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Consultation Statement 

 
Regulation 12 Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2012 

 

Persons consulted when preparing the supplementary planning document 

The Draft Affordable Housing SPD was subject to public consultation for a period of 6 weeks 
between 3 June 2019 and 15 July 2019. Copies of the draft document and supporting 
information (namely a Strategic Environmental Assessment Determination and the Statement 
of Matters and Availability (see Appendix 1)) were made available to view at the following 
locations during opening hours: 

• Rushmoor Borough Council Offices 

• Aldershot Library  

• Farnborough Library  

The SPD and supporting information were also made available to view online at 
https://www.rushmoor.gov.uk/planningpolicyconsultations (see Appendix 2) and also 
promoted on the Council’s homepage (Appendix 3) and Planning service homepage 
(Appendix 4).  

Representations were invited via post or via email.  

Consultation emails 

The Council notified all registered members on the Rushmoor Local Plan consultation 
database. The database covers a wide range of stakeholders including local residents, 
businesses, statutory bodies such as English Heritage and civic groups such as the 
Farnborough Society and Aldershot Civic Society. In total, there are approximately 900 
contacts on the database. All members were contacted via email (see Appendix 5).   

Documents available on the Council’s website 

Copies of the draft SPD and the Strategic Environmental Assessment Determination were 
made available to view/download on the Council’s website at 
https://www.rushmoor.gov.uk/planningpolicyconsultations 

 

Summary of the main issues raised by those persons 

A total of five individuals and organisations responded to the draft SPD. The comments made 
are set out in full in the schedule attached as Appendix 6.  

There was general support for the SPD with recognition that truly affordable homes can help 
to reduce inequalities and support broader health, social and economic benefits. In addition, 
support was expressed for the affordable homes to be tenure blind, although it was expressed 
that the requirement for even dispersal of affordable units across the site to be strengthened.  

Concern was expressed that the recently adopted Local Plan is based on the 2012 NPPF 
and a SHMA published in 2016. As a result, neither relate to the revised version of the NPPF 
and specifically the definitions of affordable housing now set out in Annex 2. 



A respondent suggests that the Council should consider producing a SHMA addendum, 
considering the extent of needs for affordable rent to buy, and how the SPD can better 
implement Policy LN2 in the context of the updated NPPF.  

 

How those issues have been addressed in the supplementary planning document 

The Officer comments relating to these concerns and how they have been addressed in the 

final version of the SPD can be found in Appendix 6.   



Appendix 1 Statement of SPD Matters and Availability 

 

 

 

  



 

Appendix 2 Planning Policy Consultations webpage 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 3 Council homepage 

 

 

 

  



Appendix 4 Main Planning Service Webpage  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 5 Email to Consultees  

 

 



Appendix 6 Draft Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document – Consultation Responses and Officer Comments 

Respondent  Response Officer Comment 

East Hampshire 
District Council  

Thank you for consulting East Hampshire District Council. 
Officers have assessed the document and have no comments to 
make. 
 

Comments noted. 

Hampshire County 
Council – Public Health 

Truly affordable homes can help to reduce inequalities and 
support broader health, social and economic benefits. We 
therefore welcome and strongly support the proposed 
Affordable Housing SPD. We specifically note and support the 
following, with our additional recommendations added where 
relevant: 

• Mix of affordable units – especially the requirement 
for two-bedroom homes to be able to accommodate 
up to four people to aid greater flexibility and the 
requirement for a tenure mix of 70% for social rent and 
30% for intermediate products, as we believe that 
socially rented homes will benefit the most vulnerable 
in Rushmoor.  
 

• Affordability of rented units – we note and support the 
inclusion of a definition of “affordability” 
 

• Procuring a Registered Provider – we note and support 
the recommendation that developers embark on early 
engagement with registered social housing providers. 
We would also welcome a requirement that developers 
involve social housing providers in the earliest design 
stages so that innovative options for land use can be 
explored. A good example of this is Whitehill & Bordon 
Healthy New Town, where early engagement with the 
RP (Radian) resulted in the development of a 

Support noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is not usually feasible for Registered Providers to be 
involved in the design stages of a development. However, we 
would be supportive of such an approach being taken for 
strategic residential led schemes that will deliver a mix of 
dwellings.  
 



Respondent  Response Officer Comment 

community café, operated by the RP, which is run for 
community benefit and incorporates a range of 
community uses.  

 

• Accessible and Adaptable Homes - we note and 
support the requirements for affordable homes to be 
built to Building Regulations M4(2) 
 

• Internal Space Standards - we support the requirement 
for homes to be built to nationally described standards. 
There is good evidence that adequate space benefits 
health and wellbeing, not least through prevention of 
overcrowding.  
 

• Residential Amenity Space Standards - we support the 
requirement for affordable homes to meet the same 
residential amenity standards and those designed for 
private sale/rent.  
 

 
Other Design considerations - we support the requirement for 
affordable homes to be built “tenure-blind”. We would like to 
see the requirement for even dispersal across a site to be 
strengthened. We also welcome and support the range of 
requirements outlined in points 3.26, 3.27 and 3.28 of the draft 
SPD. 
 
 
We question whether the SPD should include reference to 
existing policy on car parking. We would also like to see 
requirements for secure, covered cycle parking for all 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Even dispersal is not always possible to disperse affordable 
units within a development and for management reasons 
such an approach may not be supported by Registered 
Providers. It is for this reason that the SPD states that ‘it is 
preferable if affordable units are dispersed throughout the 
development’.  
 
 
Appendix A of the Councils Car and Cycle parking standards 
Supplementary Planning Document (2017) sets out the 
parking standards that apply to residential dwellings. 
Principle 18 of the SPD states that ‘parking for cycles must be 



Respondent  Response Officer Comment 

affordable homes, especially for flats, to avoid the storage of 
bicycles in hallways or on balconies.  
 

secure, weather proof and accessible’ with paragraphs 8.2 to 
8.6 providing further guidance. 
 

Historic England We have no comments to make on the proposed SPD in historic 
environment terms. If any specific heritage issues arise as a 
result of the consultation, please not hesitate to contact us.  
 

Noted  

Natural England  Whilst we welcome the opportunity to give our views, the topic 
of the Supplementary Planning Document does not appear to 
relate to our interest to any significant extant. We therefore do 
not wish to comment.  
 

Noted  

Tetlow King Planning 
(on behalf of Rentplus 
UK Ltd)  
 

The recently adopted Local Plan is based on the 2012 NPPF and 
a SHMA published in 2016. As a result, neither relate to the 
revised version of the NPPF and specifically the definitions of 
affordable housing now set out in Annex 2. 
 
The Local Plan states that a large proportion of intermediate 
(subsidised home ownership) housing is met through the 
private rented sector, but as agreed by PRS cannot truly meet 
needs due to inherent insecurity and myriad quality issues. 
 
The introduction of rent to buy in the national definition of 
affordable housing brings with it a recognition that many of 
those families previously assessed as requiring affordable 
rented housing may also have their needs met through rent to 
buy. 
 
 
 
 
 

To ensure consistency with the updated NPPF, paragraph 2.1 

(previously 3.1) of the SPD has been amended to state: 

The Local Plan is based on evidence contained in the Hart, 

Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (SHMA) 2014-2032. Affordable housing should 

secure 70% for subsidised rent (social rent or affordable rent 

models) and 30% for intermediate housing (low cost home 

ownership). As private market rents are high in Rushmoor 

compared to local incomes, social rents should be offered 

wherever possible to support low-income households who 

live and work in the Borough.  

 



Respondent  Response Officer Comment 

 
 
We note the text at para 3.6 which seeks affordable rented 
housing that is genuinely affordable to local people – Rentplus 
homes are specifically tailored to meet local affordability 
constraints, working directly with each planning authority to 
set rent levels that meet local needs. 
 
We recommend that the Council seek an additional review of 
local affordability and how tenures such as rent to buy can help 
meet the full range of local housing needs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To ensure greater consistency with the updated NPPF, 

paragraph 2.5 (previously 3.5) of the SPD has been amended 

to state: 

The Local Plan and its supporting evidence base identify that 

greatest need for affordable homes in the Borough is for 

social rented properties. Therefore, the starting point for a 

developer is to assume that tenure mix requirements will be 

70% for subsidised rent and 30% for intermediate products 

(e.g. shared ownership). The National Planning Policy 

Framework (2019) states that where major development 

involving the provision of housing is proposed, decisions 

should expect at least 10% of the homes to be available for 

affordable home ownership1 as part of the overall affordable 

housing contribution from the site, unless this would 

significantly prejudice the ability to meet the identified 

affordable housing needs of specific groups or where the 

development is a type that is exempt2 . However, the exact 

affordable mix will be dependent upon site-specific 

circumstances (e.g. site size and location), local needs and 

viability. All affordable tenures must meet the definitions set 

                                            

1 Affordable home ownership includes starter homes, discounted market sale housing, and other affordable routes to home ownership (including shared ownership 
and shared equity), as set out in Annex 2 of the NPPF. 

2 NPPF (February 2019), Paragraph 64 provides further detail on the exemptions 



Respondent  Response Officer Comment 

 
 
 
The (Local) Plan is not considered out-of-date simply because it 
does not reflect the tenures in the revised NPPF, but it is 
important for this SPD guidance to reflect the widened 
definition, as demonstrated in a recent appeal decision. 
 
We ask that the Council seek to produce a SHMA addendum, 
considering the extent of needs for affordable rent to buy, and 
how the SPD can better implement Policy LN2 in the context of 
the NPPF. The emphasis on meeting local affordable needs for 
rented accommodation can be met through a combination of 
social rent, affordable rent and affordable rent to buy, 
providing clear choice to local people. 
 
Text elsewhere in the SPD on ‘intermediate’ affordable housing 
should be updated, as the term is now almost obsolete – the 
NPPF no longer refers to home ownership options in this way, 
and continued use of the term will cause confusion and 
uncertainty for developers over the long term.  
 
 
 
 

out in Annex 2 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(repeated in the Glossary of this document).  

 
 
 
 
The Local Plan was recently examined and found to be sound 
by a planning inspector. The plan was subsequently adopted 
by the Council in February 2019. It is important to note that 
SPDs can not conflict with the Local Plan. 
 
The Council will update its housing evidence base to support 
a future review of the Local Plan.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Changes to paragraphs 2.1 and 2.5 detailed above address 
this issue.  
 
 

 




