
 

   
                   

          
           

                                  
       

 
 

    
  
         

 
    
 

 
     

 
 

  
 

             
 

 

                 

              

  

     

                 

   

   

                   

             

      

   

  

               

           

               

        

                

                

               

                

      

                

               

                  

                 

                 

              
 

     

     

32 High S ree  Wes Malling Ken  ME19 6QR 

T: 01732 870988 E: info@ e low-king.co.uk 

F: 01732 870882 W: www. e low-king.co.uk 

Kathari e Maka t Date: 27/10/2015 
Programme Officer 
Basi gstoke a d Dea e Local Pla Exami atio  Our Ref: M15/0607-02 

Your Ref: 

By email only: ka harine.makan @basings oke.gov.uk 

Dear Kathari e 

RE: Council’s Response (MF08)  o Inspec or’s No e on Objec ive Assessmen  of Housing Need 
(OAN) 

We set out our comme ts below i relatio to the Cou cil’s respo se (MF08) to the I spector’s Note 

o Objective Assessme t of Housi g Need. These comme ts are submitted o behalf of Basi gstoke 

Holdi gs Ltd. 

(i) In ernal and in erna ional migra ion 

As per our heari g stateme t Issue 3, we remai co cer ed that the OAN does  ot reflect DCLG 

2012 household projectio s. 

(ii) Commu ing self-con ainmen  

As per our heari g stateme t for Issue 3, we remai co cer ed that there is a risk that by  ot 

i creasi g the housi g requireme t to adequately support eco omic growth aspiratio s the Local Pla  

will fail to provide sufficie t housi g. 

(iii) Affordable Housing 

(a) Aff rdability 

PPG sets out (ref 2a-019-20140306) that the housi g  eed  umber should be adjusted to reflect 

appropriate market sig als, i cludi g affordability. It co ti ues (ref 2a-020-20140306) that ‘a 

wor ening trend in any of the e indicator  will require upward adju tment to planned hou ing number  

compared to one  ba ed  olely on hou ehold projection ’ 

The Cou cils respo se paragraph 12 seems to accept that affordability has worse ed but state it has 

 ot ‘sig ifica tly’ worse ed. Paragraph 15 the goes o to state that ‘A   hown in Figure 2, 

affordability ha  been relatively  table over the la t 10 year ,  ugge ting there wa  not an 

under upply in new hou ing. It i  therefore not con idered nece  ary to adju t the hou ing number in 

relation to thi  market  ignal.’ 

However, whe looki g at figure 2 it is clear that the overall affordability ratio has i creased 

sig ifica tly from 1997 (4.04) to 2013 (7.71). Whilst the perce tage cha ges have fluctuated over the 

years overall the affordability ratio co ti ues to rise. It is clear there is a requireme t for a upward 

adjustme t. It is  oted the cou cil co sider housi g prices a d i terest rates as a releva t factor (para 

17) but the PPG o ly outli es to co sider such factors whe decidi g a reaso able adjustme t to the 

Chairma  Directors 
R S J Te low MSc Dip Surv FRTPI FRICS FCIH FRSA S Hinsley BA (Ho s) MRTPI 

J M Adams BA (Ho s) BTP MRTPI 
Te low King Planning Limi ed J Sneddon BSc (Ho s) MRTPI 
Regis ered Office U it 2 Eclipse Office Park High Street Staple Hill Bristol BS16 5EL Regis ered in England No. 2165802 J S acey BA (Ho s) Dip TP MRTPI 
Governmen  Approved Co structio li e Registered No. 8559 

http:W:www.tetlow-king.co.uk
mailto:info@tetlow-king.co.uk


  

 

                  

  

     

                

                  

       

               

              

                

                

             

                

                 

                 

  

                   

               

               

                  

 

                

               

                

                  

              

                   

               

              

                

               

                  

                 

                 

                 

               

                 

              

          

                 

              

              

                 

                 

                 

                 

    

OAN. I additio a reductio i i terest rates does  ot adequately show the ability of people to afford 

a house. 

(b) Aff rdable h using needs assessment 

As highlighted i our heari g stateme t for issue 3 a d at the exami atio sessio s, the Housi g 

Needs Stateme t does  ot take i to accou t the full affordable housi g  eed. This is also the case for 

the ame ded tables/sce arios i the Cou cil’s respo se. 

The Cou cil have i dicated that by i cludi g si gle perso households aged 34 a d u der, the 

affordable housi g requireme t i creases to 357 dpa, based o the housi g register August 2015 

(Sce ario B). Paragraph 23 of the Cou cil’s respo se refers that i August 2015 the housi g register 

was 7,010 households, however page 8 table 3.1 Sce ario B o ly accou ts for 3,874 plus homeless 

households from the housi g register. 3,074 households have bee discou ted without a y full 

expla atio from the Cou cil. The table does state that it o ly i cludes households with housi g  eed 

as defi ed by NPPG a d local co  ectio . However the NPPG does  ot set out a y local co  ectio  

criteria a d it’s  ot clear if the 3,074 households have bee discou ted due to the local co  ectio  

aspect. 

It is worth  oti g that this figure of 7,010 households at August 2015 differs from the figure the cou cil 

gave i the Rebuttal Stateme t Issue 3: Spatial Strategy a d Housi g Need, paragraph 4.8.9, which 

states there were 5,662 households o the ge eral  eeds housi g register August 2015. Our previous 

comme ts at the heari g sessio s were i relatio to this figure but are updated below to reflect the 

cha ge. 

Paragraph 23 of the Cou cil’s respo se also sets out that the housi g register has bee sig ifica tly 

reduced i October 2015 to 1,733 households. No specific details have bee provided o the 

sig ifica t reductio a d the Cou cil admit this figure is likely to be co servative as some households 

are likely to re-apply a d be added to the register. It should be remembered that the statutory housi g 

provisio which  ow i cludes limiti g the housi g register to those which meet local co  ectio  

criteria is differe t to the wider remit of the pla  i g system which is to address the full  eed for 

affordable housi g. U like the figure from August 2015, this housi g register figure has bee i cluded 

i full i the calculatio s i page 8 Curre t Housi g Need (Sce ario C). 

Attached (appe dix 1) is a ame ded table for Sce ario B taki g i to accou t the full 7,010 

households o the housi g register that the cou cil has i dicated existed at August 2015. This 

updates table 3.1, 3.2 o households i curre t  eed a d the updates this figure i the fi al table 

3.13. It assumes every other aspect remai s the same i calculati g the  eed, as per the cou cil’s 

respo se appe dix 1 Sce ario B, albeit there are co cer s it does ’t go far e ough a d the overall 

affordable housi g  eed is much higher. These details are set out further i the heari g stateme t for 

issue 3. No etheless it is co sidered the attached ame ded table provides a more realistic i dicatio  

of the mi imum affordable housi g  eed of 501 dpa. Taki g this as 35% (as per the cou cils 

calculatio of affordable housi g to the total requireme t) of the overall housi g requireme t would 

suggest a total housi g target of 1431 dwelli gs per a  um. 

It is recog ised that achievi g this level of affordable housi g  eed may  ot be possible, thereby by 

taki g the mid-poi t ra ge from the cou cil’s i dicated affordable housi g  eed October 2015 (296 

dpa) a d the recalculated  eed attached (501dpa), this ide tifies a affordable housi g  eed of 

399dpa. Taki g this as 35% of the overall housi g requireme t would suggest a total housi g target of 

1140 dwelli gs per a  um, a i crease i 290 dpa o top of the curre t Pla housi g  umber 

(850dpa). Whilst it is recog ised that this would  ot accou t for the full affordable housi g  eed, it 

would provide a step cha ge a d could also assist the cou cil i providi g additio al housi g to deal 

with the affordability co cer s. 



  

 

      

             

                

            

             

             

                 

                

                 

               

                 

                 

                 

                

                

                 

              

 

                

               

                 

  

     

  

     
   

 
          

(iv) Implica ions for  he Local Plan 

It is recog ised the i creased housi g requireme t will result i additio al housi g allocatio s. 

However as discussed at Issue 6 Omissio Sites there are sites available to come forward, i cludi g 

la d at Dixo Road, Basi gstoke (SHLAA ref SOL009). This is located adjoi i g 

Chi eham/Basi gstoke a d as such its allocatio would be i keepi g with the spatial/developme t 

strategy to focus  ew developme t o Basi gstoke (i cludi g Chi eham). The allocatio of the site 

would  ot be i oppositio to the strategic gap policy. The La dscape Capacity Study 2008 (page 21) 

co firms the la dscape character area, where the majority of the site is located withi , (BA6 – 

Sherfield Court Mixed Farmla d) a d sets out the area has limited impact o the setti g of Sherfield 

o Loddo but that a y developme t would  eed to e sure a adequate buffer to preve t 

coalesce ce with the village. It does  ot ide tify the existi g trees o site as a importa t la dscape 

feature; the trees (rece tly felled a d those remai i g) are a pla tatio to be harvested for timber a d 

therefore less weight should be attached to their co tributio . The site is located at the souther e d 

of the character area (furthest away from Sherfield o Loddo ) a d as such would e sure there 

co ti ues to be a adequate buffer remai i g. This co clusio is also reiterated i the Strategic Gap 

Topic Paper (TP03) page 21. As such the allocatio  of this site would  ot have a y sig ifica t 

implicatio s i terms of the spatial strategy or i respect of a y e viro me tal impact. 

Summary 

Overall it is co sidered the Cou cil co ti ue to fail i adequately co sideri g the OAN a d a upward 

adjustme t as a result of affordability a d the  eed for affordable housi g. Therefore the Pla  

co ti ues to be u sou d a d  ot justified by evide ce base i accorda ce with the NPPF a d PPG. 

Yours si cerely 

Ka e Kerrigan BA(Hons) MSc MRTPI 

Principal Planner 

For a d O Behalf Of 
TETLOW KING PLANNING 

Att. Appe dix 1 – Ame ded Affordable Housi g Needs Assessme t Tables 
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Stage   Current unmet gross need for affordable housing 

Table 3.  – Current Housing Need 

Element of housing 

need 

Source No. of households 

from original data 

source 

Double counting adjustment Revised number of 

households after double 

counting 

Homele   hou ehold  A  per the Council’  

Re pon e MF08 Appendix 1 

36 A  per the Council’  Re pon e MF08 

Appendix 1 

36 

Tho e in priority need 

who are currently 

hou ed in temporary 

accommodation 

A  per the Council’  

Re pon e MF08 Appendix 1 

62 A  per the Council’  Re pon e MF08 

Appendix 1 

26 

Overcrowded 

hou ehold  

A  per the Council’  

Re pon e MF08 Appendix 1 

1628 A  per the Council’  Re pon e MF08 

Appendix 1 - Double counting 

deduction : 

323 concealed hou ehold . 619 

hou ehold  on the hou ing regi ter. 

686 

Concealed hou ehold  A  per the Council’  

Re pon e MF08 Appendix 1 

781 A  per the Council’  Re pon e MF08 

Appendix 1 - Of the 781 concealed 

familie  in the Borough in 2015, need 

to remove double counting with 

Hou ing Regi ter – 427 hou ehold . 

354 

Other hou ehold  in 

hou ing need 

Council’  Re pon e MF08 

para 23 

7010 A  per the Council’  Re pon e MF08 

Appendix 1 -

LESS homele   a  above (36, le   the 

net of tho e in temporary 

accommodation (26). 

6948 

Total 8050 



             

    

       

    

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

                

  

       

     

    

 

    

     

   

      

  

    

   

      

  

     

 

      

  

     

 

      

     

  

   

           

           

     

   

         

Table 3.2 – Affordability of households in unsuitable housing in Basingstoke and Deane 

Un uitable hou ed hou ehold  8050 

% unable to afford entry-level market hou ing 

(all un uitably hou ed hou ehold ) 

64.2% 

Households in current need 5168 

Table 3. 3 Results of the affordable housing needs model (Updated to reflect amended Stage   Current 

unmet need) 

Stage in Calculation Source of Figure 

Stage 1: Current unmet gro   

need for affordable hou ing 

(total) 

5168 Table 3.2 above 

Stage 2: Newly ari ing affordable 

hou ing need (Annual) 

802 Table 3.8 MF08 Appendix 1 

Scenario B 

Stage 3: Current affordable 

hou ing  upply (total) 

2034 Table 3.9 MF08 Appendix 1 

Scenario B 

Stage 4: Future hou ing  upply 

(annual) 

525 Table 3.12 MF08 Appendix 1 

Scenario B 

Stage 5.1: Net current need 

(total) 

3134 (Stage 1 –  tage 3) 

Stage 5.2: Annuali ed net current 

need (annual) 

224 ( tage 5.1/14) 

Total gro   annual need (annual) 1171 ( tage 1/14 +  tage 2) 

Total gro   annual need ( upply) 670 ( tage 3/14 +  tage 4) 

Total gross annual need for 

affordable housing (annual) 

50  (Stage 2 + stage 5.2 – Stage 4) 




