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CHARNWOOD BOROUGH COUNCIL HOUSING SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENT CONSULTATION STATEMENT – MAY 2017

Introduction

1. The Charnwood Local Plan 2011 to 2028 Core Strategy was adopted on the 9th November 2015 and along with the saved policies of the
Borough of Charnwood Local Plan provides the Development Plan for the Borough.

2. A Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) is being prepared to provide further information and guidance on the following
development plan policies and topics:
 Core Strategy Policy CS3: Strategic Housing Needs for on affordable housing and housing mix;
 Core Strategy Policy CS4: Houses in Multiple Occupation on assessing the impacts of houses in multiple occupation; and
 Borough of Charnwood Local Plan Policy H/12: Student Halls of Residents and Core Strategy Policy CS23: Loughborough University and

Science & Enterprise Park on assessing proposals for purpose built and campus student accommodation.

3. Once adopted, the SPD will be a material consideration in the determination of planning applications in the Borough.  It is intended to help
everyone involved in the process to understand how the Local Plan policies will be implemented. It is important to highlight that as a SPD it
cannot propose new policy.

Consultation Process

4. In accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 a draft document was consulted on for six
weeks between 16th January 2017 to 27th February 2017.  The draft Housing SPD was informed by a range of evidence base studies and a
series of engagement events with key stakeholders.

5. During summer 2016 three workshops were held with Registered Providers, Housebuilders, Landlords, Residents Groups, Loughborough
University, Leicestershire Police, Charnwood Officers and Council Members.  This was followed up with a number of stakeholder meetings.

6. The draft document was also informed by the Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2014), research being
undertaken by Loughborough University on Houses in Multiple Occupation and student accommodation and Affordable Housing Viability
Advice commissioned specifically to inform the preparation of the SPD.  The covering letter sent with the consultation document outlined that
a new Leicester and Leicestershire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment was due to be published before the SPD would
be adopted and this would provide more up to date evidence on housing mix which would be reflected in the final SPD.

7. Appendix A sets out the bodies and individuals consulted.
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Consultation Results

8. A total of 48 organisations, residents groups, agencies and individuals responded to the consultation and made 81 representations against
the four key topic areas of affordable housing, housing mix, houses in multiple occupation and purpose built and campus student
accommodation.

9. The responses to consultation can be viewed below along with the officer responses and changes proposed to the Housing SPD to address
the issues raised.

NAME/ORGANISATION ISSUES RAISED OFFICER COMMENTS

GENERAL – CONSULTATION DRAFT HOUSING SPD

Sports England I can confirm that Sport England does not wish to make ant representations on
this application.

Noted

Geoff Platts,
Environment Agency

I have read through the SPD on Charnwood Housing, the contents of which are
outside the remit of the Environment Agency and as such we will be making no
comments on this SPD.  Thank you for taking the time to consult us.

Noted

Emilie Carr,
Historic England

Historic England have no comments in respect of this document. Noted

Emma Stewart,
Highways England

Highways England welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Housing
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) for Charnwood District Council.  It is
noted that this document will provide guidance to support the Charnwood Local
Plan Core Strategy 2011-2028 and the saved policies of the Borough of
Charnwood Local Plan to provide clarity for those who live in the Borough and for
developers who will deliver new homes.

Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as
strategic highway company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015
and is the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the Strategic
Road Network (SRN). It is the role of Highways England to maintain the safe and
efficient operation of the SRN whilst acting as a delivery partner to national
economic growth. In relation to this consultation document, Highways England’s
principal interest is safeguarding the operation of the M1and A46 which route
through the west and east of the Plan area, respectively.

Noted
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It is noted that the Housing SPD will provide specific guidance for Core Strategy
Policy CS3: Strategic Housing Needs for affordable housing and housing mix;
Core Strategy Policy CS4: Houses in Multiple Occupation on assessing the
impacts of houses in multiple occupation; and Borough of Charnwood Local Plan
Policy H/12: Student Halls of Residents and Core Strategy Policy CS23:
Loughborough University and Science & Enterprise Park on assessing proposals
for purpose built and campus student accommodation.

It is further noted that a Leicester and Leicestershire Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment is due to be published in February 2017 and
will inform the final Housing SPD.

Highways England has previously engaged with the Council on the Charnwood
Local Plan Core Strategy 2011-2028 and has been working with Leicestershire
County Council to bring forward improvements affecting the SRN at M1 J23 and
at the A46/Anstey Lane junction which will help support growth in Charnwood.
Highways England has no specific comments to provide in relation to the
guidance as set out in the SPD but will wish to continue to engage with the
Council as seeks to plan and manage growth across the district.

Sean Mahoney,
Natural England

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to
ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for
the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable
development.

Since our interests relate purely to any potential impact of development on the
natural environment, including wildlife habitats, landscape character and
protected species, it would be inappropriate for Natural England to comment on
potential site allocations.

Natural England has made comments on previous documents relating to the
Charnwood Local Plan including the Charnwood Local Plan Core Strategy
Updated Sustainability Appraisal Report, the Regulation 18 Consultation and the
recent HRA Screening Assessment so we have nothing further to add here
except to reiterate the advice in our letters of 8 September 2015 and 23 August

Noted
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2016 (attached) reminding Charnwood Borough Council of its duty to protect
nationally and internationally designated nature conservation sites from the
impacts of development.

There are 17 Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) within the Borough
including Loughborough Meadows SSSI, Cotes Grassland SSSI, Barrow Gravel
Pits SSSI, Shepshed Cutting SSSI, Beacon Hill, Hangingstone & Out Woods
SSSI, Buddon Wood & Swithland Reservoir SSSI and Bradgate Park & Cropston
Reservoir SSSI to name but a few.  These sites are protected under the Wildlife &
Countryside Act 1981 (As Amended).

We would be happy to comment further should the need arise.
Amec Foster Wheeler on
behalf of National Grid

National Grid has appointed Amec Foster Wheeler to review and respond to
development plan consultations on its behalf.

We have reviewed the above consultation document and can confirm that
National Grid has no comments to make in response to this consultation.

Noted

Alison Barlow,
Loughborough University

Loughborough University is supportive of Charnwood Borough Council's efforts to
create balanced communities across the Borough and welcomes the contribution
this document makes to that effort. The University is satisfied that the proposals
in the document will not adversely affect the University or its students. The
University has no detailed comments to make on the specific contents of the SPD
document

Noted

Ralph Moakes I feel disappointed in the fact that Charnwood and especially Rothley has been
inundated with multiple housing developments despite substantial objections.  I
appreciate that government directives demand massive expansions in house
building etc on green field sites within Charnwood resulting in futile objections
from the public population.

Furthermore I consider the correspondence from the planning department
contains technical jargon associated with planning procedures etc is quite
challenging to understand for the Layman.

The location of new development is beyond the
scope of the SPD.

The need to avoid technical jargon in our
correspondence is noted.

Brenda Snape,
Clerk, Shepshed Town
Council

Valuable agricultural land should be used for housing needs and NOT for
developers needs/demands.

The location of new development is beyond the
scope of the SPD.
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Thank you for consulting with us and trust the above comment will be registered
and taken into account.

Michael Oakland One of my problems is that I no longer understand the context of the words
currently in use, such as 'affordable' (by whom?), 'sustainable' (I have asked and
still do not understand) and 'stakeholders' to use but three.

I look at my own village, my 'service' village and Loughborough and I feel that the
existing essential infrastructure, road systems in place for my 60 years in the
area, schools with little room for expansion in their existing location and medical
facilities, for example, will not cope, but all that each new development seems to
offer is a play area and a cycle path (I cycled to work for 30+ years, so it is hardly
a new form of transport, but I have no respect for the attitude of the new
generation of people who use them now!).

I wish the Planning Department all the best in trying to bring order to the area.

Definitions for these terms are provided by the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the
Planning Policy Guidance and associated
legislation. Affordable Housing is defined in the
glossary of the SPD.

Proposed Change: Add ‘Sustainable
Development’ to the glossary and reference to
stakeholders has been removed.

The location of development and the provision of
general infrastructure are beyond the scope of
the SPD.

Queniborough Parish
Council

Council feel that with the additional houses being built in Queniborough at the
Millstones, Barkby Road and Shield Lodge, there is more houses being built in
Queniborough than the Local Plan warrants. Council also feel that there is not
sufficient infrastructure to equate to the number of houses being built.

The location of new development and provision
of general infrastructure is beyond the scope of
the SPD.

Phil Bamford,
Gladmans

Gladman Developments specialise in the promotion of strategic land for
residential development with associated community infrastructure. This
submission provides Gladman Developments representations on the Charnwood
Housing SPD.

The current version of the SPD was published based upon the contents of the
2014 Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) for Leicester and
Leicestershire. Since this time, the new Leicester and Leicestershire HEDNA has
been published (February 2017) and therefore, the SPD needs to be updated to
reflect the latest evidence base set out in the HEDNA.

The Housing Need identified in the HEDNA for Charnwood is considerably in
excess of the current housing requirement set out in the Adopted Local Plan (994
dwellings per annum 2011-2036). This evidence is yet to be tested and there is
still a potential issue of considerable unmet housing need from Leicester City
which will need to be addressed through the Duty to Cooperate. This may

The Housing SPD will be updated to reflect the
latest evidence on affordable and market housing
mix, published in the Leicester and Leicestershire
Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment (HEDNA 2017).

The objectively assessed need for housing
identified in HEDNA will inform the plan making
process and is subject to on-going cross
boundary working.  This is beyond the scope of
the SPD.
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increase the housing need within Charnwood further.

However, in the meantime, the SPD needs to be revised to reflect the position set
out latest evidence base which is currently the HEDNA 2017.

Mark Rose, Define on
behalf of Bloor Homes
Ltd

The Role of the SPD
The Draft SPD seeks to go significantly beyond the “guiding” role of an SPD as
defined by the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) and National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  The NPPG states (Paragraph: 028
Reference ID: 12-028-20140306):
“Supplementary planning documents should be prepared only where necessary
and in line with paragraph 153 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
They should build upon and provide more detailed advice or guidance on
the policies in the Local Plan. They should not add unnecessarily to the
financial burdens on development.” [added emphasis]

Paragraph 153 of the NPPF states:
“Supplementary planning documents should be used where they can help
applicants make successful applications or aid infrastructure delivery, and should
not be used to add unnecessarily to the financial burdens on development.”
[added emphasis]

The policy context for the determination of planning applications can only be
established through the preparation of the Local Plan where the policies must all
under-pinned by a robust evidence base, independently examined and ultimately
found to be “sound” (i.e. positively prepared, justified, effective an consistent with
national policy- NPPF para 182).  Those checks and measures do not apply to
the preparation of SPD, so their role in the planning process must only be to
provide clarity and further guidance and not to impose new policy requirements.
However, that is precisely what the Draft SPD does, notably in relation to the
introduction of space standards (which are not referenced in Core Strategy Policy
CS3) and a prescriptive housing mix requirement (that goes significantly beyond
the scope of Core Strategy Policy CS3).

The clear concern, as emphasised in both the NPPF and NPPG is that new policy
requirements introduced by stealth through the adoption of the SPD, will add to

The draft Housing SPD does not seek to create
new policy, it is providing guidance on the
relevant housing policies in the Core Strategy
and Borough of Charnwood Local Plan Policy
H/12: Student Halls of Residents.

The draft SPD is providing more detailed
guidance to Core Strategy Policy CS3 which
seeks an appropriate mix of types, tenures and
sizes of homes, having regard to identified
housing needs and the character of the area. The
SPD provides further, more detailed guidance in
relation to what the latest needs evidence
suggests would be an appropriate mix. The SPD
also provides flexibility for a different mix to be
considered where this can be justified.

Policy CS3 and all the Local Plan policies were
considered as part of a whole plan viability
assessment to inform the preparation of the plan
in November 2014.

Proposed Change: Add ‘economic viability’ to
the bullet points in the Housing Mix guidance box
to acknowledge the relationship mix has with
viability.

The Council has considered very carefully the
issue of whether the proposed reference to
space standards introduces new policy which is
not the role of a SPD and accepts that this
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the costs of future developments, and will therefore, affect the viability directly
and deliverability of sustainable development proposals.  However, it is a well
established principle, in plan making that the onus is on the Local Planning
Authority to ensure that the totality of the policy requirements in the Local Plan
(cumulatively, and including any CIL requirements) are achievable and do not
render development unviable (NPPF paras 173-174).

“173. Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and
costs in planmaking and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. Therefore,
the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be
subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability
to be developed viably is threatened……
174. Local planning authorities should set out their policy on local
standards in the Local Plan, including requirements for affordable housing.
They should assess the likely cumulative impacts on development in their area of
all existing and proposed local standards, supplementary planning documents
and policies that support the development plan, when added to nationally
required standards. In order to be appropriate, the cumulative impact of these
standards and policies should not put implementation of the plan at serious risk,
and should facilitate development throughout the economic cycle….” [added
emphasis]
There is no evidence that the Borough Council have considered and addressed
the implications of the Draft SPD’s requirements in this regard.

reference should be removed from the guidance.

Proposed Change: Remove the 5th bullet point
in the Design and Layout guidance box ‘reflect
the Home and Community Agency Housing
Quality Indicators minimum space standards in
consultation with the Local Housing Authority,
these are available to view here:
http://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-quality-
indicators’.

Ann Irving,
Clerk Woodhouse Parish
Council & King George's
Field Charity

This council welcomes the draft SPD and its focus on a needs-based assessment
for new housing, based on demographic changes.  The settlements within this
parish are ageing, and there is evidence of difficulty faced by residents needing to
downsize, and when unable to do so locally, they are forced away from their
communities. Experienced, active and valued contributors to village life are lost.

Therefore, this council supports the following statement:
One of the key policies in the Local Plan aims to meet housing needs in the
Borough by seeking affordable housing and an “appropriate mix of types, tenures
and sizes of homes, having regard to identified needs and the character of the
area”. By seeking an appropriate mix of housing, the Council will act positively to
try and ensure that the new houses that are being provided in the Borough are

Noted
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those that best meet the changing needs of the population. [Foreword]
2. AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Bob Line Very thorough and well thought out plan and document.

Remains to be seen how the 'affordable housing cascade' works out in practice,
might be another opportunity for subterfuge.
The thresholds could also invite development of potentially larger sites in small
bites to get below the threshold, so some safeguard to prevent piecemeal
development might be useful.

Proposed Change: Additional para added to the
Threshold for Requiring Affordable Housing
section stating ‘When considering whether a
development meets the threshold for the
provision of affordable housing the Council
will consider the development potential of
land adjacent to a site.  Where the site forms
part of a wider allocation or a larger area
within the control of the developer which is
suitable for development, this will be taken
into account to ensure comprehensive
development and avoid piecemeal
development which does not make
appropriate provision of affordable housing.’

Joyce Noon,
CPRE

This response contains the views and comments of CPRE Charnwood.

We generally welcome the document and note that some of the views that we
expressed at our private meeting have been taken into consideration.  We thank
you for this.

The recent publication of the Government’s Housing White Paper (Fixing our
broken housing market) emphasises the need to help those on lower incomes
and those less able, to have access to suitable housing and not just on the
‘affordable housing’(social) sector.

1 - We feel that the Glossary should contain an explanation of ‘Open Market
Housing’. We need to ensure that people recognise the difference between
‘Affordable Housing’ within the social sector and housing (that may or may not be
lower value) that is available for purchase on the open market.

There is much confusion regarding the term ‘Affordable Housing’.  CPRE
consider that it should be clearly distinguished from and exclude low cost housing

Proposed Change: Add Market Housing
definition to the glossary.

Proposed Change: Amend para 2.1: ‘The
difference between average house prices/rents
and household incomes makes it difficult for
some people to find a home. We can help people
in our community whose needs are not met by
the open market by providing access to
affordable housing as defined in the National
Planning Policy Framework.  Affordable
housing is usually provided by Registered
Providers such as the Council or a Housing
Association and it is only available to those
unable to afford to purchase or rent a home
privately.  The definition of affordable
housing for the purposes of planning does
not relate to price of a home but to the type or
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on the open market

(Glossary) 2 - Affordable Housing: CPRE queries provided by whom and seeks
clarification as to whether affordable homes will be available for purchase

(Glossary) 3- Rural Exception Sites: Small numbers of market homes may be
allowed at the local authority’s discretion. This contradicts the purpose of Rural
Exception Sites.

(Glossary) 4 - Intermediate Housing: Again, CPRE queries by whom these will
be provided

2.1. 2rd line. Again the confusion of the word regarding ‘market’, would be
addressed by adding the word open?

NPPF.  Annex 2: Glossary - We suggest that this confirms that any sell on price
should be determined by the District Valuer – not determined by the market.

Thresholds for Requiring Affordable Housing - CPRE support this Policy and
the thresholds identified.

Tenure of Affordable Housing to be Sought. - Tenures of Affordable Housing –
Intermediate:  CPRE queries to be provided by whom?

Deliverability & Delivery Information to Support Planning Applications. -
Proposals that include an element of affordable housing should must….. CPRE
consider that ‘should’ implies optional and that ‘must’ removes any doubt.

2.23 Viability Appraisals - CPRE Support

Rural Exception Sites - 2.27 Loophole – see Glossary (needs open market
housing definition). CPRE approve the table of Rural Exception Sites.  This
appears to be complete.

tenure of a home.’

The definition of affordable housing, intermediate
housing and rural exception sites are taken from
the National Planning Policy Framework and
reflected in the SPD.

The SPD cannot set out new policy requirements
only guidance to support the existing policies and
the language used needs to reflect this.

Roger Porter May I make this comment the most successful time regarding providing social
housing was during the 1950' and 60's.  This was at a time the Council took

Local Authorities are still able to build social
housing where funding is available.  The
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responsibility for the providing of homes itself.  The homes were of good quality
(still are) and rented very cheaply.  This housing stock during the 1980's was very
stupidly allowed to be sold off. Since then local authorities have failed to deliver a
stock of houses for rent and because of this private rents have shot up.  Poorer
tenants then have to apply to the Council for rent assistance. WHO IS BRAVE
ENOUGH TO BREAK THIS CIRCLE? One of the answers have been Councils to
encourage and use Housing Associations in providing the social housing...this
has failed.  In Charnwood, I would very much like to know about the Riverside
flats that went up on Byron street/extension. The involvement of the Council, why
local concerns were not addressed, why clearly controls over the money spent,
building quality controls and the fact a fire destroyed the whole lot ever
happened. AS A COUNCIL YOU HAVE A RESPONDSIBILTY, PASSING THE
JOB ON AND ALLOWING THE SHODDY SITUATION OF ABOVE TO HAPPEN
IS NOT ACCEPTABLE.  So apart from explaining the above, how can you ensure
it does not happen again?

Government’s Housing White Paper considers
the matter of diversifying the market to
supplement the delivery of market homes.

The Council does work closely with Housing
Associations to successfully deliver affordable
homes needed in the Borough, the SPD provides
a basis for this to continue and has been
prepared in consultation with local Registered
Providers.

The specific comments on Riverside have been
passed to Housing colleagues as they are
beyond the scope of the SPD.

Haidee Johnson The other matter I wish to raise is that the matrix shows Shepshed to have the
cheapest housing and also the lowest affordable housing figure of 20%.  This by
its very nature will further fuel the Developers desire to continue to build yet more
houses in and around Shepshed.  The result of this will be a disproportionate and
uneven distribution of affordable housing across the Borough leading to a large
pocket of so called affordable housing in one area.

Shepshed is already overloaded by housing, has very few facilities for it's size
and suffers from a congested road network.  Encouraging yet further large scale
development in one area that is already at capacity would appear to be
somewhat desperate, ill-conceived and ill-advised.

A more even distribution of smaller scale development better distributed across
the Borough where both the young and elderly can remain closer to their support
network of family and friends is surely a better model.  This way existing road
networks and local facilities can develop gradually as a local community and
achieve positive steady growth in line with its needs.  Local communities are
safer and more pleasant places in which to live and work and as such should be
positively encouraged.  Large numbers of houses with traffic congestion are not
communities and will not solve the underlying problem in the long term.

The percentage of affordable housing required
within Local Plan Core Strategy Policy CS3
reflects the evidence of what is viable in different
locations.

Our evidence shows that lower house prices
mean lower residual values from development in
Shepshed (the difference between what the
scheme generates in revenue when the homes
are sold and what it costs to develop).
Developers will not be able to sell new homes for
as much in Shepshed compared to other
locations and our evidence shows this, along with
other factors, mean developers cannot viably
provide more than 20% affordable housing within
the town. The policy is based on evidence of
what is viable in different locations.

The SPD does not set out a locational strategy
for where development should be located; this is
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This proposed Housing strategy must be robust and be for the long term benefit
on the Borough and not just a quick fix, which local residents will be forced to live
with.

outlined in the Local Plan Core Strategy (2011-
28).

John Catt One of the problems with adding "affordable housing" to new developments is
that such housing is often situated in areas where it is expensive for low income
people to live as most of the developments are situated with poor access to
public transport and shops that provide low cost food and goods.  It might make
better sense to allow developers to use what are essentially car only accessible
out of town sites for the most expensive and profitable houses, subject to them
providing suitable affordable accommodation elsewhere in Charnwood in areas
that might make it easier for low cost living with facilities within easy reach on foot
or by bicycle and with good public transport links.

The SPD seeks to promote mixed and balanced
communities to meet local needs. This requires a
range of house size, type and tenure to meet the
needs of all.

The SPD does not set out a locational strategy
for where development should be located; this is
outlined in the Local Plan Core Strategy (2011-
28).

Phil Sheppard I strongly support the first bullet point under 'Design and Layout'.  In
developments built in the last 20 years, it's easy to identify the housing
association homes because of their bland frontages and lack of character and
individuality generally.  Housing associations should not be able to get away with
such design shortcuts any more. I think the bullet point should end with
'environment and appearance', as the word 'environment' is a little ambiguous.
Could the policy go further, and require the housing providers to consult with the
people who are going to live in them, or representative groups of existing and
prospective tenants and equity-sharers, so that these folk can influence the
design?  This would put Charnwood at the leading edge of improving social
housing.

Proposed Change: Include ‘and appearance’
to the first bullet point of the Design and Layout
guidance box.

It would be beyond the Council’s remit to require
such consultation by housing associations to take
place as part of the SPD.

Supt Kerry Smith,
Leicestershire
Constabulary

No mention of consultation but this should be covered in 106 process. Noted

Susan Rodgers The exceptional circumstances should be very exceptional indeed.

Tenure of Affordable Housing to be Sought: Every effort should be made to retain
any new housing stock, as detailed, for the purpose that it is intended, rather than
allow it to slip back into private ownership.

Thresholds for Requiring Affordable Housing: Agree for Barrow upon Soar

Noted

Changes to Right to Buy legislation are the remit
of central Government.

Rosemary Richardson, Design and Layout of Affordable Housing - We strongly agree with the design and Noted
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Clerk Sileby Parish
Council

layout statement to provide affordable housing that relates well to the market
housing and is distributed in clusters of ideally less than 10 dwellings.  We
strongly agree with the policy to provide on plot car parking for affordable and
market houses.

Gail Newcombe,
Clerk Rothley Parish
Council

Objections were raised to the figure of 40% affordable housing in Rothley. Noted.  The percentage requirements are set out
in the adopted Local Plan Core Strategy and
beyond the scope of the SPD.

Satvir Masum,
Bloor Homes

2.10 Defines 3 tenures, Social Rent, Affordable Rent & Intermediate
We would suggest that additional tenures need to be included, for example
Discount Market Sale which is Developer led rather than requiring an RP
involvement, with additional flexibility to include any other tenure as updated
within NPPF or any new Government Policy e.g. Starter Homes.

Reference is made to Discount Market Sale in the document under the Cascade
section but is not referred to within this section. This cross reference is required
for the purposes of clarity.

2.12 The documents states, with reference to the SHMA (2014) an 80% need for
rented properties and a 20% need for intermediate housing is required. In the
draft SPD it is stated that the rented tenure can be provided as Affordable Rent or
Social Rent.  The Charnwood Local Plan 2011-2028 Core Strategy states a 50/50
split between the two tenures.

As a developer, clarity is required is terms of required tenure split in order to
accurately appraise land opportunities and ensure these are deliverable from a
viability point of view. Our preference would be the provision of Affordable Rent
as a rented tenure as in our experience, RP’s preference is Affordable Rent.

2.19 The document refers to a cascade situation where the gifting of units to the
Council may be an option. It is not clear how this would work? How would the unit
numbers be calculated? There should also be an option to gift units to a
nominated RP partner, should the Council not wish to take transfer of such units
for any reason.  Further clarity around this point is required. A worked example
illustration would be beneficial.

The definition of affordable housing reflects that
set out in the National Planning Policy
Framework. Discount Market Sale doesn’t meet
the national affordable housing definition.

The changes proposed by the Government to the
definition to affordable housing are currently
being consulted on and are not government
policy or guidance.  The SPD provides flexibility
to respond to any changes at para 2.17 of the
draft which states that any new products that
meet the Government’s definition of affordable
housing will be considered.

The final tier to the cascade is a mechanism that
allows the affordable homes on a site to be sold
on the open market to a person in housing need
at 60% of their open market value with legal
safeguards to ensure the discount remains in
perpetuity.  This is seen as the last resort is
therefore not referenced elsewhere in the
chapter.

The Core Strategy suggests in the supporting
text that the evidence shows that there should
generally be an equal split between social and
affordable rent. The Strategic Housing Market
Assessment which informed the Core Strategy
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A further cascade option could be to deliver all the Affordable Units as an
alternative form of Intermediate Tenure which does not require the involvement of
an RP, such as Discounted Market Sale whereby the properties are sold at a
discount in perpetuity.

2.25 The commuted sum calculation guidance refers to using a residual
affordable value. This provides uncertainty for developers and increases risk at
land purchase stage. A fixed commuted sum would be our preference as it
alleviates uncertainty to some degree and all risks can be mitigated prior to
committing to land purchase.

It would be beneficial to use a developer subsidy type mechanism, whereby a
developer would pay a percentage of the value of the affordable units or a fixed
sum type mechanism.

Design and Layout - Cluster sizes should be increased to a minimum of 15 units.
Smaller clusters can prove very difficult to accommodate, particularly on larger
sites. RP’s also prefer units to be grouped together to enable effective and
efficient land transfers and post transfer management of units.

Clarification is required on the requirement of adhering to the HCA’s HQI
minimum space standards. We would want the requirement to refer to the size,
layout and noise element only as Code for Sustainable Homes is no longer
relevant

It would be very difficult to provide on plot car parking for all plots from a
feasibility perspective, clarify how important this is.

supporting text has now been updated by the
Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment (2017).

Proposed Change: Update para 2.12 in the draft
to reflect the latest evidence and add:  ‘The
assessment found that social and affordable
rent are likely to meet the needs of same
group of households and therefore they are
grouped together.’

The SPD is clear that the preferred tenure mix is
for 80% affordable or social rent.

The cascade mechanism has been applied in
recent S106 agreements and the proportion of
units gifted to the Council needs to be negotiated
on a site by site basis taking account of the
specific circumstances of a particular site. It is
not therefore possible to provide a worked
example. Units are currently only gifted to the
Council where no Registered Provider is
interested in the units. The cascade includes as
a last resort a mechanism to allow the affordable
homes to be sold on the market at a discount in
perpetuity.

The SPD includes a matrix of indicative
commuted sums which will be updated regularly
and provides more certainty should a commuted
sum be necessary.

The SPD refers to the HCA’s Housing Quality
Indicators minimum space standards not the
other indicators such as sustainability which
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refers to the Code for Sustainable Homes.  There
is a proposed change suggested to remove this
reference altogether.

The proposal for clusters of affordable homes to
be no more than 10 dwellings reflects the
feedback from Registered Providers about how
homes are managed. The SPD is clear however
that larger clusters will be considered taking
account of the size of the site and site
constraints.

Proposed Change: Amend the bullet point in the
Design and Layout guidance box on clustering to
reinforce that this is guidance and a starting point
for further discussion where necessary: ‘be
distributed in clusters across a number of
different areas around the site. Generally, The
clusters should consist of groups of up to be
no more than 10 dwellings unless otherwise
agreed taking account of the size of the site and
the site constraints.’

The SPD highlights that on plot car parking is an
important consideration in terms of ensuring the
design and layout of affordable housing meet the
needs of our community in the long term and are
integrated with market housing.  However it
recognises that it will not always be possible and
provides flexibility stating ‘wherever possible’.

Phil Bamford,
Gladmans

Affordable Housing
The change of position with regards to Policy CS3 is supported in principle as this
properly reflects current Government Guidance on affordable housing provision
as set out in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).

The Local Plan Core Strategy Policy CS3 was
prepared on the basis of robust evidence of need
and viability which was accepted by an
independent Inspector and consulted on as part
of the plan making process.  Should government
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However, it is considered that the final sentence contained in the box under the
heading ‘Thresholds for Requiring Affordable Housing’ should be deleted.

Government guidance is clearly set out in in the PPG and should any changes to
guidance be made in the future, this will need to be reflected through a review of
the SPD and the Local Plan policy, if relevant. It should not be for the SPD to pre-
empt possible changes to Government guidance. The SPD should merely reflect
current guidance.

In terms of the mix of affordable housing tenures sought, the SPD should be clear
that these are a starting point for negotiation as the mix of affordable tenures on
site has a huge impact upon the viability of a scheme. The split outlined in the
SPD reflects a moment in time and is not specific to a local area. Therefore, there
may be a need for a different tenure split dependent upon the location of the
development and when it is brought forward.

It should also be made clear in the box on ‘Tenure Mix’ that viability may be a
consideration when determining the correct tenure mix of affordable housing on a
scheme.

It is considered extremely unhelpful that the Council will not accept Starter
Homes as affordable housing. The White Paper on housing was published in
February 2017 and this sets out the clear intention of the Government to
introduce starter homes. These represent one element of a range of affordable
housing products that are required to support the aspirations of people wanting to
buy their own home. The statement contained in para 2.18 of the SPD is clearly
not in line with the latest Government agenda on starter homes and affordable
housing and should therefore be deleted.

The section on Viability and Delivery is not considered to be as clear as it could
be, as there will be differing levels of information that will be relevant to different
types of applications involving affordable housing. For an outline application,
details of location and tenure, type and size of units, level of receipt for the
affordable housing and viability are unlikely to be known.

guidance on thresholds be withdrawn then Policy
CS3 would provide an appropriate basis for
determining which sites are required to provide
affordable housing.

The SPD is clear that the tenure mix is the
starting point for negotiation.  The guidance box
sets out a preferred mix and highlights that the
Council will continue to work collaboratively to
consider alternative mixes. The split identified
reflects the latest needs evidence which
considers the period up to 2036 (Housing and
Economic Development Needs Assessment
2017).  The split is provided at the Borough level
as housing needs, both market and affordable
are met at a Borough-wide level.

It is recognised that tenure split can impact on
viability and be influenced by local
circumstances.  Whilst the guidance box does
not directly refer to viability and local
circumstances, these are the types of issues are
covered by the reference to the need for flexibility
to avoid delays in delivery, alongside other
delivery issues such as the ability to secure a
Registered Provider.  All issues related to
delivery would be taken into account, and
balanced against the need to meet the
objectively assessed needs of our community,
when negotiating an appropriate mix for a site.

Para 2.18 reflects current government policy.
The changes proposed by the Government to the
definition to affordable housing are currently
being consulted on and are not government
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Although this section recognises that the level of evidence provided should be
proportionate to the type of application submitted, this should be made clearer by
setting out that the detailed information required should only be for detailed
planning applications and that for outline applications, the requirements will be
significantly less.

policy or guidance.  The SPD provides flexibility
to respond to any changes at para 2.17 of the
draft which states that any new products that
meet the Government’s definition of affordable
housing will be considered.

The SPD is clear that the information needed in
relation to viability is expected to be
proportionate to the type of application submitted
and therefore less information will be required for
an outline application than a detailed planning
application, however the level of detail should be
determined on a case by case basis to reflect the
circumstances of the application.

Tetlow King Planning on
behalf of Rentplus

Definition of Affordable Housing
The definition set out in Chapter 2 will need to change to reflect the proposed
definition as set out in the Government’s White Paper: Fixing our Broken Housing
Market (February 2017). This confirmed the Government’s intention to extend the
definition to include a wider range of home ownership products, including Rent to
Buy. The Paper sets out at paragraphs 4.16 and 4.17:

“... in keeping with our approach to deliver a range of affordable homes to buy,
rather than a mandatory requirement for starter homes, we intend to amend the
NPPF to introduce a clear policy expectation that housing sites deliver a minimum
of 10% affordable home ownership units”.

This is an important change for planning policy, placing greater emphasis on the
ability of affordable home ownership products to meet local housing needs and
aspirations, as well as improving developers ability to meet local needs in
whichever form that takes. As Rentplus will specifically help those households
who aspire to home ownership whilst helping them save through an affordable
rent, we expect this to help a great number of households, including those in
Charnwood Borough for whom saving for a mortgage deposit can be incredibly
difficult. The Rentplus product has been developed to resolve this difficulty; it may
be useful for Rentplus to meet with housing and planning officers to discuss how

The changes proposed by the Government to the
definition to affordable housing are currently
being consulted on and are not government
policy or guidance.  The SPD provides flexibility
to respond to any changes at para 2.17 of the
draft which states that any new products that
meet the Government’s definition of affordable
housing will be considered.
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this can be brought forward across the Borough.

Tenures of Affordable Housing
Whilst the Council has taken a pragmatic approach to housing models not
meeting the strict intermediate affordable housing definition at paragraph 2.13 we
consider that, as with our comments above, the definitions in this section need to
be reviewed and the latest models of affordable housing as set out in Box 4 of the
White Paper incorporated into the SPD. Whilst the SPD does not create new
policy, it is an easy mechanism to reflect the latest national policy changes in
local guidance and this change should be properly set out. Our consideration of
the Rentplus model’s compliance with the NPPF definition is set out in the
enclosed Affordable Housing Statement, however this is superseded by the White
Paper which clearly acknowledges the new model.  It is also relevant that the
White Paper proposes that at least 10% of all schemes of 10+ dwellings be
provided as an affordable home ownership product. The target tenure split set out
in the box entitled Tenure Mix of Affordable Housing should be updated to reflect
this proposal, and to take a more enabling approach to providers of affordable
housing delivering viable schemes that meet local needs whilst also delivered
balanced communities.

Representation included a document titled ‘RENTPLUS: AN AFFORDABLE
MODEL. Affordable Housing Statement’.

John Coleman,
William Davis Ltd

Threshold for Requiring Affordable Housing
I note and support the Council’s decision to observe and apply the National
Planning Practice Guidance in respect of sites of less than 10 dwellings.

Preferred Tenure Mix
I welcome the flexibility which is offered for consideration of alternative tenure
mixes “where there is a clear justification”. However, it would be useful to have
some additional guidance on what type of justification the Council would require.
I also note that the latest HEDNA report (which supersedes the 2014 SHMA as
an up-to-date assessment of housing need) has identified a different tenure mix
for Charnwood (77% Social/Affordable rent and 23% intermediate).  This updated
mix should inform the final approved draft of the SPD.

The Housing SPD will be updated to reflect the
latest evidence in the Leicester and
Leicestershire Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA
2017).

There a number of reasons why an alternative
mix might be considered including viability
issues, the individual circumstances of the site or
the ability to secure a Registered Provider.  The
guidance box refers to ‘flexibility to avoid delays
to the delivery of housing’ to cover these types of
issues.  The type of justification required will
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Cascade Mechanism
I welcome and support the inclusion of guidance on cascade mechanisms within
the SPD.  As noted at paragraph 2.19, this is essential if needs are to be met
effectively without delay to overall housing delivery.

Viability and Delivery Information to Support Planning Applications
In this section the draft SPD suggests that basic viability information/confirmation
is to be required to be submitted with planning applications, including proposed
tenure of affordable housing units.  Any such statement should be unnecessary
where a developer has decided that a fully policy compliant offer can be made.
However, this may not be possible to confirm at planning submission stage until
all Section 106 requirements are known.

Viability Appraisals
Reference is made to the Land Value Benchmark “in most instances” being “the
existing use value unless exceptional circumstances justify using an alternative
use value.”  This, however, is not applicable to green field sites where the existing
use value would not be sufficient to “provide competitive returns to a willing
landowner to enable development to be deliverable” (paragraph 173 of NPPF
refers).  This section of the SPD should therefore be re-drafted accordingly.

As regards disclosure of Viability Appraisal information I consider that all Viability
Appraisals should be treated as commercially sensitive unless otherwise
stipulated by the applicant, and should be kept as confidential.  If the Council is
using the District Valuer in every instance as an independent assessor perhaps
public disclosure issues could be avoided by the applicant forwarding the Viability
Appraisal directly to the DV?

Commuted Sums
The proposed approach to commuted sums is not clear and requires clarification.
However; many of the values set out in Appendix B are far higher than the degree
of subsidy which we would expect to provide to secure affordable units.  William
Davis also objects to the suggested calculation of the difference between scheme
residual values with and without affordable housing.  This should be irrelevant as
the commuted sum simply needs to be shown to be sufficient to secure the

depend on the circumstances of the site and
have therefore not been outlined.

The viability and delivery information identified in
the SPD would be necessary whether or not an
applicant is making a fully policy compliant offer.
The draft SPD highlights at para 2.21 that this
information is intended to provide all parties with
a benchmark against which to understand and
quantify any changes that occur to the viability of
the site as it progresses to delivery.  Whilst an
applicant may make a policy compliant offer,
providing basic information can ensure any future
changes can be understood and any potential
issues are identified early, for example if the offer
is based on a mix that is unlikely to be
acceptable or deliverable.

The Viability Appraisals guidance note includes
‘Profit Margin’ under costs and therefore ensures
the need for a competitive return for both the
landowner and developer are taken into account.

Proposed Change: clarify that a competitive
return for a landowner and developer are taken
into account.  Amend para 2.23: We expect to
will take a reasonable, pragmatic and
proportionate approach to these matters
ensuring costs of any requirements applied
to development, when taking account of the
normal cost of development and mitigation,
provide competitive returns to a willing
landowner and willing developer to enable
development to be deliverable.
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equivalent affordable housing provision off-site.

Design
The principle of ensuring that affordable units are properly integrated with private
housing with no pronounced architectural distinction is fully accepted.  However,
there may be some difference in the precise specification of brick type and tile
used and in some architectural detailing reflecting build cost differentials.  For
these reasons I would therefore request that the term set out above i.e. ‘no
pronounced architectural distinction’ be used rather than units being required to
be “indistinguishable in terms of building materials and external environment”.

William Davis also objects to the reference to clusters of no more than 10
dwellings.  On our recent sites your authority has permitted groups of up to 15
dwellings without considering mitigating circumstances in terms of site size or
constraints.  I also understand that many Registered Providers who attended your
stakeholder Engagement event also called for flexibility on cluster size above the
suggested 10 unit threshold in the interests of future property management; and
indeed sought groups of at least 20 units.

The expectation that affordable housing reflects the HCA HQI minimum space
standards is also unreasonable.  Registered Providers are not bound to comply
with HQI standards where there is no HCA funding.  This requirement should
therefore be deleted.

It is recognised that information included in a
viability appraisal may be commercially sensitive
and disclosure of confidential information could
be prejudicial to the developer (applicant) if it
were to enter the public domain. The SPD
explains that where this is the case this should
be highlighted to the Council so that it can be
kept confidential and only shared with those
instructed by the Council to review the appraisal.
It is essential that the decision maker has sight of
the viability appraisal.

Proposed Change: Make clearer what is
required from applicants if appraisals including
confidential information in last para of the
Viability Appraisal guidance box. ‘Applicants
should be aware that Viability Appraisals may
form part of the public register alongside other
application documents. If an applicant considers
that the disclosure of an element of a viability
assessment would could be prejudicial to the
applicant, applicants cause harm to both their
commercial interest and the public interest, and
should request that the appraisal be kept
confidential under the Freedom of Information
Act 2000 (sections 41 and 43(2)) or under the
Environmental Information Regulations
setting out the reasons, they should provide
justification for this so it can be considered by the
Council.’

A commuted sum should be of a broadly
equivalent value and robustly justified in
accordance with para 50 of the NPPF.  The
Council commissioned Delivery Advice to inform



-20-

NAME/ORGANISATION ISSUES RAISED OFFICER COMMENTS

the approach to commuted sums which is in line
with the NPPF and is informed by the latest
information from the HM Land Registry House
Price Index and the RICS BCIS (Building Cost
Information Service) indices.

The term ‘indistinguishable’ means ‘not able to
be identified as different’ and this provides the
flexibility for some difference in the precise
specification of brick type and tile used where
this is necessary and agreed as
indistinguishable.

The proposal for clusters of affordable homes to
be no more than 10 dwellings reflects the
feedback from Registered Providers about how
homes are managed.  The SPD is clear however
that larger clusters will be considered taking
account of the size of the site and site
constraints.

Proposed Change: Amend the bullet point in the
Design and Layout guidance box on clustering to
reinforce that this is guidance and a starting point
for further discussion where necessary: ‘be
distributed in clusters across a number of
different areas around the site. Generally, The
clusters should consist of groups of up to be
no more than 10 dwellings unless otherwise
agreed taking account of the size of the site and
the site constraints.’

The Council has considered very carefully the
issue of whether the proposed reference to
space standards introduces new policy which is
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not the role of a SPD and accepts that this
reference should be removed from the guidance.

Proposed Change: Remove the 5th bullet point
in the Design and Layout guidance box ‘reflect
the Home and Community Agency Housing
Quality Indicators minimum space standards in
consultation with the Local Housing Authority,
these are available to view here:
http://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-quality-
indicators’.

Purnima Wilkinson,
EMH Group

1. Chapter 2
 2.2 - We understand that the work on the HEDNA for Leicester and

Leicestershire has been completed. Will the HEDNA figures for housing be
used to update the SHMA 2014?

 2.12 - Again will this be updated based on HEDNA?
 2.13 - How would Rent to Buy product be treated?
 2.15 - the Housing White Paper makes reference to future rent setting for

Registered Providers (RPs) and whilst it is proposed that affordable rents are
set below the Local Housing Allowance we would not want this to fetter future
rent setting for RPs.

 2.16 - We would seek clarification on this point. For us as a Registered
Provider we would not want to have capital receipts from the sale of our
affordable units to be ring fenced.

 Design and Layout
- HQI space standards would be supported.
- The layout and design should seek to minimise communal / open space

as this would add to service charges for residents, given its impact on
affordability.

- The use of management companies needs to be considered in terms of
the service, costs future cost increases etc. as this will impact on RPs
purchasing the Section 106 affordable units and on residents in terms of
current and future affordability.

The SPD will be updated to reflect the latest
evidence in the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA
2017).

Any affordable housing products which meet the
definition of affordable housing in the NPPF will
be considered against the evidence of need.

Future rent setting will be determined by the
Government.

The intention of the SPD is to encourage
Registered Providers to spend the capital receipt
from intermediate housing in the Borough.

Proposed Change: Amend 2.16 of the draft
SPD to clarify this flexibility: Where intermediate
housing is proposed we will expect to see seek
provisions within the appropriate agreement for
the capital receipts to be ring fenced for the
delivery of affordable housing in Charnwood.

The guidance box on Design and Layout includes
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reference to avoiding external communal spaces
which result in additional service charges.

A R Yarwood,
National Federation of
Gypsy Liaison Groups

It is disappointing to find that the needs of Gypsies and Travellers are not
addressed. Provision of sites for Travellers can be regarded as a form of
affordable housing.

The Council approach to meeting the needs of
Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople is
set out in Local Plan Core Strategy Policy CS5
which is beyond the scope of the SPD.

John Barton 180 per year is a ridiculously small number of affordable houses. It is nowhere
near what is needed.  Stop expecting private developers to build these as part of
larger developments and just build more council houses.

Affordable Housing Cascades
When a registered provider is not found, the Council should step in and buy the
affordable housing to rent out at the social rent level.

Design & Layout of Affordable Housing
This planning guidance results in all houses looking like pastiche Victorian or
Georgian houses. Why cannot houses reflect the latest building technology? Why
force them to be stuck in one architectural style? This is an imposition of extra
costs on housing that we cannot afford. housing must be first and foremost
affordable and energy efficient. It must have low energy consumption for both
heating and cooling. The housing built now will be around for more than 100
years. Indeed, the UK demolition rate is on average once every 1400 year! Given
that by mid-century, the UK economy must essentially achieve zero greenhouse
gas emissions, homes need to be more energy efficient. Their external
appearance just does not matter so much!

Local Authorities are still able to build social
housing where funding is available.  The
Government’s Housing White Paper considers
the matter of diversifying the market to
supplement the delivery of market homes.

The Council has the opportunity alongside any
Registered Provider to buy the affordable
housing from the developer before or during the
process of using the cascade.

Local Plan Core Strategy Policy CS16 sets out
the Council’s approach to Sustainable
Construction and Energy and is beyond the
scope of the SPD.

Lesley Bell,
Clerk, Barrow upon Soar
Parish Council

Thresholds for Requiring Affordable Housing
Barrow upon Soar PC agrees with the figure for BPC.

Affordable Housing Cascades
The exceptional circumstances would need to be very exceptional.

Tenure of Affordable Housing to be Sought
Every effort should be made to retain any new housing stock, as detailed, for the
purposes that it is intended, rather then allowed to slip back into private
ownership.

Noted

Changes to Right to Buy legislation are the remit
of central Government.
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Gemma Hiden, GVA on
behalf of Jelsons Ltd

Chapter 2 of the SPD sets out the Local Planning Authority’s (LPA) approach to
affordable housing. In our view this chapter ought to be revised so that it takes
account of the most up to date evidence on affordable housing need, contained in
the Leicestershire Authorities Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment (January 2017) (HEDNA).

Specifically, the draft Policy relating to ‘Tenure Mix of Affordable Housing’
does not reflect the latest gross need for intermediate and affordable/ social
rented housing, set out within the HEDNA. Additional text should be added such
that the Policy reads as follows:

“The preferred tenure mix for all developments providing affordable housing in the
Borough is:

Social or Affordable Rent 80%
Intermediate (Shared Ownership) 20%

We will continue to work collaboratively with Registered Providers and
Housebuilders to consider alternative mixes where there is a clear justification
and having regard to the Council’s latest housing needs survey. In
considering alternative mixes the Council will need to balance the need for
flexibility to avoid delays to the delivery of housing, with the need to meet the
objectively assessed needs of our community.”

Paragraphs 2.20 to 2.23, deal with Delivery and Viability. The accompanying
draft Policy ‘Viability and Delivery Information to Support Planning
Applications’ appears to be worded in such a way that it would require all
planning applications that include an element of affordable homes to be
accompanied by a viability assessment. This appears overly onerous and we
presume that this was not the intention of the Policy.

The Policy should be amended to clarify that viability information should only be
required in circumstances where the applicant does not intend to bring forward a
scheme that would deliver a policy compliant amount of affordable housing (i.e.
due to viability issues).

The SPD will be updated to reflect the latest
evidence in the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA 2017)
in relation to tenure of affordable housing.

The guidance box on the tenure mix of affordable
housing refers to the need to balance flexibility
with meeting the objectively assessed needs of
our community.  This would require having
regard to the latest housing needs assessment.

The guidance box on Viability and Delivery
Information to Support Planning Applications
does not require all planning applications with an
element of affordable housing to be accompanied
by a viability assessment.  Para 2.23 and the
guidance box on Viability Appraisals of the draft
SPD explains the circumstances where a viability
appraisal will be required. The first guidance box
identifies the information the Council requires to
ensure proposed affordable housing packages
are realistic so that this can inform the decision
making process.
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John Barton Commuted Sum Matrix - What are the units of 'unit sizes'? Square metres I
presume? Do the differences between the commuted sums values mean that an
agricultural worker in Newtown Linford earns more than a warehouse worker in
Shepshed? Is the minimum wage higher in Newtown Linford? I don't think so!

Proposed Change: Add the unit size to the
commuted sums matrix.

The commuted sums values have been
calculated using a residual value approach and it
puts the land owner in exactly the same financial
position whether there is an on-site affordable
housing contribution, or an off-site one.  The
differences in the figures show the difference
between the scheme revenue and scheme costs,
including a reasonable allowance for developer
return in different locations.

Zoe Stiles, Pioneer
Property Services Ltd on
behalf of Commercial
Estates

1. Introduction
1.1 This paper provides a consultation response prepared by Pioneer Ltd on
behalf of Commercial Estates Projects Ltd in respect of the draft Housing
Supplementary Planning Document (February 2017 – “draft HSPD”).   The
following paragraphs work consecutively through the sections of the draft HSPD
providing feedback where appropriate.

1.2 Pioneer specialise in undertaking viability assessments, providing
independent advice on housing market analysis and affordable housing
particularly in relation to ‘planning and affordable housing’ matters, the
implementation of planning conditions/obligations and analysis of Housing Market
Assessments/Housing Needs Surveys.   The following response is therefore
based on a robust understanding of housing and affordable housing delivery
issues at all stages in the planning process.

1.3 Commercial Estates Projects Ltd are a significant land owner experienced in
assembling land to enable housing delivery; as a major stakeholder and
contributor to the supply of housing land (through schemes such as the urban
extension on land North East of Leicester within Charnwood Borough) it is
requested that the following responses are given full regard by the Council when
finalising the HSPD.

2. Tenure of Affordable Housing to be Sought

The aim of the SPD is to provide further guidance
and help everyone involved in the process to
understand how the Council’s policies will be
implemented. It is appropriate for this document
to include the national definition of affordable
housing and the definition is clearly sourced.

Proposed Change: cross reference the extract
of the NPPF definition of affordable housing with
the Glossary explaining this sets out the full
definition.  Amend the glossary to bring the full
definition together rather than listing social and
intermediate housing alphabetically and remove
the duplication of the affordable rented definition.

The changes proposed by the Government to the
definition to affordable housing and a number of
other proposals in the Housing White Paper are
currently being consulted on and are not
government policy or guidance.  The SPD
provides flexibility to respond to any changes at
para 2.17 of the draft which states that any new
products that meet the Government’s definition of
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Affordable Housing Definition
2.1 The pink box at page 8 of the draft HSPD partially repeats the affordable
housing definition set out within Annex 2 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (March 2012 – “NPPF”).   Partially quoting the NPPF in this way may
lead to confusion in the application of the NPPF affordable housing definition and
will quickly result in the HSPD becoming out of date.  The draft HSPD should be
amended to remove any duplication of national policy and instead state that
prevailing national planning policy, and the affordable housing definitions therein,
will be applied.

2.2 The draft HSPD glossary also includes elements of the NPPF affordable
housing definition, but there seems to be an error in the heading of what is clearly
a Social Rent definition at page 32 of the draft HSPD (i.e. describing it as
Affordable Rent instead).   This duplication of national policy should be deleted
and the HSPD amended in line with the recommendation at paragraph 2.1 above.

2.3 It is noted that ‘Starter Homes’ are explicitly excluded by the Council in
paragraph 2.18 of the draft HSPD from the definition of affordable housing until /
unless this tenure is included within an amended NPPF affordable housing
definition.

2.4 Whilst the Starter Homes (Chapter 1, Section 2) and affordable housing
definition within Part 6 Section 159(4) of the Housing and Planning Act 2016 are
yet to come into force, the publication of the Housing White Paper (“HWP”) during
February 2017 provides a clear indication that the Government intends for Starter
Homes to be included within the National Planning Policy affordable housing
definition.  The HWP states that this is expected to come into force by April 2018
(following a transitionary period).

2.5 Unfortunately, the timing of the draft HSPD consultation places it marginally
ahead of Starter Homes being included within National Planning Policy affordable
housing definitions / the commencement of the relevant sections of the Housing
and Planning Act 2016.

2.6 Once Starter Homes come into force as affordable housing the draft HSPD as

affordable housing will be considered.

Core Strategy Policy CS3 seeks an appropriate
mix of types, tenures and sizes of homes, having
regard to identified housing needs and the
character of the area.  The SPD provides further
guidance on what is an appropriate mix of
tenures for affordable housing based on the
latest evidence and appropriately suggests that
any alternative mix needs to be clearly justified in
the context of the policy. This is not new policy; it
is further guidance to help everyone involved in
the process. The guidance box is clear that the
Council will work collaboratively with applicants
and Registered Providers to consider alternative
mixes.

The SPD will reflect the latest needs information
available in the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment.  This
assessment was undertaken by independent
consultants following the national guidance for
such studies and based on the national definition
of affordable housing including intermediate
products.  It has also been informed by the
Council’s local knowledge of the housing register.

The affordable housing cascade guidance box
offers a proactive approach to deal with the
circumstances where there is an issue with
securing a Registered Provider.  It is guidance
and will need to be expanded upon through the
normal process of negotiating a Section 106 to
reflect the particular circumstances of an
individual application. This will provide the
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worded will be out of date and therefore be of limited weight in respect of the
approach taken to affordable housing tenure.   The draft HSPD should be
amended in line with paragraph 2.1 above.

Affordable Housing Tenure Split
2.7 The blue box on page 9 of the draft HSPD sets out an 80% Social or
Affordable Rent and 20% Intermediate (Shared Ownership) tenure split – this
reflects commentary in the supporting text to Core Strategy Policy CS3.   Despite
referring to this as a ‘preferred mix’ the draft HSPD wording also suggests that
any deviation from it will only be considered where ‘there is a clear justification’
thus rendering it more of a standard requirement as opposed to a preference.
The wording is therefore confusing.

2.8 The draft HSPD should not seek to introduce new policy; Policy CS3 of the
adopted Charnwood Borough Core Strategy does not include any affordable
housing tenure split targets within its wording, but instead seeks an ‘appropriate
mix’ having regard to ‘identified housing needs’ and ‘the character of the area’.

2.9 The draft HSPD wording should be amended to make it clear it is a tenure
split preference based on broad conclusions reached within the 2014 Leicester
and Leicestershire SHMA (“SHMA”) as opposed to an affordable housing tenure
split target set out within Policy CS3 wording.

2.10 The current NPPF affordable housing definition already enables a variety of
affordable housing products to be provided both for sale and rent. Unfortunately,
the SHMA analysis of the need for affordable homes for sale is based on a limited
selection of products (i.e. as opposed to across the range of housing costs that
can be applicable to affordable housing for sale) and therefore will be unable to
reflect the true extent of the need for this type of housing.

2.11 If the full range of product and housing cost combinations were to be tested
then the pool of households able to afford affordable housing purchase solutions
will be greater than currently suggested by the affordable housing tenure split
referred to in the SHMA and the draft HSPD.

opportunity to agree appropriate timescales and
discuss how gifting a proportion of units would be
approached. The cascade is designed to deal
with problems securing a Registered Provider
due to a lack of capacity or financial constraints
rather than a lack of households in need.

The viability and delivery information identified in
the SPD would be necessary whether or not an
applicant is making a fully policy compliant offer.
The draft SPD highlights at para 2.21 that this
information is intended to provide all parties with
a benchmark against which to understand and
quantify any changes that occur to the viability of
the site as it progresses to delivery.  Whilst an
applicant may make a policy compliant offer,
providing basic information can ensure any future
changes can be understood and any potential
issues are identified early, for example if the offer
is based on a mix that is unlikely to be
acceptable or deliverable.

The SPD is clear however that the information
needed in relation to viability is expected to be
proportionate to the type of application submitted
and therefore less information will be required for
an outline application than a detailed planning
application, however the level of detail should be
determined on a case by case basis to reflect the
circumstances of the application.

The SPD is not requiring a full viability appraisal
or assessment for every application, this is only
required where an issue with viability is identified
as preventing the provision of affordable homes
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2.12 Looking forwards, the emerging national policy approach to affordable
housing set out within the HWP seeks to broaden the scope of Intermediate
affordable housing significantly. Local authority SHMAs will need to be updated to
reflect this in the modelling of affordable housing need to ensure robust
conclusions on what represents an appropriate affordable housing tenure split.

2.13 At a minimum the emerging HWP approach seeks that 10% of all homes on
a site overall are provided as home ownership on the basis that less than this will
potentially impact on scheme form and viability.  However, the emphasis remains
on providing housing to meet an objectively assessed housing need and the
proportionate requirement for Intermediate housing for sale may therefore be
greater than 10% of the overall housing requirement.

2.14 The broadening of the definition of affordable housing proposed within the
HWP (i.e. to include Starter Homes, Rent to Buy, and Discount Market Sale as
well as Shared Ownership) highlights the increased Government focus on
ensuring a wide range of affordable housing home ownership products are made
available to eligible households.

2.15 SHMAs will need to assess the level of housing need for a wider spectrum of
such products than is currently provided within the SHMA and national policy
should prevail when development control decisions are taken, taking precedence
over outdated Local Plan policy / any supporting documents such as the draft
HSPD.

3. Affordable Housing Cascade
3.1 It is welcomed that the draft HSPD acknowledges that there may be
occasions where a Registered Provider cannot be secured to provide affordable
housing and that, on such occasions, affordable housing delivery cascades within
Planning Obligations can be used to remove the risk of delays to housing delivery
overall.

3.2 At page 10 the draft HSPD sets out the Council’s preferences for the contents
of such cascades within a blue box.   Whilst elements of what the Council
propose may be appropriate for some sites under some circumstances, care

in line with Policy CS3.

The guidance box on Viability Appraisals is only
dealing with viability issues and does not
therefore refer to other potential reasons for a
reduced quantum of affordable housing.

The legal challenge referred to relates to the
requirement within a section 106 Agreement for
the payment of administration and monitoring
fees.   Requiring applicants to cover the costs of
an independent assessment is not a Section 106
requirement but part of a planning application
process.  It is a well-established approach which
ensures a fair and transparent outcome.

The SPD provides additional guidance to help all
parties and will not remove the need for
discussion of viability matters between the
applicant and the Council as part of the planning
application process, this continues to be
encouraged including in the draft SPD at para
2.22.

A commuted sum should be of a broadly
equivalent value and robustly justified in
accordance with para 50 of the NPPF.  The
Council commissioned Delivery Advice to inform
the approach to commuted sums which is in line
with the NPPF and is informed by the latest
information from the HM Land Registry House
Price Index and the RICS BCIS (Building Cost
Information Service) indices.

The draft SPD at para 2.25 makes clear the
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should be taken not to seek to impose the preferences as a prescriptive
requirement and the draft HSPD should make it clear that this is not the objective.

Furthermore:
 Not all NPPF compliant affordable housing products require the involvement of

a Registered Provider.
 It is unclear from the draft HSPD how the Council would seek to value any

‘gifting’ of what is described in the draft HSPD as a ‘reasonable proportion’ of
affordable housing to the Council where such a cascade were triggered.

 Seeking a commuted sum or a ‘gifted’ affordable housing contribution may be
inappropriate if Registered Providers were declining affordable housing or
tenures of affordable housing on the basis of a lack of need for such housing
provision – under these circumstances there would be no ongoing justification
for continuing to seek a contribution for affordable housing or affordable
housing in tenures sought by the Council.

 It is unclear why under the last stage of the cascade proposed by the draft
HSPD (where housing could be sold on the open market to a ‘person in
housing need’) the homes would be subject to a discount to the market value.
This is particularly as the search for households eligible for affordable housing
would presumably have been exhausted by the previous stages.  By this point
there would be no justification in planning terms for continuing to seek a
contribution for affordable (i.e. subsidised) housing.

 The timescales over which the various elements of the cascade proposed
would operate are not referred to – anything unrealistic or that restricted the
ongoing delivery of the open market element of a scheme could jeopardise
scheme viability and delay delivery contrary to the clear Government
objectives identified within the HWP / NPPF for speeding delivery up /
significantly boosting housing supply.

Therefore, whilst the recognition that the use of affordable housing delivery
cascades within Planning Agreements may be helpful is welcomed, any
restrictive blanket approach to such cascades is unlikely to have the desired
outcome of removing the risk of delays to housing delivery / meeting housing
needs.

matrix provides indicative commuted sums and
therefore a guide.

Proposed Change: Amend the title of Appendix
B to Indicative Commuted Sums Matrix.

The proposal for clusters of affordable homes to
be no more than 10 dwellings reflects the
feedback from Registered Providers about how
homes are managed.  The SPD is clear however
that larger clusters will be considered taking
account of the size of the site and site
constraints.

Proposed Change: Amend the bullet point in the
Design and Layout guidance box on clustering to
reinforce that this is guidance and a starting point
for further discussion where necessary: ‘be
distributed in clusters across a number of
different areas around the site. Generally, The
clusters should consist of groups of up to be
no more than 10 dwellings unless otherwise
agreed taking account of the size of the site and
the site constraints.’

The design and layout guidance set out in the
SPD is intended to highlight the key issues
applicants need to keep in mind when preparing
applications which include affordable housing.
The SPD guidelines are a starting point for
discussion about the most appropriate approach
in the specific circumstances of the application.

Proposed Change: Amend the Design and
Layout guidance to clarify that the guidance sets
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4. Delivery and Viability
4.1 The blue box at page 11 of the draft HSPD suggests that the Council will seek
viability and detailed delivery information in respect of housing proposals that
include affordable housing regardless of whether or not a reduced proportion of
affordable housing to the targets set in Local Plan Policy CS3 is proposed and
regardless of whether or not the application is in outline.

4.2 Policy CS3 does not set out that viability evidence will be sought from all
applicants as part of every planning application that includes affordable housing
proposals, or set precise information requirements in respect of tenure, type,
distribution and dwelling size (i.e. in m2 and the number of bedrooms) that
applicants will have to submit with an outline planning application.

4.3 For an outline application this information may not always be available or
necessary as it can be agreed with the Council at the Reserved Matters / detailed
planning application stage.  Furthermore, viability assessments will not be
needed at any stage where affordable housing proposals reflect policy targets /
where other levels of affordable housing have been agreed having regard to other
non-viability site specific circumstances.

4.4 The draft HSPD should be amended to reflect this.

4.5 The blue box at page 12 of the draft HSPD should also be amended to reflect
that there may be circumstances where a reduced quantum of affordable housing
is appropriate on a basis other than viability (i.e. the assessed local need for
affordable housing / site specific characteristics etc).

4.6 The draft HSPD refers in the blue box at page 12 to requiring the applicant to
cover the Council’s costs for an independent viability assessment where the
Council seek such an assessment to ‘inform’ their decision making process.

4.7 It is relevant to note the outcome of a legal challenge to an appeal Inspector’s
conclusion that the requirement within a section 106 Agreement for the payment
of administration and monitoring fees did not accord with Regulation 122 of the
Community Infrastructure Regulations.

out what well designed affordable housing will
include and to clarify how it relates to Policy CS3:
‘In accordance with Core Strategy Policies CS2
and CS3, there are a number of design features
which we will seek, to ensure affordable units
homes meet the needs of our community in the
long term and are integrated with market
housing. We will expect Well designed
affordable housing will to:…’

The design and layout guidance highlights that
the Council will want to see affordable housing
brought forward broadly in tandem with the
market housing. How this will be applied in
practice will be a matter for discussion based on
the specific circumstances of the application
through the negotiation of a Section 106
Agreement.

The design and layout guidance highlights the
need to avoid internal and external communal
spaces which result in additional service charges
due to the impact this has on households reliant
on housing benefit or on low incomes.  This
relates to small scale communal spaces such as
internal spaces or shared driveways and is a
different issue to site wide charges, where
affordable households would be expected to pay
the same as those in private market homes.

The Council has considered very carefully the
issue of whether the proposed reference to
space standards introduces new policy which is
not the role of a SPD and accepts that this
reference should be removed from the guidance.
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4.8 The Judgment states that:
“In my judgment, it is part of the Claimant’s functions as a local planning authority
to administer, monitor and enforce planning obligations in section 106
agreements…”
and goes on to state that:
“…the Inspector was entitled to conclude that the costs of administration and
monitoring would be included in the Claimant’s [the County Council] resources
and budget for the discharge of its functions under s106…”
(paragraph 53, Oxfordshire County Council v Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government [2015] EWHC 186 (Admin))
The cost of the independent assessor is similarly an administrative cost and the
Council may wish to amend the wording in the draft HSPD to reflect the outcome
of the above legal challenge. In any event, transferring such costs on to the
applicant will only impact further on scheme economics and act to further reduce
the affordable housing contributions that a site is likely to be able to support.

4.9 In general terms, the approach to viability set out in the blue box at page 12 of
the draft HSPD, whilst providing a guide to the Council’s preferences, should not
be inflexibly imposed during the consideration of viability assessments submitted
by applicants which are likely to be subject to a variety of site specific issues that
may impact upon the approaches taken when assessing viability.  These are all
matters which can be the subject of discussion between the applicant and the
Council as part of the planning application process.

5. Guidance on Commuted Sums
5.1 In the blue box at page 13 of the draft HSPD the Council’s preferred
methodology for the calculation of commuted sum payments is set out.  However,
instead of proposing a methodology that reflects a cost that is broadly equivalent
to the cost of physically providing the affordable housing on-site (i.e. the build
cost plus the element of subsidy required) an approach is proposed that would
see the Council taking a contribution that is equivalent to the whole of any
difference in value between a site where affordable housing is provided and a site
where affordable housing is not provided.  This is not an approach proposed
within national guidance or within Policy CS3.

Proposed Change: Remove the 5th bullet point
in the Design and Layout guidance box ‘reflect
the Home and Community Agency Housing
Quality Indicators minimum space standards in
consultation with the Local Housing Authority,
these are available to view here:
http://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-quality-
indicators’.

The SPD does not introduce enhanced
accessibility requirements, Core Strategy Policy
CS3 seeks all new housing to be built to ‘Lifetime
Homes’, where feasible’.
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5.2 The method of calculating commuted contributions set out at page 13 and
Appendix B of the draft HSPD provides a guide setting out the Council’s
preferences, but it should not be rigidly imposed to determine / dictate the level of
such contributions; such matters should be subject to negotiation and the wording
of the draft HSPD should be amended to make this clear.

6. Design and Layout of Affordable Housing
Clustering
6.1 In the blue box at page 15 of the draft HSPD various design preferences are
set out by the Council.  This includes a preference for affordable housing to
comprise of clusters up to 10 dwellings.  However, in practice, Registered
Providers are likely to express a preference for larger cluster sizes to assist with
stock management, particularly on large scale developments.  Allowing cluster
sizes of up to 20 dwellings on large developments will enable more flexibility both
in terms of meeting Registered Provider preferences and the phasing of the
affordable housing delivery.

6.2 It is noted that the draft HSPD wording states that the 10 dwelling cluster
preference will apply unless otherwise agreed with the Council.  However,
amending the wording to differentiate between cluster preferences for different
site typologies could help ameliorate the concern that once the ‘10 dwelling’
cluster size is included within an adopted SPD the Council will fail to be flexible in
its application.

6.3 When 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.

6.4 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.

Phasing
6.5 The draft HSPD (page 15) sets out an expectation that affordable housing will
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be provided on-site ‘broadly in tandem’ with the market housing.  It is unclear how
this will be applied in practice when agreeing affordable housing delivery triggers
within section 106 Planning Agreements.

6.6 However, care should be taken to ensure that the Council’s timing
preferences do not cause issues with the approach to phasing / affordable
housing distribution within a scheme or result in Registered Providers having to
take a large amount of affordable housing stock significantly ahead of the
completion of the construction of the site as a whole (i.e. given the associated
management concerns).

6.7 The draft HSPD wording should clarify that such matters will be negotiated
with applicants having regard to site specific circumstances and characteristics.

Service Charges
6.8 The draft HSPD sets out that design features that ‘result in additional’ service
charges should be avoided.  The full scope or cost of what will be considered to
be an ‘additional’ service charge is not made clear.

6.9 Local Plan policy CS3 does not preclude any specific designs on a
development on the basis that these will incur ‘additional’ service charges for
affordable housing.   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.

6.10 The draft HSPD wording should make it clear that such matters will be an
area for discussion with developers to ensure that an appropriate solution is
achieved; this may include accepting off-site or commuted sum affordable
housing contributions where unaffordable service charges will occur as a result of
site specific design requirements.

Space Standards
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6.11 In the blue box at page 15 of the draft HSPD the Council seeks that
affordable housing is to be provided to meet Homes and Communities Agency
(“HCA”) ‘Housing Quality Indicator’ minimum space standards.

6.12 The HCA no longer specify minimum space standards or a Design Quality
Standard beyond Building Regulations or unless this has been adopted through
Plan policy by local authorities in accordance with the NPPG Housing Optional
Technical Standards.

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

6.14 Accessibility Standards as set out within the NPPG Housing Optional
Technical Standards should similarly be introduced through Plan policy and are
subject to evidential requirements.    The preferences set out in the blue box
‘Affordable and Market Homes for Older People, Disabled and Frail’ at page 18 of
the HSPD that ‘encourage’ the provision of wheelchair adapted market and
affordable housing should be applied in accordance with this national guidance.

6.15 Currently, national guidance sets out that local authorities should only seek
enhanced accessibility standards by reference to Requirement M4(2) and M4(3)
of the optional requirements in the Building Regulations. Local authorities “should
clearly state in their Local Plan what proportion of new dwellings should comply
with the requirements.” And take into account:
“- the likely future need for housing for older and disabled people (including
wheelchair user dwellings).
- size, location, type and quality of dwellings needed to meet specifically
evidenced needs (for example retirement homes, sheltered homes or care
homes).
- the accessibility and adaptability of existing housing stock.
- how needs vary across different housing tenures.
- the overall impact on viability.”
As a SPD the draft HSPD should not introduce enhanced accessibility
requirements; the Council appear to acknowledge this given that the wording at
page 18 ‘encourages’ rather than prescribes the provision of housing with
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accessibility standards in excess of Building Regulations.

6.16 Whilst the Council may have a preference for accessibility standards to be
achieved, proposals which provide affordable housing constructed in line with
baseline Building Regulations will accord with Local Policy where this is applied in
accordance with national planning guidance and the accompanying Ministerial
Statement of the 25th March 2015.

6.17 Taken as a whole the design preferences set out within the blue box at page
15 of the draft HSPD are matters for negotiation with applicants as opposed to
Local Plan policy requirements for imposition and the wording of the draft HSPD
should clarify this.

Guy Longely,
Pegasus on behalf of
Davidsons Development
Ltd

1.1 These representations are made on behalf of Davidsons Developments
Limited in relation to the Consultation Draft version of the Housing Supplementary
Planning Document (SPD).  The aim of the SPD is to provide further information
and guidance on policies contained in the Charnwood Local Plan Core Strategy.
Our comments relate to the further guidance provided in relation to Core Strategy
Policy CS3 on Strategic Housing Needs for Affordable Housing and Housing Mix.

1.2 Davidsons’ main concerns are that the SPD should be sufficiently flexible in
relation to the provision of affordable housing and housing mix on sites to ensure
that unnecessarily onerous requirements do not frustrate the delivery of housing
contrary to the aspirations of the National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPF) to
boost significantly the supply of housing.

1.3 The Government published its White Paper, Fixing our Broken Housing
Market on the on the 7th February 2017.  Where relevant, comments are also
made in relation to any implications of the Housing White Paper for the Housing
SPD.

2.1 The SPD at paragraph 2.1 includes the definition of affordable housing as set
out at Annex 2 to the NPPF.  The Housing White Paper proposes a change to
broaden the definition of affordable housing. With these changes to national
planning guidance imminent, it would be inappropriate for the Council to move
forward with the adoption of the SPD in its present form.  It will be necessary for

The changes proposed by the Government to the
definition to affordable housing are currently
being consulted on and are not government
policy or guidance.  The SPD provides flexibility
to respond to any changes at para 2.17 of the
draft which states that any new products that
meet the Government’s definition of affordable
housing will be considered. It is not considered
justified, therefore to delay the adoption of the
SPD which supports existing policies in
facilitating the delivery of the homes needed.

The SPD will be amended to reflect the Leicester
and Leicestershire Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment 2017.

The guidance on tenure mix sets out the Borough
wide need for rent and intermediate homes to
reflect the Borough wider approach to the
provision of both market and affordable homes.
As noted, the guidance does however provide
flexibility to consider alternative mixes where this
is justified.
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the definition of affordable housing including in the Consultation Draft version of
the SPD to be amended to reflect the revised definition once it is available.

2.2 Paragraph 2.9 of the SPD confirms that, in accordance with the revised
NPPF, affordable housing contributions will not be sought on developments of 10
units or less.  This approach is supported as it is necessary for the Council to
reflect revision national policy in relation to the site thresholds for the provision of
affordable housing.

2.3 At paragraph 2.10 the SPD refers to the affordable housing products including
social rent, affordable rent and intermediate housing.  The definition of affordable
housing tenures will need to be reviewed to reflect changes to the definition of
affordable housing as outlined in the Housing White Paper.

2.4 In terms the tenure mix of affordable housing, paragraph 2.12 refers to the
Leicester and Leicestershire Housing Market Assessment, 2014 which identified
a need for 80% social or affordable rent and 20% intermediate housing.

2.5 The Leicester and Leicestershire Housing Market Area (HMA) authorities
have recently published the Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment (HEDNA), 2017.  Table 43 of the HEDNA report sets out gross need
for intermediate and affordable/social rented housing by local authority. For
Charnwood this indicates a need for 23% intermediate and 77% social/affordable
housing.  The HEDNA report emphasises the importance of bringing together the
overall analysis of tenure mix with other local evidence and that in areas with high
concentrations of social rented housing, consideration should be given to
additional intermediate housing to improve housing mix.

2.6 This highlights the importance of the Council taking a flexible approach to the
provision of an appropriate affordable tenure mix on sites taking account of
relevant local site specific circumstances.  The box below paragraph 2.16 of the
SPD indicates that the Council will consider alternative mixes where there is clear
justification.  It is important that the Council takes a flexible approach to the
affordable tenure mix taking account of relevant site specific circumstances.

The affordable housing cascade guidance box
offers a proactive approach to deal with the
circumstances where there is an issue with
securing a Registered Provider.  It is guidance
and will need to be expanded upon through the
normal process of negotiating a Section 106 to
reflect the particular circumstances of an
individual application.  This will provide the
opportunity to agree appropriate timescales and
discuss how gifting a proportion of units would be
approached.

In relation to 60% discount market housing, the
discount reflects local incomes and house prices
to ensure that the affordable housing meets the
eligibility criteria for affordable homes as set out
in the NPPF.  Starter homes definition is a
minimum of 20% and again needs to result in a
price which makes the property affordable to
eligible households.

Proposed Change: Amend the last sentence of
para 2.20 of the draft SPD:  ‘To this end, we will
require sufficient information, early in the
planning process, from applicants to show that
the development remains viable with the any
proposed affordable housing package is realistic.’

Proposed Change: Make clearer what is
required from applicants if appraisals including
confidential information in last para of the
Viability Appraisal guidance box. ‘Applicants
should be aware that Viability Appraisals may
form part of the public register alongside other
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2.7 Paragraph 2.18 refers to the Housing and Planning Bill 2016 and the
provisions for Starter Homes.  It indicates that until the definition of affordable
housing is amended, the Council will not accept Starter Homes as affordable
housing.

2.8 Since the publication of the Consultation Draft SPD the Government has
issued the Housing White Paper.  The White Paper confirms that the Government
will not introduce a statutory requirement for starter homes at the present time
due to concerns expressed that this would not respond to local needs (para
A.124).  Rather starter homes will be delivered as part of a mixed package of
affordable housing that can respond to local needs and local markets.  The White
Paper outlines the intention to amend the NPPF to introduce a clear policy
expectation that housing sites deliver a minimum of 10% affordable home
ownership units and that it will be for local areas to work with developers to agree
an appropriate level of delivery of starter homes, alongside other affordable home
ownership and rented tenures. Given the publication of the White Paper and the
Government’s intention to amend the NPPF, it would be appropriate for the
Council to postpone the adoption of the SPD to allow any necessary
amendments to reflect revisions to the NPPF.

Affordable Housing Cascade
2.9 Paragraph 2.19 sets out the proposed approach in circumstances where a
Registered Provider cannot be secured for a development.  The suggested
cascade involves in the first instance agreeing an alternative tenure mix or
reduction in units, and then the gifting of units to the Council or provision of a
commuted sum and finally the sale of affordable units on the open market at 60%
of their open market value.

2.10 The ability to secure a Registered Provider for the affordable housing
component on sites is becoming an increasingly common issue and therefore
cannot be considered an occasional exceptional circumstance. It is important
that an appropriately flexible cascade mechanism is provided to deal with these
circumstances.  The suggested approach should provide further clarification of
what is intended in relation to gifting a proportion of units to the Council.

application documents. If an applicant considers
that the disclosure of an element of a viability
assessment would could be prejudicial to the
applicant, applicants cause harm to both their
commercial interest and the public interest, and
should request that the appraisal be kept
confidential under the Freedom of Information
Act 2000 (sections 41 and 43(2)) or under the
Environmental Information Regulations
setting out the reasons, they should provide
justification for this so it can be considered by the
Council.’

The SPD provides guidance on the design and
layout of affordable housing to support Policy
CS3 which seeks an appropriate mix of homes
having regard to needs and the character of the
area as well as the delivery of affordable homes
on-site and integrated with market housing.
Policy CS3 has a close relationship with Policy
CS2 in this regard however the SPD should be
amended to clarify this. The guidance box
focuses on the design matters that ensure
affordable homes meet the needs of our
community and are integrated with market
housing and are therefore appropriate for
inclusion in the SPD.

Proposed Change: Amend para 2.29 of the draft
SPD: ‘Core Strategy Policy CS3 requires
affordable housing to be delivered on-site
and integrated with market housing unless
there are exceptional circumstances.  It also
seeks an appropriate mix of homes having
regard to identified housing needs and the
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2.11 In terms of the last resort sale of units on the open market, there is no
justification provided for the figure of 60% of open market value being applied.  It
is noted that the starter homes model applies a 20% reduction against open
market values. It is considered more appropriate that a 20% reduction against
open market values is applied and that the SPD is amended on this basis.

Delivery and Viability
2.12 Paragraphs 2.20 to 2.23 of the SPD set out the approach to assessing the
viability of affordable housing proposals in relation to planning applications.
Paragraph 2.20 advises that the Council will require sufficient information to show
that any proposed affordable housing package is ‘realistic’.  It is unclear what is
meant by the term ‘realistic’.  The paragraph should be amended to refer to the
demonstration that the development remains viable with the proposed affordable
housing package.

2.13 Policy CS3 of the Core Strategy states that the Council will seek the
affordable housing targets having regard to market conditions, economic viability
and other infrastructure requirements.  It is again important that the Council takes
a sufficiently flexible approach, allowing reduced levels of affordable housing
where evidence demonstrates that the target levels of affordable provision would
make a development unviable.  The confirmation in the SPD that, in considering
issues of viability, the Council will take a reasonable, pragmatic and proportionate
approach is therefore supported.

2.14 The SPD suggests that Viability Appraisals may form part of the public
register alongside other application documents, requiring applicants to justify why
disclosure of the viability assessment would cause harm to both their commercial
interests and the public interest.  In the majority of instances, viability
assessments will include information that is commercially sensitive including
information on particular developer build costs.  Appraisals should therefore be
treated as commercially sensitive and not included on the public register.

Design and Layout of Affordable Housing
2.15 Paragraphs 2.29 to 2.30 and the following box outline a number of design
features to be sought on affordable housing units.  Reference is made to Policies

character of the area as well as the delivery of
affordable homes.  Policy CS3 has a close
relationship with Policy CS2 in this regard
which requires all new developments to make a
positive contribution to Charnwood resulting in
places where people would wish to live through
high quality, inclusive design and, where
appropriate, architectural excellence.’

The design and layout guidance set out in the
SPD is intended to highlight the key issues
applicants need to keep in mind when preparing
applications which include affordable housing.
The SPD guidelines are a starting point for
discussion of the most appropriate approach in
the specific circumstances of the application.

Proposed Change: Amend the Design and
Layout guidance to clarify that the guidance sets
out what well designed affordable housing will
include and to clarify how it relates to Policy CS3:
‘In accordance with Core Strategy Policies CS2
and CS3, there are a number of design features
which we will seek, to ensure affordable units
homes meet the needs of our community in the
long term and are integrated with market
housing. We will expect Well designed
affordable housing will to:…’

The Council has considered very carefully the
issue of whether the proposed reference to
space standards introduces new policy which is
not the role of a SPD and accepts that this
reference should be removed from the guidance.
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CS2 and CS3.  Paragraph 1.2 of the SPD indicates that the purpose of the SPD
is to provide guidance on Core Strategy Policy CS3.  There is no reference to the
SPD providing further guidance on Policy CS2 which sets out guidance on high
quality design.

2.16 It is considered that the inclusion of further guidance on the design of
affordable housing in the SPD is unnecessary and should be deleted.  In any
event, the suggestion that affordable units on site should be developed broadly in
tandem with the delivery of market housing is overly prescriptive.  The approach
to phasing in sites will vary and it may be the case that elements of affordable
housing provision would come forward as an initial phase.  It is inappropriate for
the SPD to seek to be prescriptive on the phasing of affordable housing units on
sites.

2.17 There is reference in the SPD guidance on design to the HCA Housing
Quality Indicators minimum space standards.  It should be noted that in the
recent Housing White Paper the Government has expressed concerns that a one
size fits all approach may not reflect the needs and aspirations of a wider range
of households, confirming that it will review the Nationally Described Space
Standard to ensure greater local housing choice.

Proposed Change: Remove the 5th bullet point
in the Design and Layout guidance box ‘reflect
the Home and Community Agency Housing
Quality Indicators minimum space standards in
consultation with the Local Housing Authority,
these are available to view here:
http://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-quality-
indicators’.

Mark Rose, Define on
behalf of Bloor Homes
Ltd

Thresholds
BHL have no objection to the Affordable Housing threshold.

Tenure Mix
It should be noted that the recently published Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) for the Housing Market Area, that
effectively supersedes the Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA 2014) referred to in the SPD, has indicated that the
affordable housing tenure mix in the Borough should be 77% Social or Affordable
Rent and 23% Intermediate (Table 43).  That shift in need should clearly be taken
into account in finalising the SPD.

However, the Government have now also confirmed in the recently published
Housing White Paper “Fixing Our Broken Housing Market” (page 59) that the
provision of dwellings as starter homes will not be an additional requirement over

The SPD will be amended to reflect the Leicester
and Leicestershire Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment 2017.

The changes proposed by the Government to the
definition to affordable housing and a number of
other proposals in the Housing White Paper are
currently being consulted on and are not
government policy or guidance.  The SPD
provides flexibility to respond to any changes at
para 2.17 of the draft which states that any new
products that meet the Government’s definition of
affordable housing will be considered.

The SPD is clear however that the information
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and above affordable homes requirements.  Instead the NPPF will be revised to
“introduce a clear policy expectation that housing sites deliver a minimum of 10%
affordable home ownership units” as part “of a mixed package of affordable
housing that can respond to local needs and local markets”. It continues to state
“it will be for local areas to work with developers to agree an appropriate level of
delivery of starter homes, alongside other affordable home ownership and rented
tenures”.  That policy requirement also needs to be taken into account in the
finalisation of the SPD.

The SPD should, therefore, be revised to ensure that there is sufficient flexibility
to respond to changing needs and viability issues, and to ensure that it does not
preclude the provision of other types of Affordable Housing.

Cascade Mechanism
BHL welcome the clarity provided by the SPD in relation to the use of cascade
mechanisms.

Delivery and Viability
In terms of the information required to support planning applications:
- Bullet points 1 & 2: it is clear that these details would not be available at the
outline planning application stage and it would be entirely inappropriate to seek to
consider them at that stage in the process;
- Bullet point 3: the level of offer received from a Registered Provider is
commercially sensitive and would not be divulged in the public domain;
- Bullet point 4: it is not always possible to confirm the viability of a scheme, at
least with a full affordable housing contribution, prior to the submission of an
application as it is only through the application’s consultation and determination
that the final infrastructure and Section 106 requirements are confirmed.

With regard to the guidance given as to the content of viability appraisals,
reference is made to Benchmark Land Value in most cases being equivalent to
the Existing Use Value. This is incorrect and shows a fundamental
misunderstanding of the economics of development and indeed national planning
policy in relation to development viability.  Paragraph 173 of the NPPF states
that:

needed in relation to viability is expected to be
proportionate to the type of application submitted
and therefore less information will be required for
an outline application than a detailed planning
application, however the level of detail should be
determined on a case by case basis to reflect the
circumstances of the application. The
information would be collected as a baseline to
understand changes such as a better
understanding of other Section 106 requirements
and the impact this has had on viability.

Applicants can provide details of the Registered
Provider offers confidentially and these would not
be shared in the public domain.  The information
requested is expected to be proportionate to the
type of application being submitted.

The Viability Appraisals guidance note includes
‘Profit Margin’ under costs and therefore ensures
the need for a competitive return for both the
landowner and developer are taken into account.

Proposed Change: clarify that a competitive
return for a landowner and developer are taken
into account.  Amend para 2.23: ‘We expect to
will take a reasonable, pragmatic and
proportionate approach to these matters
ensuring costs of any requirements applied
to development, when taking account of the
normal cost of development and mitigation,
provide competitive returns to a willing
landowner and willing developer to enable
development to be deliverable.’
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“To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to
development, such as requirements for affordable housing, standards,
infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of
the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a
willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be
deliverable.”

In other words, there must be a financial incentive for both landowner and
developer in order for development to be brought forward. There is no incentive
for the landowner if the Benchmark Land Value is equivalent to Existing Land
Value – this would make development pointless. This matter is clearly explained
in the NPPG at paragraphs 023 (Reference ID: 10-023-20140306) and 024
(Reference ID: 10-024-20140306). The Borough Council should have regard to
the guidance in this section of the NPPG when revising the SPD accordingly.

Design and Layout
Affordable Housing Clusters
The SPD suggests that clusters of affordable housing should be no more than 10
dwellings unless otherwise agreed, taking account of the size of the site and site
constraints.  Absolutely no reasoning or justification is given for the arbitrary
figure of 10 dwellings, which is an unduly prescriptive and onerous requirement
and a significant change from the extant SPD.  There is no evidence presented
that a cluster of greater than 10 dwellings would be inappropriate in principle.

BHL’s experience as a national developer is that Local Authorities commonly
seek to avoid establishing a precise requirement, recognising that the appropriate
approach to the distribution of affordable housing within a development scheme is
dependent on a number of factors including the locality, the character and nature
of the site itself, site specific design opportunities and constraints,  the scale of
the development proposed and the type of housing to be provided.

Notably, clusters in excess of 10 dwellings are often preferred by Registered
Providers because of their management arrangements.  CBC’s Housing Strategy
2015-2020 (page 8) emphasises the need to ensure that affordable housing
meets the management and land transfer requirements of Registered Social

The proposal for clusters of affordable homes to
be no more than 10 dwellings reflects the
feedback from Registered Providers about how
homes are managed.  The SPD is clear however
that larger clusters will be considered taking
account of the size of the site and site
constraints.

Proposed Change: Amend the bullet point in the
Design and Layout guidance box on clustering to
reinforce that this is guidance and a starting point
for further discussion where necessary: ‘be
distributed in clusters across a number of
different areas around the site. Generally, The
clusters should consist of groups of up to be
no more than 10 dwellings unless otherwise
agreed taking account of the size of the site and
the site constraints.’

The design and layout guidance set out in the
SPD is intended to highlight the key issues
applicants need to keep in mind when preparing
applications which include affordable housing.
The SPD guidelines are a starting point for
discussion of the most appropriate approach in
the specific circumstances of the application.

Proposed Change: Amend the Design and
Layout guidance to clarify that the guidance sets
out what well designed affordable housing will
include and to clarify how it relates to Policy CS3:
‘In accordance with Core Strategy Policies CS2
and CS3, there are a number of design features
which we will seek, to ensure affordable units
homes meet the needs of our community in the
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Landlords, acknowledging the benefits of groups of affordable houses provided
together in clusters across a site.

Indeed, the Borough Council have consistently granted full planning permissions
or approved reserved matters submissions where significantly larger groupings of
affordable houses have been allowed for entirely legitimate management
reasons, or the site/scheme specific matters outlined above.

Consequently, the SPD should be revised to refer to the general principle of
appropriately sized clusters of Affordable Housing provision the details of which is
to be agreed on a scheme by scheme basis taking account of the above matters.

Parking
The SPD also refers to a preference for on plot parking.  However, it should be
recognised that can be difficult to achieve as the Affordable Housing provided
common requires the delivery of apartments or short terraces of houses.
Furthermore, Registered Provider’s cannot attribute any value to garages, which
means that they are not provided and drives to the side of the dwellings are not
required.  Therefore, dedicated frontage parking or the use of small, well
designed courtyards is entirely appropriate if care is taken in the detailed design
of those spaces to ensure that they are accessible, functional and safe.

Space Standards
The Draft SPD seeks to introduce a minimum space standard.  However, the
NPPG is very clear on this matter (Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 56-018-
20150327):
“Where a local planning authority (or qualifying body) wishes to require an
internal space standard, they should only do so by reference in their Local
Plan to the nationally described space standard.” [added emphasis]

Moreover, in order to do so the Borough Council must provide clear evidence of a
need to apply additional standards in the area to justify, ensure it does not impact
on the viability of development, and allow a lead in time (Paragraph: 020
Reference ID: 56-020-20150327):
“Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities

long term and are integrated with market
housing. We will expect Well designed
affordable housing will to:…’

The SPD highlights that on plot car parking is an
important consideration in terms of ensuring the
design and layout of affordable housing meet the
needs of our community in the long term and are
integrated with market housing.  However it
recognises that it will not always be possible and
provides flexibility stating ‘wherever possible’.

The Council has considered very carefully the
issue of whether the proposed reference to
space standards introduces new policy which is
not the role of a SPD and accepts that this
reference should be removed from the guidance.

Proposed Change: Remove the 5th bullet point
in the Design and Layout guidance box ‘reflect
the Home and Community Agency Housing
Quality Indicators minimum space standards in
consultation with the Local Housing Authority,
these are available to view here:
http://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-quality-
indicators’.
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should provide justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning
authorities should take account of the following areas:
need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently
being built in the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be
properly assessed, for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting
demand for starter homes.
viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part
of a plan’s viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially
larger dwellings on land supply. Local planning authorities will also need to
consider impacts on affordability where a space standard is to be adopted.
timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption
of a new policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of
space standards into future land acquisitions.

There is no Local Plan policy that supports this requirement and there is no
evidence of a need for the introduction of the space standards, or that the viability
and timing matters have been considered by the Borough Council.  It is,
therefore, entirely inappropriate for the Borough Council to seek to apply a
minimum space standards through the SPD and references to them should be
removed.

Supt Kerry Smith,
Leicestershire
Constabulary

Rural – It appears these exception sites may not be subject to the same rigour for
infrastructure as larger developments and population growth in small amount over
the potential 20-30 sites that would fall under this definition may increase the
policing requirement. This however is part of the Central Government planning
advice and currently happened in other rural areas, so an expected growth but
maybe not mapped as well as those falling under 106 scrutiny.

Rural exception sites would be subject to normal
Section 106 requirements.  National Planning
Practice Guidance states that the restrictions on
seeking planning obligation contributions do not
apply to development on rural exception sites.

Ann Irving,
Clerk Woodhouse Parish
Council & King George's
Field Charity

Chapter 2: Affordable housing
The percentage range of affordable housing - 20-40% - will help to provide the
kind of housing most needed. The Housing SPD appears to have no solution to
securing this type of housing in smaller settlements, where serial developers and
serial development can increase the absolute numbers of houses, but not within
this definition. Developers will ensure that they fall outside of the SPD threshold.
This makes even the few S106 agreements somewhat futile because (a) it might
be impossible to find such homes or (b) the developer can ‘demonstrate’ that they
have been unable to find such homes or (c) they will produce viability statements

National Planning Practice Guidance states that
contributions should not be sought from
development of 10 units or less and which have a
maximum combined gross floorspace of no more
than 100sqm. The Council is required to take
into account national guidance as a material
consideration in our decision making.

The SPD states that applicants should be aware
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to show that a development is unable to afford to contribute. Also unfortunate is
the fact that, failing to identify suitable property within the settlement will allow
funds to transfer to the Borough at large, leaving the smaller settlement without
benefit. To further cloud the issue, the SPD will allow viability statements to
remain private rather than open to scrutiny.

Rural Exception Sites
The SPD offers some hope for smaller settlements – its aim to permit
development on these as affordable in perpetuity seems a sound policy.
However, this council wonders how it will be balanced by the right to buy policy,
which has extended to housing association homes.  It is therefore presumed that
such housing would have to be council-owned – this is not clear in the SPD.

that Viability Appraisals may form part of the
public register.  It is important, however, that
applicants are able to highlight where information
is commercially sensitive so that this can be
shared confidentially and inform the decision
making process.

Changes to the Right to Buy legislation are the
remit of central Government.  The Council will
consider its approach to Rural Exception Sites
once a national roll out of the extended Right to
Buy is announced and the details confirmed.

3. HOUSING MIX
Tracey Kunne,
Thurmaston Parish
Council

Thurmaston Parish Councillors are in the opinion that consideration should be
given to the provision of bungalows for the elderly in Thurmaston.

Giving consideration to the ageing population councillors have noted a shortage
of 1 bedroomed bungalows/ retirement homes.

The SPD identifies the need to meet the
requirements of older people, the disabled and
frail. It encourages the provision of bungalows
and other single level properties as part of the
overall mix of homes.

Purnima Wilkinson,
EMH Group

 Housing Mix - Are the HEDNA figures the same? We would not want a high
proportion of one bed accommodation on any one site.

 Sizes - We have adopted minimum HQI space standards for our affordable
homes and would suggest this together with the occupancy levels.

 3.11 / 3.12- emh is currently developing a 62 unit extra care scheme on Derby
Road, Loughborough which will be completed this year. Are there specific
locations where the additional extra care housing will be considered?

The SPD will be updated to reflect the latest
evidence in the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA
2017).

The Council has considered very carefully the
issue of whether the proposed reference to
space standards introduces new policy which is
not the role of a SPD and accepts that this
reference should be removed from the guidance.

Proposed Change: Remove the 5th bullet point
in the Design and Layout guidance box ‘reflect
the Home and Community Agency Housing
Quality Indicators minimum space standards in
consultation with the Local Housing Authority,
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these are available to view here:
http://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-quality-
indicators’.

The Council is working with Leicestershire
County Council to establish where the priority for
extra facilities is, but extra care proposals would
be considered anywhere in the Borough.

Jane Lennie Housing in Charnwood is supposed to meet housing need.  In my experience, the
highest need is for affordable housing for your families and couples and older
people who require small bungalows.  If Charnwood Borough Council is to meet
housing need then it should approve only large housing applications which
provide the majority of the development using town houses and bungalows up to
3 bedrooms.  In my experience (as a town councillor and former Borough
councillor) developers are allowed free rein to build the type of housing which is
most profitable for them.  When we see swathes of countryside and agricultural
land disappearing for the sake of profit, we should at least have the satisfaction of
knowing that the housing satisfies the needs of our taxpayers in Charnwood.  The
developers will moan and fight it, but there will come a point at which the people
matter more than the developers' profits and the sooner the better.  Charnwood
Councillors are supposed to represent the people, not the developers.

The SPD is providing further guidance on Core
Strategy Policy CS3 to ensure an appropriate mix
of types, tenures and sizes of homes are
delivered, having regard to identified housing
needs and the character of the area.

John Catt The document refers to housing which tends then to concentrate the mind on
houses as the main form of accommodation.  I suggest that the objective is to
provide accommodation to those who want or need to reside in Charnwood.
Apartments (flats) are an efficient way of providing accommodation and just or
more important than housing if we are to increase the local population with a
minimal effect on the environment.

The draft SPD recognised this issue and in order
to clarify that the Council is considering a range
of types of homes stated at 3.2:
‘What we mean when we talk about housing mix
is:
Size - the number of bedrooms and bed spaces;
Type - whether the property is a house, flat,

bungalow or specialist accommodation;
and

Tenure - whether the property is for rent, shared
ownership or ownership.’

Supt Kerry Smith,
Leicestershire
Constabulary

Housing mix - No specific ref to crime and disorder although should be included
in 106.

Noted
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Laurence Emmitt Para 3.10 I am concerned about the assumptions about how many people can in
dwellings with a certain number of bedrooms.  I assert the maximum for a two
bedroomed dwelling should be 3 persons.  It therefore follows I assert three
bedroomed dwelling is needed for 4 people In reality the suitability of a dwelling
for a number of people depends upon the nature of that residential group, e.g.
relationships, sex, age and any disabilities

Para 3.10 of the draft SPD relates to affordable
housing managed by a Registered Provider.  The
aim of this guidance is to ensure dwelling sizes
reflect the needs of those allocated affordable
housing and the restrictions placed on those
claiming Housing Benefit in relation to the
number of bedrooms the benefits will cover.

Proposed Change: Amend para 3.9 and 3.10 of
the draft SPD to provide greater clarification:
‘Affordable housing needs are strongly influenced
by national policies on housing benefits.  It is
therefore important that the homes built in the
Borough meet needs having regard to how
homes will be allocated to people on the housing
register and the needs of those households. We
will seek to ensure aAffordable housing units
homes are designed to accommodate the
following number of people to reflect how
homes will be allocated to those on the
housing register will be expected to meet the
following property sixe guidelines to reflect the
needs of those requiring affordable housing:…’

Susan Rodgers In the table below, the flexibility allowed by combining the percentages of
affordable 1 and 2 bedroomed houses might allow a developer to offer more 1
bedroomed houses than are required. 5% - 10% 4+ bedroomed properties seems
excessive.

Market & Affordable Homes for Older People, Disabled or Frail
Strongly agree that the need is for 2 bedroomed bungalows to meet the needs of
the present and future generation of elderly people. There is a need for many
more well equipped, well designed and sited private bungalows to encourage
many more elderly people to downsize. It is also necessary to build them in very
close proximity to facilities such as corner shops, health and social facilities. It is
not sufficient to have a bus route nearby. These should be integral to large

The SPD will be updated to reflect the latest
evidence in the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA 2017)
which continues to shows a need for 5-10% of
affordable homes to be 4 bed homes.  The
assessment found that the stock of four-bedroom
affordable housing is very limited and tends to
have a very low turnover and as a result, whilst
the number of households coming forward for
four or more bedroom homes is typically quite
small the ability for these needs to be met is
more limited.
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housing developments.  The document should also look at encouraging the
provision of 'retirement villages', including affordable properties. The numbers for one and two bed affordable

homes have been combined to allow for
flexibility. The evidence, set out in the Housing
and Economic Development Needs Assessment
(HEDNA 2017) shows a large requirement for
one bed accommodation but highlights that one
bed homes offer limited flexibility in
accommodating the changing needs of
households and delivery of larger properties can
help to meet the needs of households in high
priority and to manage the housing stock by
releasing supply of smaller properties.  This is
supported by local understanding of the housing
register.  This needs, however, to be balanced
against the short-term be an increased
requirement for smaller homes as a result of
welfare reforms limiting the amount of housing
benefit being paid to some working-age
households.

Proposed Change: Provide more explanation
within the SPD on why the one and two bed
affordable mix are combined.  Amend para 3.6
‘The evidence suggests a high level of need for
one bedroom affordable homes. ; however, The
Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment (2017) highlights, however, that
one bed homes offer limited flexibility in
accommodating the changing needs of
households and delivery of larger properties
can help to meet the needs of households in
high priority and to manage the housing
stock by releasing supply of smaller
properties needed as a result of welfare
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reforms limiting the amount of housing
benefit being paid to some working-age
households.  The need for one and two bed
affordable homes have been combined in the
Housing Mix guidance box below to allow
flexibility to respond to the detailed analysis of
the Council’s housing register and turnover of
stock indicates that in reality the which indicates
a higher demand is for two bedroom homes.’

The SPD identifies the need to meet the
requirements of older people, the disabled and
frail. It encourages the provision of bungalows
and other single level properties as part of the
overall mix of homes.

Rosemary Richardson,
Clerk Sileby Parish
Council

We strongly support the housing mix, particularly increased provision of one and
two bedroomed houses; and to seek all new housing as lifetime homes and
encourage developers to provide a mix, including market and affordable
wheelchair access bungalows.

Noted

Satvir Masum,
Bloor Homes

3.8 There should be no reference to Market Housing within the SPD. Market
Housing unit mixes are driven by demand, market conditions and mortgage
availability as opposed to affordable housing which is based solely on housing
need.

3.10 Property size guidelines references 4 bed accommodation as housing 7
people. Developer house types would accommodate 6 persons in a 4 bed house.

3.12 Provision of bungalows is acceptable where these are off-set against the
overall number of affordable units to be provided i.e. reducing the percentage
provision to reflect the additional land take of their footprint.  Clarity on the
accessibility aspect is required in terms of which standards the units should be
constructed in line with i.e. Part M4 (3) Cat 3 Building Regulations or a different
standard?

The cost implications of providing wheelchair compliant units can be significant

The NPPF requires local planning authorities to
plan for a mix of housing based on current and
future needs. Market housing forms an important
part of this need. This requirement is reflected in
the Core Strategy Policy CS3 and the draft SPD
provides further guidance on this adopted policy.

Para 3.10 of the draft SPD relates to affordable
housing managed by a Registered Provider.  The
aim of this guidance is to ensure dwelling sizes
reflect the needs of those allocated affordable
housing and the restrictions placed on those
claiming Housing Benefit in relation to the
number of bedrooms the benefits will cover.

Proposed Change: Amend para 3.9 and 3.10 of
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and are only supported where a suitable nomination for the dwelling is made prior
to build commencing. Where a tenant is nominated the property can be adapted
to meet their particular requirements, rather than works being carried out to a
general standard and then having to be altered retrospectively at additional
expense.  Bungalows are not the only unit type suited to the needs of the ageing
population; ground floor apartments can also provide suitable accommodation to
meet their needs.

the draft SPD to provide greater clarification:
Affordable housing needs are strongly influenced
by national policies on housing benefits.  It is
therefore important that the homes built in the
Borough meet needs having regard to how
homes will be allocated to people on the housing
register and the needs of those households. We
will seek to ensure aAffordable housing units
homes are designed to accommodate the
following number of people to reflect how
homes will be allocated to those on the
housing register will be expected to meet the
following property sixe guidelines to reflect the
needs of those requiring affordable housing:…’

Evidence in the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (2017) shows a
significant increase in people with mobility issues
in the future. The draft SPD seeks to address
these issues up front rather than retrospectively
and is advising consideration will be given to
wheelchair accessible properties. The SPD does
not introduce enhanced accessibility
requirements, Core Strategy Policy CS3 seeks all
new housing to be built to ‘Lifetime Homes’,
where feasible’.

The SPD acknowledges that bungalows are only
one of the unit types suited to meeting the needs
of older people, those disabled and frail referring
to ‘other single level properties’.

Phil Bamford,
Gladmans

The section on Housing Mix sets out the Council’s proposed position that they
intend adopt on the appropriate Housing Mix for any proposed scheme.
Paragraph 50 of the Framework states that Local Planning Authorities should
identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is required in particular

The draft SPD sets out a mix which is evidence
based and represents the local housing need in
the Borough. However, it does recognise that a
different mix may be appropriate in an area and
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locations, reflecting local demand. Therefore, the appropriate housing mix should
not be set as a plan wide requirement.

A plan wide requirement may not take account of more localised needs. The
requirements set out in the SPD are based upon a snap shot in time. The housing
needs across the district will vary both geographically and over the course of the
plan period.

It should therefore be recognised, in the SPD, that housing mix will be determined
on a case by case basis having regard to the prevailing needs in the locality at
the time of the determination of the application and also recognising that flexibility
may well be required to take account of development viability.

Finally, Gladman support the statement that the provision of specialist
accommodation and Extra Care facilities will be encouraged where it will address
the needs of older people. As the population ages, this will be an increasingly
important form of accommodation.

makes provision for this if sufficiently evidenced.

The guidance on mix is based on the evidence in
the Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment which considered the period up to
2036.

Joyce Noon,
CPRE

3.8 Housing mix should be considered early in the process and form part of pre-
application discussions. Where an alternative mix is proposed the early
engagement of Registered Providers, Parish Councils and the Council’s Housing
Officers is encouraged and evidence to justify an alternative mix should support
the planning application.

CPRE suggest that certain words, such as should /encouraged give the
impression that provisions are optional– not absolutely required.  Hence we
suggest that the paragraph should read as follows. .

Housing mix should must be considered early in the process and form
part of pre-application discussions. Where an alternative mix is proposed
the early engagement of Registered Providers, Parish Councils and the
Council’s Housing Officers is encouraged will be required and evidence
to justify an alternative mix should - must support the planning
application.

We are pleased to see that the housing mix addresses the demands of property

The draft SPD represents advice and guidance
rather than policy and the language used reflects
this.

The SPD suggests that a significant change to
the mix will only be allowed if sufficiently
evidenced.

This evidence will be updated to reflect the latest
evidence in the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (2017)
continues to provide this support for homes
suitable for older people.

The draft SPD is providing guidance to applicants
that the provision of specialist accommodation
and Extra Care facilities will be viewed favourably
in the context of the latest evidence of need.
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ownership as identified in local evidence.

CPRE support the housing mix identified.

However, we remain concerned that in certain localities with existing high value
properties developers may escape this mix by arguing that introducing lower cost
properties would be counter to retaining the character of the area  In particular we
cite Quorn as an example where there is a shortage of more modest homes.

Market & Affordable Homes for Older People, Disabled or Frail
3.11/3.12

CPRE appreciate the recognition that the SHMA (2014) now provides the
evidence for a change in Policies to ensure that suitable and appropriate homes
are developed for those who desire single storey properties.

(SPD) In seeking the above, the Council will have regard to the identified local
housing needs, character of the area and viability. Applicants will be encouraged
to provide both market and affordable wheelchair accessible bungalows or other
single level properties as part of the overall mix of homes provided in order to
meet the needs of the ageing population.

CPRE suggest the following change of text…..

In seeking the above, the Council will have regard to the identified local
housing needs, character of the area and viability. Applicants will be
encouraged to We will require applicants to provide both market and
affordable wheelchair accessible bungalows or other single level
properties as part of the overall mix of homes provided in order to meet
the needs of the ageing population.

The provision of specialist accommodation and Extra Care facilities will be
encouraged where it addresses the needs of older people in accordance with
identified housing needs and care requirements.
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CPRE ask - How will they be encouraged?
John Coleman,
William Davis Ltd

I consider that the way in which the SPD deals with a precise market mix exceeds
the level of advice or guidance that the Council can legitimately seek to introduce
via an SPD rather than formal Development Plan.  The requirement comprises
policy on housing mix which it is clear from paragraph 159 of the NPPF should be
addressed by the Local Plan.  The housing mix set out in the SPD will have
implications for the overall viability of development schemes by restricting the
proportion of larger 4 and 5 bed properties that can be delivered, contrary to
market demand. It is clear from the commentary within the SHMA that the SPD
mix is based upon demographic modelling which is acknowledged to provide the
“starting point for considering future housing mix” (paragraph 7.24) and that
further consideration of market demand is required in policy formulation
(paragraphs 7.27 and 7.28).  This is clearly a significant issue which should have
been tested formally through the Local Plan process for soundness as it
potentially conflicts with NPPF policy on ensuring viability and deliverability
(paragraph 173).

Affordable Housing Types and Sizes
Objection is raised to the suggestion that intermediate affordable flats will be
avoided.  Shared ownership flats have been a popular product in the past and
there is no reason why they should not continue to fulfil local demand.

Affordable and Market Homes for Older People, Disabled and Frail
Core Strategy CS3 is now out-of-date in referring to Lifetime Homes as the
Government’s Standards Review has resulted in such local standards being
outlawed. The Deregulation Act 2015 specifies that no additional local technical
standards or requirements relating to the construction, internal layout or
performance of new dwellings should be set in Local Plans other than the
nationally described space standard, an optional requirement for water usage and
optional requirements for adaptable / accessible dwellings.  Where any such
policies are pursued, for example if the Council wishes to implement the higher
optional standard of M4(2) adaptable / accessible homes of the Building
Regulations the NPPG (ID 56-007 and ID 56-003) confirms such a policy
requirement should be justified based on need and viability tested.  As with
housing mix this can only be pursued at further review of the Local Plan, where it

The draft SPD is providing more detailed
guidance to Core Strategy Policy CS3 which
seeks an appropriate mix of types, tenures and
sizes of homes, having regard to identified
housing needs and the character of the area. The
SPD provides further, more detailed guidance in
relation to what the latest needs evidence
suggests would be an appropriate mix.  The SPD
also provides flexibility for a different mix to be
considered where this can be justified.
This guidance is based upon a clear
understanding of the required housing mix in the
area, evidenced by the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (2017) though
provision is made for flexibility if a different mix
can be evidenced.

The SPD provides guidance on discussing
viability and deliverability issues early in the
process and this would be taken into account
when determining an application.

Failing to ensure an appropriate mix of housing is
provided to meet the requirements of the local
population would in itself conflict with the NPPF.

The guidance on the type of affordable homes is
intended to highlight to applicants the feedback
from Registered Providers and our understanding
of the housing register which suggests that
demand for intermediate affordable flats is
limited. This does not mean flats will not be
considered where there is evidence of demand
and Registered Provider interest.
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can be tested for soundness, and cannot be pursued via SPD.
Proposed Change: Move the Affordable
Housing Type and Sizes into the supporting text
to the guidance box on Housing Mix and amend
the wording to reflect the intention of this
guidance: ‘It is also important to consider the
types of affordable homes to ensure what is
provided to best meet the needs of the
community and also ensures a Registered
Provider can be successful secured to
manage the homes. On this basis we will
generally seek to avoid the following:

 Ensure affordable homes for rent that are
2 bedrooms or larger are family homes or
bungalows rather than flats rented
affordable flats for families (2 bedrooms
or more);

 Avoid large numbers of one bedroom flats
for rent rented affordable flats on an
individual site;

 Seek the provision of intermediate
affordable homes that provide at least 2
bed family accommodation (suitable for
four people) one bedroom intermediate
affordable homes; and

 Avoid intermediate affordable flats.’

The Local Plan Core Strategy Policy CS3 seeks
rather than requires Lifetime Homes and is
therefore not imposing local requirements over
those set out in the building regulations.  The
reason for this is that the evidence base which
informed the preparation of the Core Strategy
found this would impact significantly on the
viability of development when considered
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alongside other planning obligations required by
the Plan.

The draft guidance is highlighting that to meet the
requirement in the Policy for an appropriate mix
of types, tenures and sizes of homes having
regard to identified housing needs, the evidence
in the Housing and Economic Development
Needs Assessment shows this should include
consideration of the needs of older people and
those with long term illnesses and disabilities.

The policy and supporting guidance are therefore
aspirational and look to encourage Lifetime
homes, bungalows and other wheelchair
accessible homes where it is feasible and viable.

John Barton I agree that future housing must meet the needs of the changing demographics of
the population, but I disagree with the council's assertion that there is more need
for 2 bedroom homes than 1 bedroom homes. If as section 3.6 states, "The
evidence suggests a high need for one bedroom affordable homes" then where is
the real evidence for a need for 2 and 3 bedroom homes? Priority must be given
to people who have been hit by the bedroom tax. Anecdotal evidence in other
boroughs of the UK is that there are not enough 1-bedroom homes for people
who need them. People are being made homeless or forced to rent extra rooms
they technically do not need. On the other hand, for families, Section 3.10
appears to mandate overcrowding. The family make up is extremely important to
this discussion. You cannot say that 2 bedrooms are always sufficient for up to 4
people. If those 4 people are 2 parents and 2 young children then 2 bedrooms
may be sufficient but as children get older, they need a bedroom each, especially
if they are a boy and a girl. The size of rooms is critically important too. Storage
space is vital.

Market & Affordable Homes for Older People, Disabled or Frail
Yes, I am glad to see a recognition of the needs of an increasingly aged
population. In fact, this probably means that the majority of new housing needs to

The evidence, set out in the Housing and
Economic Development Needs Assessment
(HEDNA 2017) shows a large requirement for
one bed accommodation but highlights that one
bed homes offer limited flexibility in
accommodating the changing needs of
households and delivery of larger properties can
help to meet the needs of households in high
priority and to manage the housing stock by
releasing supply of smaller properties.  This is
supported by local understanding of the housing
register.  This needs, however, to be balanced
against the short-term be an increased
requirement for smaller homes as a result of
welfare reforms limiting the amount of housing
benefit being paid to some working-age
households.

Proposed Change: Provide more explanation
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be suitable for people with mobility problems and extra care needs. An aging
population also requires much greater control of indoor temperature in an
affordable manner. Homes must be well insulated to affordably heated in winter.
They also need to have windows with shading above them if those windows are
South facing, to prevent summer over-heating. They need active, adjustable
ventilation with heat recovery in winter but not in summer.  Opening windows on a
ground floor flat or bungalow are not sufficient if people are worried by the threat
of burglary.

within the SPD on why the one and two bed
affordable mix are combined.  Amend para 3.6
‘The evidence suggests a high level of need for
one bedroom affordable homes. ; however, The
Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment (2017) highlights, however, that
one bed homes offer limited flexibility in
accommodating the changing needs of
households and delivery of larger properties
can help to meet the needs of households in
high priority and to manage the housing
stock by releasing supply of smaller
properties needed as a result of welfare
reforms limiting the amount of housing
benefit being paid to some working-age
households.  The need for one and two bed
affordable homes have been combined in the
Housing Mix guidance box below to allow
flexibility to respond to the detailed analysis of
the Council’s housing register and turnover of
stock indicates that in reality the which indicates
a higher demand is for two bedroom homes.’

Para 3.10 of the draft SPD relates to affordable
housing managed by a Registered Provider.  The
aim of this guidance is to ensure dwelling sizes
reflect the needs of those allocated affordable
housing and the restrictions placed on those
claiming Housing Benefit in relation to the
number of bedrooms the benefits will cover.

Proposed Change: Amend para 3.9 and 3.10 of
the draft SPD to provide greater clarification:
‘Affordable housing needs are strongly influenced
by national policies on housing benefits.  It is
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therefore important that the homes built in the
Borough meet needs having regard to how
homes will be allocated to people on the housing
register and the needs of those households. We
will seek to ensure aAffordable housing units
homes are designed to accommodate the
following number of people to reflect how
homes will be allocated to those on the
housing register will be expected to meet the
following property sixe guidelines to reflect the
needs of those requiring affordable housing:…’

The design requirements relating to insulation,
heating and cooling are beyond the remit of the
draft SPD.

Lesley Bell,
Clerk, Barrow upon Soar
Parish Council

In the table below, the flexibility allowed by combining the percentage of
affordable 1 and 2 bedroomed houses might allow a developer to offer more 1
and 2 bedroomed houses than are required. 5% - 10% 4+ bedroomed houses
seems like quite a high figure.

Market & Affordable Homes for Older People, Disabled or Frail
BPC strongly agrees that the need is for 2 bedroomed bungalows to meet the
needs of the present and future generation of elderly people. There is a need for
many more well equipped, well designed and sited private bungalows to
encourage many more elderly people to downsize. It is also necessary to build
them in close proximity to facilities such as corner shops, health and social
facilities. It is not sufficient just to have a bus route nearby. These should be
integral to large housing developments. BPC would like to encourage the
provision of retirement villages including affordable properties.

The SPD will be updated to reflect the latest
evidence in the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA 2017)
which continues to shows a need for 5-10% of
affordable homes to be 4 bed homes.  The
assessment found that the stock of four-bedroom
affordable housing is very limited and tends to
have a very low turnover and as a result, whilst
the number of households coming forward for
four or more bedroom homes is typically quite
small the ability for these needs to be met is
more limited.

The numbers for one and two bed affordable
homes have been combined to allow for
flexibility. The evidence, set out in the Housing
and Economic Development Needs Assessment
(HEDNA 2017) shows a large requirement for
one bed accommodation but highlights that one
bed homes offer limited flexibility in
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accommodating the changing needs of
households and delivery of larger properties can
help to meet the needs of households in high
priority and to manage the housing stock by
releasing supply of smaller properties.  This is
supported by local understanding of the housing
register.  This needs, however, to be balanced
against the short-term be an increased
requirement for smaller homes as a result of
welfare reforms limiting the amount of housing
benefit being paid to some working-age
households.

The SPD identifies the need to meet the
requirements of older people, the disabled and
frail. It encourages the provision of bungalows
and other single level properties as part of the
overall mix of homes.

Gemma Hiden, GVA on
behalf of Jelsons Ltd

Chapter 3 of the SPD sets out the LPA’s approach to securing an appropriate
housing mix in order to meet identified local housing needs.

Again, we would suggest that the chapter ought to be updated to reflect the
publication of HEDNA.  This evidence should form the basis for assessing the
definition of an appropriate housing mix.  Accordingly, paragraph 3.7 should be
updated to reference either the HEDNA or to make reference to ‘the latest
housing need evidence available’ as opposed to the 2014 SHMA as currently
stated.

Paragraph 3.8 contains a draft Policy entitled ‘Housing Mix’, which includes a
table that defines the broad housing mix that the LPA will expect new
developments to deliver. Jelson is concerned that the Council is seeking a
particular housing mix for market and affordable homes given that it does not
reflect the flexibility required by house builders and perhaps more importantly, the
constantly changing nature of the housing market and housing need.  The Policy
should be amended to remove the table and to instead refer developers to the

The SPD will be updated to reflect the evidence
in Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment (HEDNA 2017). The SPD only
provides broad guidance and significant changes
may be accepted if sufficient justification is
provided.

The requirement for 1 bed market homes is
based upon the evidence.  The update to reflect
HEDNA reduces the minimum number of such
units to zero.

Bungalows are only one of a number of options
to meet the requirements of older people, the
disabled and frail; however, their inclusion in the
mix of homes is encouraged.
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latest housing need evidence in HEDNA.

In addition, Jelson is very concerned about the percentage of open market 1 bed
homes the draft Housing Mix Policy seeks for schemes to deliver. In Jelson’s
experience, the market and demand for 1 bedroom homes is poor and where
demand does arise, it tends to be limited to urban locations.

We therefore request that, should the housing mix table be retained, the generic
requirement for 5 – 10% of 1 bedroom homes, be removed and a reference
added to state: ‘one bedroom homes may also be required within the required
housing mix, where a specific local requirement has been identified.’

The draft Policy on ‘Affordable Housing Types and Sizes’ states that the
Council will ensure that affordable homes for rent that are of 2 bedrooms or
larger, should be family homes or bungalows.  The support for both market and
affordable bungalows to meet the needs of older people, the disabled and frail is
reiterated in paragraph 3.12 and in the draft Policy on Affordable and Market
Homes for Older People, Disabled and Frail. Bungalows by their very nature
are inefficient in terms of land take in comparison to standard family homes. In
Jelson’s view this should be recognised in the policies. For example, in Jelson’s
experience, some local authorities include an incentive to encourage
housebuilders to bring forward bungalows by recognising the provision of 2
bungalows as counting as 3 affordable ‘units’ to allow for the extra land take. We
respectfully request that the draft Policy and its supporting text be amended to
take account of this.

Martin Field There does not appear to be adequate connection in the SPD with the promotion
of opportunities to meet the Council's requirements to respond to local appetites
for self build and community-led housing, as set out within governmental
guidance. There is scope to include more precise measures in the SPD for sites
and plots to be come forward or to be identified for such self-managed building
activity, particularly on sites within small rural locations with known local
communities, and within the larger sites of the identified urban extensions.

The promotion of self-build opportunities is
beyond the remit of the draft SPD.

Zoe Stiles, Pioneer
Property Services Ltd on
behalf of Commercial

7.1 In the blue box at page 17 of the draft HSPD a preferred affordable and
market housing mix is set out and described as being used in accordance with
Core Strategy Policy CS3 to ‘deliver an appropriate mix of sizes of homes’.

The SPD provides guidance to support Core
Strategy Policy CS3 by explaining what is meant
by an appropriate mix, having regard to the latest
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Estates
7.2 The draft HSPD wording should make clear that Policy CS3 wording does not
include market or affordable housing dwelling size mix targets.  The Policy CS3
wording states that housing in ‘an appropriate mix of types, tenures and sizes of
homes having regard to  identified housing needs and the character of the area’
will be sought.

7.3 Despite that SHMA evidence indicates a clear need for 46.2% of affordable
housing to be provided with 1 bedroom in Charnwood Borough between 2011
and 2036 paragraph 3.6 of the draft HSPD states that a ‘detailed analysis’ of the
Housing Register and stock turnover indicates that ‘in reality the demand is for
two bedroom homes’.

7.4 The blue box at the top of page 18 of the draft HSPD similarly seeks to avoid
the delivery of 1 bedroom affordable homes.   Unfortunately, the supporting
evidence for this approach and the statement in paragraph 3.6 (which contradict
the SHMA evidence underpinning the Core Strategy) is not presented within the
draft HSPD.

7.5 Even once affordable housing stock and turnover are taken into account the
SHMA still provides a guideline requirement for 35-40% of the affordable housing
to have one bedroom.  This should be taken into account along with Registered
Provider and  affordable housing purchaser preferences when taking
development control decisions, especially given the potential impact on
affordability for households of recent welfare reforms (particularly where
households are under occupying their homes).

7.6 Clearly there is a balance to be struck through agreement with applicants to
ensure that a balanced and sustainable community is achieved, particularly on
very large sites, to avoid concentrations of single types of affordable housing.
This may involve looking at a reduced overall affordable housing quantum in
return for an increased number of family affordable housing.

7.7 The SHMA does not identify how many people should occupy each dwelling
size (i.e. by number of bedrooms) or what proportionate type of dwelling (i.e. flat

evidence. The SPD makes provision for
alternative mixes should evidence justify a
significant change from the identified mix.

The numbers for one and two bed affordable
homes have been combined to allow for
flexibility. The evidence, set out in the Housing
and Economic Development Needs Assessment
(HEDNA 2017) shows a large requirement for
one bed accommodation but highlights that one
bed homes offer limited flexibility in
accommodating the changing needs of
households and delivery of larger properties can
help to meet the needs of households in high
priority and to manage the housing stock by
releasing supply of smaller properties.  This is
supported by local understanding of the housing
register.  This needs, however, to be balanced
against the short-term be an increased
requirement for smaller homes as a result of
welfare reforms limiting the amount of housing
benefit being paid to some working-age
households.

Proposed Change: Provide more explanation
within the SPD on why the one and two bed
affordable mix are combined.  Amend para 3.6
‘The evidence suggests a high level of need for
one bedroom affordable homes. ; however, The
Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment (2017) highlights, however, that
one bed homes offer limited flexibility in
accommodating the changing needs of
households and delivery of larger properties
can help to meet the needs of households in
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or house) eligible households will need.  As such, whilst the Council’s
preferences in this regard (set out in paragraph 3.10 of the draft HSPD and in the
blue box at the top of page 18 of the draft HSPD) can be discussed with
applicants there is no clear evidence presented that demonstrates these
preferences to reflect the objectively assessed need for such housing.  Affordable
housing proposals which broadly reflect the indicative housing mix guidelines
provided in the SHMA will accord with Local Policy requirements.

7.8 Any attempt to prescribe market housing mix should be re-considered given
that broad brush SHMA projections are unlikely to be able accurately reflect the
dynamics of demand for housing in the private sector.  Such matters are best
understood by the housebuilders in whose interest it is to build only homes for
which there is a demand and who are then able to respond flexibly to changes in
the demand profile thus ensuring housing delivery is not stalled.

7.9 The draft HSPD wording should be amended to ensure that the above
concerns are reflected to ensure that when applied in practice the draft HSPD is
not used in an over prescriptive way that will delay development.

8. Conclusion
8.1 Whilst the provision of clarity within a SPD in respect of affordable and market
housing delivery across the Borough is welcomed, it is important that this does
not seek to impose additional burdens upon development outside of Development
Plan policies.

8.2 Much of the content within the draft HSPD reflects the Council’s preferences
as opposed to Plan policy requirements.    As such, the Council should ensure
that the wording of the draft HSPD and its application in practice reflects that
these are matters for negotiation as opposed to imposition.   The draft HSPD
needs to avoid the duplication of national policy and instead clearly state that
national policy and guidance will prevail.

8.3 More generally, it would assist if the blue boxes used throughout the draft
HSPD and the key principles / guidance within them were more clearly
referenced to enable these to be located / referred back to more easily.

high priority and to manage the housing
stock by releasing supply of smaller
properties needed as a result of welfare
reforms limiting the amount of housing
benefit being paid to some working-age
households.  The need for one and two bed
affordable homes have been combined in the
Housing Mix guidance box below to allow
flexibility to respond to the detailed analysis of
the Council’s housing register and turnover of
stock indicates that in reality the which indicates
a higher demand is for two bedroom homes.’

Para 3.10 of the draft SPD relates to affordable
housing managed by a Registered Provider.  The
aim of this guidance is to ensure dwelling sizes
reflect the needs of those allocated affordable
housing and the restrictions placed on those
claiming Housing Benefit in relation to the
number of bedrooms the benefits will cover.

Proposed Change: Amend para 3.9 and 3.10 of
the draft SPD to provide greater clarification:
‘Affordable housing needs are strongly influenced
by national policies on housing benefits. It is
therefore important that the homes built in the
Borough meet needs having regard to how
homes will be allocated to people on the housing
register and the needs of those households. We
will seek to ensure aAffordable housing units
homes are designed to accommodate the
following number of people to reflect how
homes will be allocated to those on the
housing register will be expected to meet the
following property sixe guidelines to reflect the
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8.4 It is requested that the concerns set out within this response are considered
by the Council and that the draft HSPD is amended accordingly and that, where
adopted, it is applied with these matters in mind.

needs of those requiring affordable housing:…’

The guidance on the type of affordable homes is
intended to highlight to applicants the feedback
from Registered Providers and our understanding
of the housing register which suggests that
demand for intermediate affordable flats is
limited. This does not mean flats will not be
considered where there is evidence of demand
and Registered Provider interest.

Proposed Change: Move the Affordable
Housing Type and Sizes into the supporting text
to the guidance box on Housing Mix and amend
the wording to reflect the intention of this
guidance: ‘It is also important to consider the
types of affordable homes to ensure what is
provided to best meet the needs of the
community and also ensures a Registered
Provider can be successful secured to
manage the homes. On this basis we will
generally seek to avoid the following:

 Ensure affordable homes for rent that are
2 bedrooms or larger are family homes or
bungalows rather than flats rented
affordable flats for families (2 bedrooms
or more);

 Avoid large numbers of one bedroom flats
for rent rented affordable flats on an
individual site;

 Seek the provision of intermediate
affordable homes that provide at least 2
bed family accommodation (suitable for
four people) one bedroom intermediate
affordable homes; and
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 Avoid intermediate affordable flats.’

The NPPF requires local planning authorities to
plan for a mix of housing based on current and
future needs. Market housing forms an important
part of this need. This requirement is reflected in
the Core Strategy Policy CS3 and the draft SPD
provides further guidance on this adopted policy.
The SPD seeks to provide detailed guidance to
inform development rather than providing a
definitive mix.

Proposed Change: Include references for the
guidance boxes.

Guy Longely,
Pegasus, on behalf of
Davidsons Development
Ltd

3.1 Paragraphs 3.1 to 3.12 of the SPD set out the Council’s proposed approach
to housing mix.  Policy CS3 of the Core Strategy advises that the Council will
seek an appropriate mix of types, tenures and sizes of homes having regard to
identified housing needs and the character of the area.  Paragraph 50 of the
NPPF advises that local planning authorities should plan for a mix of housing
based on current and future demographic trends, market trends and the needs of
different groups in the community and identify the size, type, tenure and range of
housing that is required in particular locations, reflecting local demand.

3.2 Paragraph 3.7 of the SPD refers to the Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA), 2014 as providing the evidence for the starting point for assessing
appropriate mix on sites.  The box below paragraph 3.8 of the SPD sets out
broad proportions to deliver an appropriate mix of sizes of homes for both
affordable and market housing.  The recently published HEDNA Report, 2017
sets out slightly different broad dwelling size mixes for both affordable and market
housing.

3.3 It is considered that the Council should not seek to prescriptively apply a
target housing mix for market housing sites.  A housebuilder developing a
housing site will be well placed to determine what to build to meet local demand.
They are the party that should know best on this matter and will be making an

The SPD will be updated to reflect the latest
evidence from the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (2017).

The draft SPD provides detailed guidance to
Core Strategy Policy CS3, it does not seek to set
a prescriptive target. The draft SPD recognises
that flexibility is required and sets out broad
ranges and makes an allowance for a
significantly different mix if this is justified with
evidence of housing need, the existing provision,
characteristics of the site, character of the area,
and design considerations.
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investment based on their understanding of the local housing market. The
HEDNA at paragraph 8.36 notes that the conclusions on the mix of market
housing are strategic conclusions which could be used for monitoring purposes.
The HEDNA emphasises that care should be taken in applying the conclusions
prescriptively to individual development sites where consideration should be
given to the mix of housing locally, the setting of the site and the character of the
area and local demand evidence.  This recognises that there will be sites more
suitable for development of different densities.

3.4 Neither the HEDNA nor the SHMA, 2014 provide any information on the size,
type, tenure and range of housing that is required in particular locations reflecting
local demand.  There is therefore no evidence to justify applying the identified
broad housing mix targets to specific sites.

3.5 The SPD should be amended to make it clear that the housing mix for market
housing represents a broad target mix for monitoring purposes and that this
would not be prescriptively sought on a site by site basis.  The Council should
make it clear that, in considering housing mix on particular sites, they will
consider the mix of housing locally, the setting of the site and the character of the
area and local demand evidence.

Mark Rose, Define on
behalf of Bloor Homes
Ltd

The SPD is unduly prescriptive in seeking to precisely set the market housing mix
to be delivered in future developments.  CLPCS Policy CS3 requires provision of
an appropriate housing mix having regard to identified local needs and the
character of the area.  In respect of local needs, Policy CS3 does not specifically
require compliance with the findings of the 2014 SHMA referred to in the SPD.
Indeed the SHMA provides very clear caveats to its assessment of need stating
that it is only intended to provide guidance and highlights the potential for local
variations.  Furthermore, the identified needs will continue to evolve over time.
Indeed, the HEDNA findings already suggest a different mix requirement to the
2014 SHMA.  The housing mix can also have significant implications for the
viability of sites that needs to be carefully considered through the development of
Local Plan policy rather than through an SPD (for the reasons set out above).

Moreover, there is no reference to demand in the SPD.  The NPPF clearly states
(2  bullet para 50) that demand is a key consideration when identifying “the size,

The SPD provides guidance to support Core
Strategy Policy CS3 by explaining what is meant
by an appropriate mix, having regard to the latest
evidence. The draft SPD recognises that
flexibility is required and makes an allowance for
a significantly different mix if this is justified with
evidence of housing need, the existing provision,
characteristics of the site, character of the area,
and design considerations.

The SPD will be updated to reflect the latest
evidence from the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA
2017).



-63-

NAME/ORGANISATION ISSUES RAISED OFFICER COMMENTS

type, tenure and range of housing that is required”.  It is essential that the
difference between need and demand is recognised, as whilst the need arising
from smaller households might be for smaller properties, the actual demand is
commonly still for larger properties that provide more flexible living
accommodation allowing residents to stay in their home if their household grows
or their circumstances change.  It is essential, therefore, that the SPD explicitly
recognises the need to take account of nature of the demand for housing when
working with developers to ascertain the most appropriate housing mix for a site.

Clearly the most appropriate juncture to do that is at the planning application
stage which again highlights why the SPD should not seek to be prescriptive at
this stage.  In that regard the recognition of the significance of the other matters
identified in the bullet points is welcomed.

Of course the Council will be aware from the on going appeal in relation to BHL’s
development proposals at land off Cropston Road, Anstey, that if the Council
wish to seek to control the housing mix post the grant of an outline planning
permission, it will need to do so via a imposition of an appropriate condition to the
permission rather than through the subsequent approval of the reserved matters.

The housing mix included in the SPD is based on
the latest evidence in HEDNA. This reflects the
fact that the size of property demanded is not a
task of simply converting demographic
projections. In the market sector it relates more,
in particular, to the wealth and age of households
rather than the number of people they contain
(para 8.4 HEDNA).

Ann Irving,
Clerk Woodhouse Parish
Council & King George's
Field Charity

This council agrees that mix is important, especially for smaller settlements.
However, there is no policy to counter applications for extensions that make
houses bigger, or to counter the substitution of bungalows for houses. Are there
policies that could maintain the mix that is permitted well beyond when
permission is granted?

It is difficult to control such extensions or
replacements. Much extension work can be
carried out through permitted development rights
whilst restrictions on this type of development
would need strong justification not to be
considered too restrictive on individual
households occupying such properties.

4. HOUSES IN MULTIPLE OCCUPATION
Roger Porter On H.M.O.s particularly student ones, is the Article 4 direction being applied as it

should to control them...my understanding is it is not.
The Article 4 Direction came into use in 2012 and
is being applied within Loughborough.  The
Council work collaboratively across our planning,
enforcement and private rented sector housing
teams to ensure the direction is adhered to.  Any
breaches of the Direction should be reported to
the Council for further investigation.
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Mrs B Gardiner I have received your “Planning Document”, which arrived a couple of days ago.

My husband and I over the years have been very interested in what is happening
in our areas, town and countryside.  We have been to meetings concerning
whether it should have planning consent or not.

On reading every week, and how these landlords that have bought either large or
small houses in the town or countryside in the Echo.  It all seems to be whether
the persons buying these properties, whether they are lovely Victorian houses,
which should be left alone, or small terraced to be turned into 3, 4, 5 bedroomed
properties, for Multiple Occupation, just about every advert is the above, so many
along a street in the same area.  Just to make as much money from students etc.
When there are purpose built buildings everywhere, and most left empty.  This
can’t be right.  We must stop all these planning applications, these houses can
never be put back to the originality.

More student property should rightly be at the University, instead of all there
buildings be put on there land.  Now this new land near the Garendon Estate
should be for student homes which belong to the University.

The next thing is there should not be any houses built along Nanpantan Road, or
behind the football field.

We have lived here for over 43 years in the same house on Nanpantan Road, the
main changes are the traffic, we can’t get out of our drive for nose-tail traffic in the
mornings and afternoons, evenings.  We certainly can’t cope with any more, with
more houses with 2, 3, 4 cars to each house.

When they monitor the traffic with an electronic strip across the roads, just look at
the timings:-

WHEN THE SCHOOLS, UNIVERSITY IS CLOSE, NO MOTHERS TAKING
CHILDREN TO ALL THE SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS BACKWARDS AND
FORWARDS.

The aim of the SPD is provide further guidance
on existing policies and therefore many of these
issues are beyond the scope of the SPD.

Core Strategy Policy CS4 does not cover the
question of whether a new HMO is needed, it
focuses on the potential impact. This would
require a change to the policy.

The provision of purpose built homes for students
on the campus is encouraged by Borough of
Charnwood Local Plan Policy H/12.

The provision of HMOs within the Sustainable
Urban Extension West of Loughborough has not
been required by the Core Strategy Policy for
that development which was allocated to meet
general housing needs.

The issue of whether housing is allowed along
Nanpantan Road is also beyond the scope of the
SPD which provides further guidance on
affordable housing, housing mix, HMOs and
purpose built student accommodation and not the
location of development.

In relation to assessing car parking capacity
when considering an application for a new HMO,
the SPD recognises the need to undertake
appropriate assessments in term time at para
4.26 but this is not reflected in the guidance box.

Proposed Change: Amend the guidance on
parking to refer to term time as well as evenings
and weekends.
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This is not a true indication, I had a word with the Councillor and he agreed.
Professor Paul Mizen I welcome these steps to introduce regulation of the HMO sector, both in terms of

conversion of existing properties for HMO use, and the management of the social
environment where HMOs exist. I would like to see an obligation for HMO owners
to reapply for permission to manage an HMO (every five years say), and for the
decision to be based on the upkeep of their property, the social issues relating to
rubbish and parking. This would provide an effective incentive to comply with the
other policies the council intends to pursue.

The requirement to reapply for permission would
not be considered an appropriate use of planning
conditions and could be challenged through the
appeal process. It would not justifiable to grant a
series of further permissions; the use should
either be granted permanently or refused if there
is clear justification for doing so.

Haidee Johnson HMO's occupied by students in term time leave areas abandoned outside of
these times with shops and small businesses struggling with only minimal trade.
This fluctuating occupancy then does not allow a sustainable community spirit to
develop and thrive.

The takeover of terraced houses by students in past years and loss of these
communities has been disastrous for Loughborough and killed off many areas
that used to be busy with families of all ages.  These properties were ideal as first
time buyer properties and allowed young families to get onto the housing ladder
(without the need for 'affordable housing').

The reintroduction of mixed communities within these areas would encourage
local growth as well as growth of the Town Centre as local residents would (as
previously) be within walking distance of the centre and thus negate the need to
drive in by car.

It is good to finally see that the impact of the HMO's on parking and traffic issues
in and around Loughborough is also being seriously considered and taken into
account.

Noted

Richard White Reference to section 4, I approve of the proposal to set a radius criteria for future
HMO application.  The flexibility provided in para 4.9 and 4.11 is important for
those residents on the Kingfisher Estate whose house values will fall if they need
to move and are unable to sell to potential landlords.  However it is vital that this
is an exception to the normal that no application for HMO status will be granted
because of the existing very high proportion of C4 properties on the Estate.
There has to be a deliberate intention to ensure that in the long run the Estate
returns to a more balance community.

Noted
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Nicholas Ball,
Nanpantan Ward
Residents' Group

p.21  The Council needs to adopt a Landlord Registration Scheme.  To this
should be added; Fit and proper person test for Landlords.  Number of cars
allowed at each property, ie. capacity of garage and driveway.  Only allow on-
street parking for 1 vehicle - if there is no yellow line and sufficient width for
parking immediately outside house.  Landlords to be responsible for ASB of
tenants with enforcement controls.

p.22  20% is too high.  CBC was innovating when it adopted the 20% threshold in
2005.  Subsequently many other councils adopted 10% threshold.  This is a
problem for the 'first adopter'.  Now CBC is out of step and retaining 20% is lazy
and inflicts yet more pain of communities.  If the Council won't accept 10% then
accept it as a target and put in place 15% for the time-being.  20% is too high.

p.22  We have a problem with student families occupying a family house.  They
can leave at any time and be replaced with a number of individual students.  All
houses that are rented to students irrespective of number of residents should be
registered as being suitable as HiMOs.  This is a back door for landlords to get a
family house converted to a student house by claiming students were previously
been resident.  Student family houses should be counted in the threshold
because they can leave at any time and be replaced by a group of students.

p.23    Nanpantan Ward Residents' Group has identified a very clear problem
when student lets goes over 10%.  The younger families, who are more flexible
move out. (They can get another mortgage)  Older residents cannot get a
mortgage to move.  We have ended up with roads such as Coniston Crescent,
Derwent Drive with over 25% student houses and the balance of elderly and
disabled.  Almost no families with children remain.  This is a very good reason for
the threshold to be 10% or less.  Over that number and community balance is
lost.

p.24   HiMOs should not be allowed to have parties.  Student parties can be very
noisy and distressing for permanent residents.  The Landlord should hold their
licence on condition of 'no parties' agreement with their tenants and be
responsible for ASB generated by parties.  On pain of fines or losing their licence.

The adoption of a Landlord Registration Scheme
and matters related to licencing are beyond the
remit of the SPD which is a planning document
used only for the determination of planning
applications.

Mapping and analysis has been undertaken of
the current concentrations of HMOs, where
applications for new HMOs have been accepted
and refused and the success of appeals.  The
20% threshold has been found to work well and
applications refused permission have largely
been dismissed at appeal demonstrating that the
approach has been found to be appropriate by
inspectors.

The Core Strategy Policy CS4 and the SPD
relate to the use of a building as a HMO which
will require consent regardless of whether it is
occupied by students or other individuals.

The requirements are established using the
County Council’s design guide for such
properties, to use different standards would be
inconsistent and open to challenge. The parking
requirements would be assessed during the
determination of the planning permission.
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p.25  Each HiMo should have a max number of licensed spaces for cars based
on capacity of driveway, if there is one. Enforcement responsibility of landlord
who should be fined, licence at risk for breach of licensed numbers.

Parking
Are these requirements sufficient? Experience suggests not. How are these
requirements regarding parking going to be enforced? This is just another
example of where the requirement for a license would allow CBC to make
reasonable demands on landlords and have an effective and easy remedy for
compliance.

John Barton Your statement opens with "Everyone has the right to a home". With housing so
expensive and the loss of working tax credits, that is a sick joke! This first page
rightly recognises HMOs as a key issue, but Charnwood Borough Council's policy
has got the balance all wrong. Loughborough desperately needs more affordable
housing but CBC is aggressive in its opposition to new HMOs. When we
purchased our present home, we received a visit from an officer of Charnwood
Borough Council checking up on us, checking that we were not converting the
house into an HMO. The problem is that opposition to HMOs is deliberately
depriving people of affordable housing. You are employing people specifically to
make sure people stay homeless!

I do not agree that a concentration of HMOs is creating problems anywhere in
Charnwood. There is a desperate need for more housing and HMOs are a vital
part of the solution. Charnwood Borough Council should not require planning
permission for the conversion of any house into a HMO or large HMO.

Concentrations of Houses in Multiple Occupation
Charnwood Borough Council needs to get over its schizophrenic view of
university students.  Loughborough needs the university and its students. As
industry has fled and continues to flee from Loughborough, with the recent loss of
Astra Zeneca for example, the university is the biggest single employer and
source of income for the town. If we want the benefits of the university, we need
to accommodate undergraduates, but also PhD students, and employees of the
university, both well paid and less well paid. Again, Loughborough desperately
needs more housing, and HMOs are a vital part of that. The phrase "impact on

The Local Plan Core Strategy and the SPD
recognises the role of HMOs in providing
important type of accommodation for a range of
people including those on low incomes and
young people.  It is important however that the
Council also respond to the negative impact
experienced in some neighbourhoods because of
the over concentration of HMOs in particular
areas.  The Core Strategy and the proposed
supporting guidance make allowance for the
continued provision of HMOs but also seek to
ensure balanced communities by preventing the
concentration of such dwellings in certain areas.

Charnwood Borough Council is very supportive
of Loughborough University and the contribution
it makes to the town, this is recognised in the
Core Strategy and the draft SPD (para 4.2). The
contribution of HMOs to housing supply is also
acknowledged (para 4.1 of the draft SPD). The
concentration of HMOs in a small area has been
found to have a detrimental impact on the
community and this SPD seeks to address some
of the issues which arise.
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the character and amenity of the area and safe operation of the highway" is
meaningless. Of course, students need to be told to keep the noise down at night,
not to drop litter etc. but that's a problem of discipline of young people away from
the parental home for the first time in their lives, not a problem of HMOs.

Social & Physical Character and Amenity
This section is at least a little more specific about the reasons for being snooty
about students. – But again, these are issues around students, not issues of
HMOs. So where do you want students to live??? Of course it is good when the
university builds more specific student accommodation on campus but when
students live off campus, there are some unavoidable issues. of course there will
be fewer people around in the holidays. That is an issue for the whole town, for
example for all businesses used by students. Yes, there is more rubbish left at
the end of terms but you cannot expect students to all have cars and make
special trips to Railway Terrace recycling centre! Students are far more likely to
be victims of serious crime than perpetrators. Drunken behaviour is another
matter, but that's a behavioural issue, not a problem with HMOs. People who
object to fly-posting and letting signs are just being snooty and haven't got
anything better to do with their time. If you want the benefits of the university, take
the rough with the smooth.

Noise & Disturbance
OK, noise insulation is important. So is thermal insulation on shared walls, when
one dwelling is occupied and an adjacent one is not. this is an issue for building
regs., not HMOs in themselves.

Parking
Parking provision is not a good reason to object to HMOs. Remember that HMOs
are primarily occupied by people on low incomes and young people. Both these
factors are increasingly putting car ownership out of financial reach. We are past
'peak car' ownership. The reasons for this are 1. Extortionate insurance
premiums and 2. cost of parking permits / lack of parking at workplace / study
place parking.  Ask not 'will there be enough parking spaces'. Ask 'why are buses
only ridden by old people?' (because they are too expensive for the rest of us, we
cannot buy though tickets and because most bus routes are no longer suited to

The draft SPD seeks to ensure that sufficient
parking provision is made to prevent an impact
on the safe operation of the highway and amenity
of the street. This is a consideration which
applies to all types of development, not solely
HMOs and takes account of the accessibility of
services and facilities.
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people's journeys). Ask 'why do not more people cycle?' (because roads are too
dangerous) Ask 'why do not more people walk?' (because the roads are not
pleasant places to walk beside and you have closed all the free-of-charge public
toilets en-route) Ask 'why are the trains the most expensive in Europe?'

Adrian Ganderton My comments will be largely contained to the impact of the disastrous HMO
policy operated by this council. I have also set out the comments received from a
number of other permanent residents of kingfisher way and its arterial roads. I
suspect they have will have already vented their opinions to you through this
consultation process but I thought I should add those to my submissions as I
agree with all of those comments wholeheartedly. My wife and I moved into
Kingfisher Way in 2003. We loved the house and surrounding houses were
occupied by families of various sizes and there was a real community spirit
developing. This was crushed by the landlords and managing agents who
developed this estate into a blighted area, facilitated by the council both directly
and indirectly. I refer to the minutes of a cabinet meeting of the council which are
easily accessible on line talking about HMO's but with no follow through for
controlling of numbers. we do not believe there was any intention of limiting the
numbers of HMO's, as otherwise it would not have happened that the majority of
houses on this estate are HMO's either legal or illegal. We must all be granted a
HMO license at the very least so that we can decide if we wish to go down the
route provided by the council to others who do not live here. All of the issues
which supposed to be taken into account with respect to an area and whether a
HMO is to be granted are breached on this estate, as is well documented with the
council, the university and police, and also the local MP. How can it happen/be
allowed to happen that true local residents have been disregarded and discarded,
I appreciate the need for a balanced need for housing and accommodation, but
that is exactly what it should be, balanced, yet it is anything but balanced with the
unacceptable consequences including the flagrant disregard of many students for
common decency and manners. I am now at the stage where the breaches
cannot continue. Many conversations I have had with the local police and
university and council are aimed at dealing with things that happen on a day to
day basis, so only trying to deal with the symptoms. That is good that there are
some interested parties but the problems of continuous overflowing rubbish, rats,
other animals on the estate and anti social behaviour should be hit harder.  One
council officer set out the procedures regarding rubbish and they did not want to

A number of the issues are beyond the remit of
the Housing SPD but the Council will continue to
work collaboratively with residents, the police and
university to address the issues raised including
licencing matters.

The Kingfisher Estate was granted planning
permission in 2001 and was intended to meet
general housing needs.  At this time planning
permission was not required to convert a family
home into a house in multiple occupation
occupied by 3-6 unrelated individual who share
basic facilities.

On 6 April 2010, the government made an
amendment to the Use Classes Order and
introduced a definition of small-scale houses in
multiple occupation into the planning system. It
effectively split the old Class C3 (dwellinghouses)
class into 2 separate classes:
– Class C3 (dwellinghouses) and
– Class C4 (houses in multiple occupation).

The result of this was that development
previously falling under Class C3 was
reclassified and now falls into either the new C3
or C4 Classes. Whilst permission is not required
to change a property from a C3 to a C4 use, the
reclassification provided an opportunity for Local
Planning Authorities to specifically identify an
area in which planning permission would be
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act ultra vires.

I am sorry but it is a bit late for that because the problems are recurring without
change. I would also be interested in seeing where else the council have acted
Ultra Vires with respect to the whole of these and related planning issues. I am
not the only one whose house has been devalued, and even then extremely
difficult to sell and i will say that it is a direct result of the Borough Councils acts
and omissions in dealing with it. My house was purchased in 2003 for £295,000.
other properties we looked at the time at the same price are now selling for
£425,000. you also only have to look at websites such as Zoopla to know that the
houses of our size on this estate should be valued at that level . All of the houses
on here are devalued considerably. It is easy to find online, just by searching on
google where issues of HMO's have been highlighted and many have policies of
no more that 25% of HMO's and some even 10%. with residents here it is the
other way around. Just briefly, what action do the council take against landlords
who appear to do nothing to regulate their tenants when they contravene the
conditions of HMO's etc . i could go on and on about these issues, which i will
indeed but in another manner in the near future. The word compensation has
been mentioned. This is indeed a live and most reasonable issue which is going
to be pursued in due course. "I totally agree with you . One spends loads of time
and effort, including rubbish collecting, phoning the council etc. but no, repeat no
changes as every year one starts from scratch. I too have given up hope and am
fed up of the rats, foxes (though I rather like them) and badgers. As I see it both
Charnwood and the University should be making up the shortfall in what our
homes will fetch on the open market as it is totally their lack of early action in the
case of the Council and University as they continually seem to expand. In fact our
rates are also surely too high considering the immediate neighbourhood is
polluted from the cars constantly going up and down, filthy dirty from the litter
thrown by students in passing or indeed blown off the tops of their bins because
they overflow. In the main slummy outside appearance and the outside certainly
tells the world 'this is a student house', so they attract burglers thus putting us in
danger too. Not to speak of the noise at all hours of day and night though their
lifestyles. Landlords, certainly my neighbour owner, refuses to tell his student
tenants anything as 'they are adults' and should know. Whilst I have a few really
nice student neighbours, indeed one house for the 2nd year, but rubbish is a

required via an Article 4 Direction to remove
permitted development rights in relation to
houses in multiple occupation.

This change is explained in Circular 08/10:
Changes to Planning Regulations for
Dwellinghouses and Houses in Multiple
Occupation.

In 2011 Charnwood Borough Council gave notice
of its intention to introduce an Article 4 Direction
in Loughborough to respond to the issues in the
town.  This was introduced in February 2012.

A large proportion of homes in the Kingfisher
Estate were converted into houses in multiple
occupation before introduction of the Article 4
Direction.  It is also acknowledged that the
introduction of the Article 4 Direction itself led to
an increase in the number of houses in multiple
occupation being established in 2011/12 ahead
of the new requirements.  Since its introduction,
however, it has been used to resist new houses
in multiple occupation where they in themselves
or cumulatively damage the character or amenity
of an area.

The draft SPD makes clear at para 4.9 and 4.11
that we will not adopt a rigid approach to decision
making using the threshold.  The threshold is one
material consideration to be considered
alongside other matters identified in Core
Strategy Policy CS4.
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continual major problem as due to ready meals they have excessive rubbish.
Though I still attend SARG who have achieved so much I despair that we will see
a balanced community on our estate - two family town houses were sold last year
and the new owner tries by stealth to make them into HMOs merely by renting out
to 4 unrelated persons saying they're young professionals, so whilst not noisy
they are messy in the one house I've observed and neither bother to put bins in
gardens!  I really do miss those early days when the standards of the students
were higher, they were polite and less trouble. Now, there are a few charming
students but they care not one iota of what their house fronts look like, let alone
the streets on the estate. More often than not it stinks cutting through to get to
Sainsbury from the top of Adam Dale. There are some very specific problems
with our estate, which will never be  covered by a strategy designed to cover the
whole of Loughborough. I've lost total faith in the system.  Since the
announcements of the changes in 2012 our immediate neighbours have gone
from families to students. Rubbish is put out poorly, resulting in wildlife spreading
it around he street and, on occasions, rats. Last year's neighbours were
particularly rude and insensitive.  This year's are not so bad. Cars on the shared
drive block easy access to our drive, meaning we've had to invest in a parking
permit for when we're not prepared to undertake the complex manoeuvre around
them. We've asked students not to park there, but they do. And we shouldn't
have to ask, their landlord/agents ought to be explaining things to them.  Our
application for a change to an HMO was turned down, despite nearly all majority
of the neighbouring houses being HMOs already. The value of our house as a
dwelling is somewhat less than that as an HMO dwelling, but we can't make that
change, unlike all the families that moved out prior to the changes.  Neighbouring
houses are kept in a state of disrepair, with broken paving, slate mulch spread
over the drive, and overgrown gardens.  It's only fortunate for us that we don't
want to move at the moment.  It seems no one in the council cares about our us
and simple hides behind statistics and policies.  If they do, please could they get
in touch and demonstrate it.  The council has made this happen with their poorly
thought out policies from the original planning permission for the estate. Now
we're left to deal with it. "I look forward to a properly considered and explanatory
response.

Anthony Warren The draft housing SPD refers to problems with HMOs that many residents will
recognise, particularly noise, rubbish and anti-social behaviour at drunken

A number of the issues raised are beyond the
remit of the Housing SPD and planning process



-72-

NAME/ORGANISATION ISSUES RAISED OFFICER COMMENTS

parties. However the fact remains that the vast majority of students and other
HMO tenants behave in a perfectly decent manner and are good neighbours.
There are more cars locally than previously, but I haven’t noticed any driven by
students.  For the most part they seem to travel by foot or bicycle. In my
experience on Herrick Road the problems arise in one or two large houses where
there is no effective supervision. Tenants whose behaviour is perfectly pleasant
in the day have too much to drink and become anti-social, and there is no-one on
site to restrain them. I think landlords should be forced to take more responsibility
for the behaviour of their tenants when they are annoying neighbours. There is a
lot less likelihood of problems where the landlord lives at the property. He or she
is there most of the time and has a personal, direct interest in maintaining
standards of cleanliness (including regular collection of rubbish) and good
behaviour.  In addition, if there is inappropriate behaviour, it is a lot easier to pin
responsibility onto the landlord, since they can’t claim they don’t know what’s
happening. All other things being equal, HMO applications from live-in landlords
should be treated more favourably than others. I think landlords applying for HMO
planning permission should be forced to state what steps they will take to
maintain good standards and that this should be taken into account in deciding on
HMO applications. There should be a code of conduct on landlord responsibility
for the behaviour of tenants. There could be sanctions for landlords who don’t live
up to this. For example they shouldn’t have DASH accreditation or be able to
advertise through the University. If they are poor at maintaining standards of
behaviour they are probably poor at things like health and safety and other
landlord requirements, so their properties should be inspected more regularly.

but the Council will continue to work
collaboratively with residents, the police and
university to address the issues raised including
licencing matters.

Dr S.J.Bullman,
SARG

Proposals to extend student halls MUST be included in the SPD, which had been
removed, leaving the council with NO avenue to prevent student hall expansions
for existing hall sites off campus.

The previous clauses SPD (1.9iv) were the ONLY specific extant guidance for
student hall expansion not on campus or within the town centre, so its un-
consulted removal was wholly unacceptable.

Such proposals need additional constraints, not just restricted to the impact on
neighbouring properties, but the full impact of the whole local community, as one
of the main reductions in residential amenity is travelling noise between such

The guidance in the Student Housing Provision in
Loughborough SPD (2005) referred to supported
an expired Policy in the Borough of Charnwood
Local Plan, H/13 Houses in Multiple Occupation
without On-site Supervision.

The National Planning Practice Guidance
highlights that a Supplementary Planning
Document, such as this, should build upon and
provide more detailed advice or guidance on the
policies in the Local Plan. As the policy has
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sites and between campus.

Such impact is not considered in the current edition and it should be reintroduced
as it had been before:

Specifically, the previous SPD(1.9iv) specifically related to damage to the
character and amenity of a Street or residential area

It must not just cite the effect on neighbouring properties, which forms only a part
of the issues introduced by such expansion proposals. It should also say that
wider consultation should be applied for such applications.

These points were included in the Council’s slide presentation at the workshop,
which I believe were given to the lead officer.

The policy matrix table set out previously in section 4.23 specifically included a
category for development of existing purpose-built student housing (outside the
campus and town centre) being unsuitable in area where the student occupation
level was greater than 20%; it must be maintained.

It is also important that SPD carries the previous (4.24e) guidance:
To work closely with the community and Loughborough University to ensure that
the spirit of this policy approach is followed.

This is important so that any future policy formulation does not ignore the
importance of following this, which has certainly been the case in the past.

These inclusions should not refer to any other policy documents which may be
withdrawn/amended/deemed irrelevant in the future.

expired it is not possible to carry forward this
guidance.

The SPD provides guidance on unsupervised
houses in multiple occupation in support of Core
Strategy Policy CS4 and deals with social and
physical character and amenity of a street or
residential area and scale of the existing
concentration of HMOs in the area.  The SPD
also includes guidance on purpose built student
accommodation off campus in support of
Borough of Local Plan saved Policy H/12 which
encourages such development as they reduce
the pressure on residential areas.

The expansion of existing student halls off
campus would however be determined against
the Development Plan and other material
considerations.  This would include taking into
account residential amenity and character of a
street or area, creating balanced communities,
parking and transport matters amongst other
considerations.

The consultation arrangements for planning
applications is determined by national guidelines.
The Council makes all applications available in
the public domain including on our website for
any interested party to make comments on.

It would not be appropriate to include reference
to complementary measures for dealing with
issues associated with student housing as the
guidance relates to houses in multiple occupation
which may not always be occupied by students.
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The Council does however continue to work
closely with the community and Loughborough
University and has established forums and lines
of communication which are not dependent on
reference in this document.

Adrian Bailey,
SARG

A group of us met with you and presented an argument against one particular
proposal, namely to allow HMOs where there was already a high proportion of
them. We are pleased to note that this does not appear in the later draft.

We note the adoption of 100m/20% as a threshold. We had promoted 10%, but
accept the compromise. We also note and accept the clear statement that the
threshold is for guidance and not an "absolute".

Noted

Hilda Puttick A group of us met with you and presented an argument against one particular
proposal, namely to allow HMOs where there was already a high proportion of
them. We are pleased to note that this does not appear in the later draft.

We note the adoption of 100m/20% as a threshold. We had promoted 10%, but
accept the compromise. We also note and accept the clear statement that the
threshold is for guidance and not an "absolute".

Proposals to extend student halls MUST be included in the SPD, which had been
removed, leaving the council with NO avenue to prevent student hall expansions
for existing hall sites off campus.

The previous clauses SPD (1.9iv) were the ONLY specific extant guidance for
student hall expansion not on campus or within the town centre, so its un-
consulted removal was wholly unacceptable.

Such proposals need additional constraints, not just restricted to the impact on
neighbouring properties, but the full impact of the whole local community, as one
of the main reductions in residential amenity is travelling noise between such
sites and between campus.
Such impact is not considered in the current edition and it should be reintroduced
as it had been before:

Noted

The guidance in the Student Housing Provision in
Loughborough SPD (2005) referred to supported
an expired Policy in the Borough of Charnwood
Local Plan, H/13 Houses in Multiple Occupation
without On-site Supervision.

The National Planning Practice Guidance
highlights that a Supplementary Planning
Document, such as this, should build upon and
provide more detailed advice or guidance on the
policies in the Local Plan.  As the policy has
expired it is not possible to carry forward this
guidance.

The SPD provides guidance on unsupervised
houses in multiple occupation in support of Core
Strategy Policy CS4 and deals with social and
physical character and amenity of a street or
residential area and scale of the existing
concentration of HMOs in the area.  The SPD
also includes guidance on purpose built student
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Specifically, the previous SPD(1.9iv) specifically related to damage to the
character and amenity of a Street or residential area

It must not just cite the effect on neighbouring properties, which forms only a part
of the issues introduced by such expansion proposals. It should also say that
wider consultation should be applied for such applications.

These points were included in Paul Tebbit’s slide presentation at the workshop,
which I believe were given to yourself, Clare.

The policy matrix table set out previously in section 4.23 specifically included a
category for development of existing purpose-built student housing (outside the
campus and town centre) being unsuitable in area where the student occupation
level was  greater than 20%; it must be maintained.

It is also important that SPD carries the previous (4.24e) guidance:
To work closely with the community and Loughborough University to ensure that
the spirit of this policy approach is followed.

This is important so that any future policy formulation does not ignore the
importance of following this, which has certainly been the case in the past.

These inclusions should not refer to any other policy documents which may be
withdrawn/amended/deemed irrelevant in the future.

This is written very late in response to your email below, to ensure adequate
feedback has been provided in time, as requested.
I’m sure is any in SARG team disagree, they will respond to this email, as the
team have been copied into my response.

accommodation off campus in support of
Borough of Local Plan saved Policy H/12 which
encourages such development as they reduce
the pressure on residential areas.

The expansion of existing student halls off
campus would however be determined against
the Development Plan and other material
considerations.  This would include taking into
account residential amenity and character of a
street or area, creating balanced communities,
parking and transport matters amongst other
considerations.

The consultation arrangements for planning
applications is determined by national guidelines.
The Council makes all applications available in
the public domain including on our website for
any interested party to make comments on.

It would not be appropriate to include reference
to complementary measures for dealing with
issues associated with student housing as the
guidance relates to houses in multiple occupation
which may not always be occupied by students.
The Council does however continue to work
closely with the community and Loughborough
University and has established forums and lines
of communication which are not dependent on
reference in this document.

5. CAMPUS & PURPOSE BUILT STUDENT ACCOMMODATION
Supt Kerry Smith,
Leicestershire
Constabulary

5 - University - Increase in university numbers may have an impact on night time
economy - would appreciate links in to local Police commander.

Noted
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Haidee Johnson Purpose built campus accommodation is essential to allow mixed communities to
survive and I am glad that this is finally being taken into account.

Noted.

John Catt Suggest there should be a requirement that such accommodation should include
a provision of cycle parking (one space per occupant) in the entrance area.

Proposals for campus and purpose built student
accommodation would be considered against the
requirements for appropriate storage space for
bikes in accordance with the County Council’s
Design Guide in the same way as Houses in
Multiple Occupation.

Phil Sheppard Many HMOs are in Victorian terraced houses. Having delivered leaflets to some
of these, I think they are crying out for replacement with modern housing, from
aesthetic, health, and quality of life experience points of view, not least from the
perspective of the students and others who live in them. Can the SPD not include
a clause saying that, within the limits contained in the SPD, the Council would
encourage schemes involving the replacement of housing over 75 years old used
as HMOs or proposed as HMOs with modern multiple occupancy buildings
designed and built to high environmental and other quality standards, and which
is capable of conversion to single self-contained occupancy according to market
demand.

The inclusion of such guidance would be beyond
the scope of the SPD.

Joyce Noon,
CPRE

CPRE support this Policy. Noted

John Barton Good. Carry on encouraging student housing provision. Map CF/4 was not easy
to find but I found it eventually.

Noted

Ann Irving,
Clerk Woodhouse Parish
Council & King George's
Field Charity

Chapter 5 Campus accommodation
Whilst it is expedient for the University to carry on increasing the size of its
student body, a significant down side is the loss of homes for permanent
residents, many of the homes being suited to lower-income residents, while
student homes are left empty for up to 20 weeks or more. Anything to curb further
erosion in Borough housing stock is welcome.

Noted

APPENDIX A – EXTRACTS OF POLICIES CS3, CS4, H/12 & CS23
Professor Paul Mizen I am dismayed to see the University, which has one of the largest campuses in

the country, continuing to expand onto greenfield sites instead of using its
existing campus more efficiently. Loughborough University makes very inefficient
use of its land, with a very large proportion of single and two storey buildings in
the campus that could be redeveloped to improve the existing building stock and

The extract in Appendix A is an adopted policy
from the Local Plan Core Strategy.  The content
of these policies has been examined by an
independent Inspector and found sound and has
been adopted by the Council in November 2015.
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to avoid sprawl of the university over an ever larger area. I have attended
planning meetings where the university has explained its strategy for expansion,
and it strikes me that they are essentially lazy because it is an easy and lower
cost option to expand into green field space that it owns. I also suspect that they
work on the assumption that as a large organisation and significant employer in
the town they can exert their power when seeking planning permission. It is high
time the Borough Council required the University to make better use of its land
and work harder to improve their planning proposals. It is a particular shame to
see the University proposing to expand beyond Snells Nook Lane to the west
surely this is not necessary, and will create an unsightly approach to
Loughborough that will blight the town, and eat up further green field land.  I
would urge the council not to give permission to expand into the Phase 4 stage,
and to insist on more efficient use of land in stage 3 on the east side of Snells
Nook Lane.  Even if stage 3 goes ahead, it should also be required that they
University cover the costs of improving the transport links from North to South
along Snells Nook Lane and Epinal Way, which are both very congested at rush
hour, and will get worse with the development of a science park as proposed.

The consultation is focused on the
supplementary planning guidance in the main
part of the document which supports this policy.

Neil Mchugh The schedule shows that the more expensive areas won’t have houses build near
them due to having high affordable housing targets, no developer would be able
to make a site viable. Interesting how most of the councillors live in these areas!!!
This means to meet the 5 year supply more houses will be needed in already
over developed areas, when will CBC realise that West of Loughborough
development is not viable and that increasing housing around Shepshed on over
capacity road networks is not the answer.

The extract in Appendix A is an adopted policy
from the Local Plan Core Strategy.  The content
of these policies has been examined by an
independent Inspector and found sound and has
been adopted by the Council in November 2015.
The consultation is focused on the
supplementary planning guidance in the main
part of the document which supports this policy.

Matthew Davis For new homes in Syston, re-instatement of the the police station to mitigate the
growing crime rate, which will increase further with 'affordable homes', will need
to be put onto the public agenda. Also the need to look at solutions for burying
the dead will need to be addressed in Syston.

The issues raised are beyond the remit of this
SPD.

John Barton Again, the phrase 'damage the social and physical character and amenity of a
street or residential area' is a meaningless catch-all to enable you to object to
HMOs and keep housing unaffordable.

'An appropriate mix of types, tenures and sizes of homes' needs to include a
discussion of length of tenancy. People in rented accommodation get a raw deal

The issue raised is beyond the remit of this SPD.
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if they only have short-hold tenancies available to them. Some (but not all) need
longer term tenancies or indefinite tenancies to 'put down roots' in the local
community, for children to have continuous education at one school etc., not to
mention making it easier to take part in local democracy, to make it easier to
register to vote.
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