 
within adopted Local Plan Policy SWDP 15 (B).

The method of calculating off-site 
contributions is a guide, based on known 
costs at the time the SPD is written.  
Appendix 5 also outlines 3 alternative 
approaches to off-site provision, so it is 
flexible in its approach. SWDP 15 B does 
allow for negotiation, but the Councils 
consider that it is helpful to be based on 

No change
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Paragr
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current information and the information 
in Appendix 5 is helpful in giving 
potential developers an idea of potential 
costs and requirements early on in the 
development process.

Halkin 
Developmen
t Limited

AHSPD69 3.22

With respect to paragraph 3.22, affordable 
Rent as opposed to Social Rent is now largely 
the standard and preferred rental model in 
England and Wales. Housing Associations are 
increasingly requiring or preferring Affordable 
Rented properties.

The SPD already refers to both 'social 
rent and/or affordable rent' in para 
3.22,.However, a minor change to the 
wording is suggested to show this is 
open to negotiation. Therefore, at para 
3.22,  insert: This will be the starting 
point for discussions.

Change

At para 3.22,  first sentence, after 
Worcestershire” insert: This will be the 
starting point for discussions.

Wellbeck 
Strategic 
Land

AHSPD98 2.2

Para 2.2 – Whilst acknowledging that this is 
the correct definition of affordable housing in 
the NPPF, the Council will be aware of the 
Government’s intention to place a duty on 
Local Planning Authorities through the 
Planning & Housing Bill 2016, to provide 
starter homes as part of appropriate 
development and that it is likely that the 
provision will form part of the definition of 
affordable housing going forward.

The LPAs should ensure that their policies for 
affordable housing include flexibility to 

Noted. 

No change
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aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

include relevant consideration of starter 
homes within any discussions on affordable 
housing provision.

We note that the relevant SWDP policies have 
been endorsed by the Inspector at EIP and 
that the SWDP is now adopted.

Hallam Land 
Managemen
t Ltd

AHSPD11
6 2.3

The Affordable Housing Draft SPD should 
include Starter Homes within its definition of 
Affordable Housing, thereby reflecting 
emerging Government legislation.  The 
Planning and Housing Bill, currently at the 
advanced Report Stage with the House of 
Lords sets out that 20% of new housing 
development shall comprise Starter Homes as 
part of a wider affordable housing provision. 
The SPD should be updated to reflect the 
Government’s intention. Hallam Land 
therefore request the updating of paragraph 
2.3 to include reference to Starter Homes and 
also the inclusion of Starter Homes within the 
section detailing ‘Form of Delivering the 
Affordable Housing on-site’ (section 3.13-
3.23) 

Although the Planning and Housing Act 
is now on statute, the regulations 
concerning the proportion of starter 
homes required on development sites 
will need to relate to forthcoming 
regulations that are not yet published. 
The consultation on the regulations has 
only just finished, and there has been no 
government response. We cannot 
therefore anticipate any potential policy 
changes. Also, the definition of 
affordable housing in the Framework 
does not yet include starter homes, and 
therefore we cannot include them. This 
will require changes to the Framework, 
which is not yet programmed.

No change

Hill and 
Moor Parish 
Council

AHSPD14
9

3.3 - 
3.4

Hill and Moor Parish Council comment that 
the Council opposes development in the 
Green Belt and in Areas of Outstanding 

Noted. In the light of the recent change 
in national policy ( Written Ministerial 
Statement November 2014) the Councils 

Change

In the light of the recent change in 
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ID

Paragr
aph SWC Summary of Representation Officer Response Change or No Change

Natural Beauty (3.3) and that it does not 
support the charge levied on developments of 
fewer than 5 houses as the Council feels this 
unfairly disadvantages smaller developments 
(3.4)

have decided to not seek affordable 
housing financial contributions on 
smaller sites ( 5 dwellings or less), and 
not require on site provision on sites 
under 10 dwellings or below, except in 
Designated Rural Areas. The 
Interpretation of policy SWDP 15 is 
therefore amended- see para 3.4 and 
Appendix 3 as drafted is to be deleted..
In terms of Green Belt and AONB 
national and SWDP policy does allow 
some development in certain 
circumstances, so there cannot be a 
blanket ban in these areas.

national policy ( Written Ministerial 
Statement November 2014) the 
Councils have decided to not seek 
affordable housing financial 
contributions on smaller sites ( below 5 
dwellings), and not require on site 
provision on sites under 10 dwellings 
or below, except in Designated Rural 
Areas. The Interpretation of policy 
SWDP 15 is therefore amended- see 
amended section 3 paras 3.5-3.6 ,3.15-
3.16 deletion of para 5.1 and 
amendment to para 5.2.

Appendix 3 as drafted is to be deleted,.

Rooftop 
Housing 
Group

AHSPD12
5 3.4-3.9

Rooftop supports the provision of affordable 
housing on small schemes. However the 
amount of resources required for a Registered 
Provider to negotiate, secure and deliver S106 
opportunities is rarely proportionate to the 
number of homes being delivered. It is often 
not economically viable for an association to 
pursue smaller schemes where only a handful 
of affordable housing units are proposed. The 
South Worcestershire Councils (SWC) are 
asked to consider extending the provision for 
off-site financial contributions in lieu of on-
site delivery.

The South Worcestershire Councils 
(SWC) do take account of the 
operational and economic resources of 
RPs in negotiation, and off site is 
sometimes considered in this context, 
but it would set a dangerous precedent 
if this became the norm and some areas 
that may benefit socially from small 
schemes cannot rely on local provision. 
In addition the WMS of Nov 2014 is to 
be implemented locally therefore on-site 
provision will normally be for schemes of 
11 or more dwellings with off-site 

 Change

In the light of the recent change in 
national policy (Written Ministerial 
Statement November 2014) the 
Councils have decided to not seek 
affordable housing financial 
contributions on smaller sites ( below 5 
dwellings), and not require on site 
provision on sites under 10 dwellings 
or below, except in Designated Rural 
Areas. The Interpretation of policy 
SWDP 15 is therefore amended- see 
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contributions on smaller schemes where 
appropriate. 

section 3 paras 3.5-3.6 ,3.15-3.15 
deletion of para 5.1 and amendment to 
para 5.2.

Appendix 3 as drafted is to be deleted.

Peter
Styles

AHSPD15
0

Appen
dix 3

1, I find it inequitable that I could obtain 
planning for  4 x £1000000 homes , built value 
4 million pounds , in Worcester and pay 4 x 
£12500 = £50000 as a commuted sum or 
1.25% . at the same time I could convert 4 
flats on Avon road built value 4 x £60000 , 
£240000 and still have to pay a commuted 
sum of £50000 which is 20.8% . This does not 
seem equitable in any way .

 

2, I think housing deliveries particularly on 
conversions will dry up as small developers 
think it is no longer worth building out as this 
further 'tax' would erode profits to a point of 
non viability especially in what is at the 
moment a fluctuating market due to recent 
govt policy on stamp duty and tax treatment 
of buy to let landlords who were 20% of the 

Schemes for new build and conversion 
are not strictly comparable and land and 
build costs will be very different. If a 
scheme is considered by the developer 
not to be viable, they can submit for 
viability testing to have contributions 
reduced or waived. We believe the 
SWDP makes this clear. However, In the 
light of the recent change in national 
policy ( Written Ministerial Statement 
November 2014) the Councils have 
decided to not seek affordable housing 
financial contributions on smaller sites ( 
below 5 dwellings), and not require on 
site provision on sites under 10 
dwellings or below, except in Designated 
Rural Areas. The Interpretation of policy 
SWDP 15 is therefore amended- see 
section 3 paras XX, and Appendix 3 as 
drafted is to be deleted..

Change

In the light of the recent change in 
national policy ( Written Ministerial 
Statement November 2014) the 
Councils have decided to not seek 
affordable housing financial 
contributions on smaller sites ( below 5 
dwellings), and not require on site 
provision on sites under 10 dwellings 
or below, except in Designated Rural 
Areas. The Interpretation of policy 
SWDP 15 is therefore amended- see 
section 3 paras 3.5-3.6 ,3.15-3.16, 
deletion of para 5.1 and amendment to 
para 5.2.

Appendix 3 as drafted is to be deleted.
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Paragr
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market .

 

3, I think that the basic premise of the figures 
used in the calculations are unfair to smaller 
developers . At the moment you can build out 
developments in Worcester at £800 / £850 
per square metre , why does it cost a housing 
association 50% to 60% more , £1300 psqm? 
These extra amounts then make our 
contributions more than they should be when 
calculating a developers off site contributions 
.

In terms of Green Belt and AONB 
national and SWDP policy does allow 
some development in certain 
circumstances, so there cannot be a 
blanket ban in these areas.
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Stakeholder Workshop April 2016 Report
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1. Introduction

1.1 This report provides an overview of the stakeholder workshop which was held during 
consultation on the Draft Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document.  The 
purpose of the event was to facilitate discussion on the draft SPD.  The issues and comments 
raised at the event have been used, alongside all other consultation responses, to inform the 
preparation of the final SPD.

Details: Friday 15th April 2016, 9.30am-1pm, the Guildhall, Worcester

Invitees

1.2 Invitations were sent by e-mail to people on the South Worcestershire Development Plan 
database who have an interest in affordable housing.  This included local members, Parish 
and Town Councils, Registered Providers, agents, developers and landowners.  

Attendees

1.3 The following people attended the workshop.

Name Organisation
Sam Back CALA Homes Limited
Cllr Ken Barclay Wychavon District Council
Rob Csondor RCA Regeneration
Adrian L Robinson arc Surveyors Limited
Paul Harris Cerda Planning
Paul Barton Bruton Knowles
Simon Vick Fortis Living
Chris Jones Harris Lamb
Les Greenwood Greenwood Planning
Kevin Foreman Bridgehouse Property Consultants Limited
Jim Powell Local Agent
Sophie Bell Sanctuary Housing
Cllr Jo Sandalls Wychavon District Council
Emma Webster WM Housing
Cllr Ken Rowe Pinvin Parish Council

2. Format of the Workshop and Summary of Discussion

2.1 The workshop opened with a presentation from officers setting out the background to the 
preparation of the Draft Affordable Housing SPD and an overview of the document.  

2.2 The presentation was followed by two discussion sessions where participants were split into 
three small groups.  All of the groups had the same prompt questions.  The prompt 
questions and the issues raised under each are set out below.
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3. Groups

Group 1: Rob Csondor (RCA regeneration), Simon Vick (Fortis Living), Chris Jones (Harris 
Lamb), Les Greenwood (Greenwood Planning), Jim Powell (agent), Councillor Ken Rowe, Sally 
Kelsall (WCC), Maria Dunn (WCC)

Group 2: Cllr Ken Barclay (WDC), Adrian L Robinson (arc Surveyors Limited), Paul Harris 
(Cerda Planning), Paul Barton (Bruton Knowles), Sophie Bell (Sanctuary Housing), Rosie 
Murray (MHDC), Henry Primarolo (WCC)

Group 3: Sam Back (Cala), Kevin Foreman (Bridgehouse), Emma Webster (WM Housing), Cllr 
Jo Sandalls, Denise Duggan (WDC), Fred Davies (WDC).

Workshop 1

Question 1: Are the circumstances set out at 3.10 considered appropriate for off-site provision or 
a commuted sum.  Should any other scenarios be included?
Group 1  Registered Provider willingness to take units.

 Process for Registered Provider response – timing.
 Not necessarily restricted to small schemes – there may be larger schemes 

where on-site provision is not appropriate.
 Option 2 is a limited option for most developers.

Group 2  Last point in paragraph 3.10 is a catch all – there will always be instances where 
viability comes into play.

 Opportunities for AH to be delivered off-site on nearby schemes that are 
already focussed on delivering AH.

Group 3 Did not cover

Question 2: Is the formula in Appendix 5 considered to be appropriate for the calculation of off-
site provision?
Group 1  Standard s106 agreements – as appendix.

 Commuted sum for – 6 dwellings or below etc.
 Need basis for 15k land value and build costs.
 Link to BCIS index.
 On costs @ 10% depends on what build costs include.
 Viability assessors should be transparent e.g. District Valuation Service.
 Need to be clear about how commuted sums spent.
 Online commuted sum calculator.
 Need consistency in what is in documents.
 Where does 50%subsidy come from and is it still appropriate?

Group 2 Did not cover
Group 3  In short no as grossing up the affordable housing factor will make schemes 

unviable.
 Delivering the affordable housing element on another site through a 
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planning obligation is difficult and often impracticable as often there will not 
be a site, in control of the same developer, within the parish where the need 
arises.

 The principle can be realised on larger sites which have a number of phases.
 With the detail the land and build cost assumptions are reasonable but then 

you need to deduct what a Registered Provider can afford to pay via 
capitalisation of their income/rent/shared ownership receipts.  The 50% is a 
discount rather than a grant rate.

Question 3: Is the approach to rural exceptions sites appropriate?
Group 1  Given viability, generally yes.

 Policy flexible – generally 50% open market required.
Group 2  Increase expectation of higher land values where element of market housing.

 It will help bring forward rural exception sites if element of market housing as it 
will increase value.

 Value will increase further if sites are for 100% starter rather than 100% 
affordable.

Group 3  Yes but delivery is another matter (see next bullet point)
 Will landowners sell at a reasonable price or will they hang on for a market led 

scheme in the medium to long term?
 Relatively expensive to deliver.
 With intermediate housing shared ownership (time) restrictions considered 

unfair.
 RPs will build until end users are identified.
 Very important to have up-to-date local housing needs surveys to give 

interested parties the confidence to move forward.
 Exception sites need cross subsidy for market or intermediate housing to stack 

up financially.  Typically two open market homes/3-4 intermediate homes 
needed to fund an affordable rent property e.g., Windbourne, Herefordshire – 
11 open market and 10 affordable.

Question 4: Is the approach to meeting the needs of older people appropriate?
Group 1 Did not cover
Group 2  Resistance to build bungalows, as this type of housing is not a financially viable 

use of the land compared to 2 or more storey  houses.
 Difficulty of getting AH on extra care C3/C2 developments due to the difficulty 

of identifying properties that fall into this category.
Group 3  Generally yes – not a requirement rather a consideration.

 Developers driven by market needs (information from estate agents and 
demographic research).

 Easy to confuse demand (driven by people’s aspirations) with need.
 Bungalows only part of the answer and delivery problematic as relatively high 

build costs not covered by price premium.
 Developers piloting 2-bed dormer bungalows in Bromsgrove District which 

provide flexible living arrangements.
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Question 5: How will the introduction of Starter Homes (assuming a requirement of 20% on sites 
of 10 or more dwellings or greater than 0.5 ha), affect the viability and deliverability of affordable 
housing?  Would it be easier to achieve 30% and 40% (as per SWDP15) requirements where the 
first 20% are starter homes?
Group 1 Did not cover
Group 2  Government says there should be flexibility where viability comes into play.

 Local housing needs surveys are not done anymore.
 Depends on the type of agreement developers have on their land – e.g. 

promotion option – developers may wish to hold onto land to maximise profit. 
Not so much on traditional agreements.

 Off-site AH – wording on page 47 is not clear, as it appears to suggest that 
providing off site will require a higher AH number than for providing on-site.

Group 3  Did not cover.

Workshop 2

Question 1: Is the approach to the design of affordable homes and their integration within larger 
sites appropriate?
Group 1  AH likely to be 1-2 bed mostly which impacts on design.

 Policy should help to encourage better design.
 Issue of no space standard in the SPD.
 ‘fit for purpose’ should/may cover standards.
 AH requirement for residential caravan sites.
 Clustering – not necessary – should be spread throughout the site. Or smaller 

clusters (6-12).
Group 2  Pepper potting is a sensible idea.

 Doesn’t suit RP not to have AH located together – service charge and 
management issues when spread out over very large sites.

 Developer perspective – clustering the way to go. Market housing buyers look to 
see where the social housing is when buying.

 Threshold could be implemented where clustering becomes an issue.
 Clear guidance needed on what an acceptable cluster will be - SPD says groups 

of 10-12 dwellings for larger sites.
 Developers need recognition/caveat that tenure makes a difference. This will 

help/be discussed at the pre-application stage.

Group 3  Not quite! Preferable to make is looser or at least say what it will vary 
depending on the scale of the overall development proposed.

Question 2: Is the approach to Lifetime Homes and other standards appropriate.  Is there 
anything more that can be done to encourage higher standards of development?
Group 1  Lifetime homes – should be accommodated in building regulations.

 Bungalows should be encouraged.
Group 2  RP have to factor into their costings so potentially an extra thing to think about 

– especially where schemes are already advanced.
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 Need to define a lifetime home. Why should occupiers have to leave their 
homes in later life if they want to stay? People may move because it is no longer 
a suitable home for them.

Group 3  The approach is supported by Registered Providers.  The space standards 
quoted are more to do with on-going welfare reform so should not be quoted?  
Smaller properties for shared ownership?

Question 3: Are the residential amenity features at paragraphs 4.4 and 4.5 sufficient?  If not, is 
there anything else which should be added?  Is there anything which is not deliverable and 
should therefore be excluded?
Group 1  Issue of 4 bedrooms, 5 person, more likely to be 6/7 person – need to be usable.

 Overly prescriptive in some ways. 
 Some could be well designed in a scheme.

Group 2  On site parking an issue – example discussed of site where only 1 car parking 
space available per 3 houses in certain schemes due to an assumption that older 
people have less cars – highways could have considered this for sites mostly 
aimed at older users.

 Paragraph 4.4 – how policy is interpreted by officers. This paragraph needs to be 
clarified. The 5 examples given may be a suitable means of accommodation.

 Paragraph 4.5 seems fair. It can be a negotiation point at the development 
management stage.

Group 3  Not appropriate to be specific or rule out certain styles of development as a 
matter of principle.  Generally speaking design should be tenure blind.

Question 4: Is the approach to viability assessment set out at paragraph 5.11 to 5.13 
appropriate?
Group 1  Contingent deferred obligations– only applicable in multi-phased scheme.

 Terminology  needs to be tidied up.
Group 2  The process is understandable and fair, but time-consuming.

 Ability to challenge s106 payments if viability changes. Go back to local 
authority to vary s106.

 Where is evidence base for viability assessments coming from fro the average 
landowner for smaller sites? SPD is informed by average sites/costs. Trying to 
pitch so we don’t need a viability assessment on each site.

Group 3  The approach is similar to that employed previously and how it works 
(effectively) in practice. In any event RPs has to obtain value for money 
statements and also provide an audit trail for the HCA where grants are 
involved.  RPs do not expect to pay CIL on affordable housing.

Question 5: Is the approach to reduced, deferred and contingent deferred obligations set out at 
paragraphs 5.14-5.18 appropriate?
Group 1  Contingent deferred obligations should only be applied to phased schemes, 

developers want certainty at the outset.
Group 2  Anything that will make it easier for discussions/developments to start is 

welcomed.
 Ability to have milestones along the way where viability is reassessed is helpful.

Group 3  No as to refine schemes, in order to deliver affordable housing in later phases, 
can be costly.  Developer contributions should be sought instead.  Only ever 
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likely to be deliverable on larger sites (previous HCA guidance advocated a 
minimum threshold of100 dwellings) which are phased and where the total 
affordable housing requirement is agreed as an outline planning permission.  
For each stage, subject to an agreed review mechanism, a different level of 
affordable housing could be delivered.

4. Conclusion

4.1 The next steps in the preparation of the Affordable Housing SPD were highlighted.  It was 
explained that the Councils are working towards adopting the SPD in September which is 
earlier than timetabled in the LDS.  

4.2 Attendees were invited to submit comments in writing before the close of the consultation 
period (by 5pm on Monday 25th April 2016.


