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1. PROFESSIONAL ENDORSEMENT 

1.1 I am Chris Cox BSc (Hons) MA MRTPI and I am an Associate Planner at Pegasus 

Group, Bristol.  

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Science in Geography and Planning from the University of 

Birmingham, and a Masters of Urban and Regional Planning from the University of 

Central England.  I have been a Chartered Member of the Royal Town Planning 

Institute since 2008.  

1.3 I have over 15 years of planning experience, mostly in the private sector. I 

specialise in the residential development sector, including care and older person’s 

accommodation.  

1.4 The evidence which I have prepared and provided in this proof of evidence is true 

and is given in accordance with the guidance of the Royal Town Planning Institute. 

The opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions. 

1.5 Pegasus Group is a multi-disciplinary consultancy comprising planning, urban 

design, economics, heritage, landscape design and transport services. We are a 

national consultancy with 14 offices in the UK.  
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2. INTRODUCTION 

2.1 This Proof of Evidence has been prepared in support of a Section 78 appeal by 

Renaissance Retirement against the decision of the New Forest District Council (the 

Council) to refuse planning permission at the site of The Rise and three 

neighbouring properties, Stanford Hill, Lymington (the Appeal Site) for: 

"Demolition of existing buildings and the erection of 44 sheltered 

apartments for the elderly with associated access, mobility scooter 

store, refuse bin store, landscaping and 34 parking spaces." (the 

Proposal) 

2.2 The application was submitted to the Council on 1st May 2020 by Pegasus Group, 

acting as agent for the appellant, Renaissance Retirement, and ascribed planning 

reference 20/10481 (the Application). The Council refused planning permission on 

14th October 2020 (the Refusal).  

2.3 A copy of the decision notice is attached at Appendix 1 (page 49) of the Statement 

of Case (SoC) and Core Document 3.2.  

2.4 A list detailing the application submissions, subsequent amendments and further 

information submitted to the planning application is contained at Appendix 2 (page 

55) of the SoC.  

2.5 This Proof provides background information relating to the Appeal Site and the 

Proposal. It summarises the relevant planning policy and reviews the Council’s 

decision, to demonstrate that the application is in fact acceptable in planning terms 

and positively supports the Local Plan and its objectives.  
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3. THE REFUSAL REASONS 

3.1 The decision notice (ref. 20/10481) sets out six reasons for refusal. See Core 

Document 3.2. 

3.2 The Council has confirmed in its Statement of Case that it will not be defending the 

fourth and sixth reasons for refusal at the Inquiry.  
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4. THE APPEAL PROPOSAL 

4.1 The Proposal at Stanford Hill, Lymington is for: 

" Demolition of existing buildings and the erection of 44 sheltered 

apartments for the elderly with associated access, mobility scooter 

store, refuse bin store, landscaping and 34 parking spaces." 

4.2 The key features of the Proposal are: 

• Demolition of existing 4 no. dwellinghouses; 

• Erection of a single 'T' shaped building providing sheltered residential 

accommodation for older people; 

• 44 no. apartments (a mix of one-bed and two-bed flats), a resident's lounge 

and guest suite; 

• Provision of new vehicular access and egress arrangement to Stanford Hill 

using two existing driveways (and stopping up of others driveways); 

• Communal gardens; 

• Comprehensive hard and soft landscaping scheme; 

• Scooter store; 

• Bin store; 

• Car parking for 34 no. vehicles.  

4.3 The Proposal will provide sheltered housing to provide secure, self-contained 

accommodation to meet the needs of independent older people. On-site concierge, 

secure entry systems and a 24-hour emergency call system fitted in all apartments 

will be provided.  

4.4 The Proposal would generate jobs through construction. There would also be direct 

and indirect employment in the general management of the premises (e.g. on-site 

concierge, grounds management, refuse collection, general repairs, cleaning, 

window cleaning etc.) as Renaissance Retirement would retain a long term interest 

in the scheme and fully maintain the property in perpetuity.  
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5. APPEAL SITE 

The Appeal Site 

5.1 The Appeal Site is located within the built-up area of Lymington on the eastern side 

of Stanford Hill, between Belmore Road and Anchorage Way.  

5.2 The Appeal Site is currently occupied by 4 no. detached 20th century dwellings of 

between 1 ½ - 2 storeys, with long rear gardens.  

5.3 These existing properties are characterised by a dominance of hard surfacing to 

the front, primary elevation of the Appeal Site, with brick walls and/or vegetation 

defining the boundary with the back edge of the footway. The dwellings are distinct 

from each other, displaying a varied mix of designs, styles, materials and finishes.  

5.4 The Appeal Site is currently accessed by four private driveways off Stanford Hill, 

serving each existing dwelling.  

5.5 The land uses immediately surrounding the Appeal Site are all residential. To the 

north of the Appeal Site is a two and a half storey block of retirement development 

which was granted planning permission in the early 1990's by McCarthy & Stone. 

To the north-east lies a predominantly flatted development known as Bucklers 

Mews, also constructed in the 1990's. The eastern edge of the Appeal Site is 

bounded by the rear gardens of existing properties on Belmore Road. To the 

southern boundary of the Appeal Site lies a residential property, known as 

Concorde. There is a significant number of trees and existing vegetation along most 

of the Appeal Site boundaries, including to Stanford Hill. 

5.6 The Appeal Site is located within the settlement boundary for Lymington. 

5.7 The Appeal Site is not within the Lymington Conservation Area, but is located 

immediately adjacent to its southern boundary. There are several Listed Buildings 

to the north of the Appeal Site; the closest of which are the grade II listed Down 

House, Hill House and nos. 5 & 6 on Highfield and nos. 1-7 on Priestlands Place, all 

between approximately 90m and 130m from the Appeal Site.  

5.8 The Appeal Site is located in flood zone 1, the area at least risk of flooding. 

5.9 The Appeal Site is located with the New Forest SSSI Impact Zone. It is also with 

2kms of the following designations: 

• New Forest SAC; 
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• Lymington River SSSI; 

• Lymington Reedbeds SSSI; 

• Lymington-Keyhaven Marshes LNR; 

• Boldre Foreshore LNR; 

• Solent and Isle of Wight Lagoons SAC; 

• Solent and Southampton Water SPA; 

• Hurst Castle and Lymington River Estuary SSSI; and 

• Solent Maritime SAC and RAMSAR. 

The Local Area 

5.10 Stanford Hill (A337) is a main route into Lymington from the west. It leads directly 

to the main town centre via St. Thomas Street.   

5.11 Lymington High Street (including St Thomas Street) provides access to immediate 

services and facilities required for day to day living within a range of 170m to 1km 

walking distance from the Appeal Site.  

5.12 Details of local services and facilities in close proximity to the site are set out in 

section 3 of the main Statement of Common Ground (SoCG), Core Document 7.12.  

Sustainability and Context 

5.13 The Appeal Site is in a sustainable location, being located within the existing built 

up area of Lymington and in close proximity to the town centre and a range of 

services, as set out above. The site therefore represents an excellent location for 

older persons housing. 

5.14 Stanford Hill has dedicated on-road cycle lanes and frequent bus services pass the 

Appeal Site. Lymington railway station is approximately 1.6km from the Appeal 

Site.  

5.15 The sustainability of the Appeal Site, the development opportunity and the benefits 

of the scheme, should also be considered relative to the context of the New Forest 
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District, whereby 68%1 of the land mass falls within the National Park, and only 

17% of land mass of the District boundary is 'built up area'2.  

5.16 Paragraph 2.11 of the Local Plan (Core Document 4.1) states: 

"The extent of restrictive designations and significant policy constraints 

effectively means that much of the Plan Area is either an inappropriate location 

for built development, and/or should only be considered for development in 

exceptional circumstances. For example:  

• 12% is within a National or International Nature Conservation site 

designated for its nature conservation significance  

• 28% is designated an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)  

• 21% is Green Belt  

• 17% is already built-up, with relatively limited opportunities for 

brownfield redevelopment other than at the former Fawley Power 

Station site  

• Around 15% is at risk of flooding or erosion (Flood Zones 2 or 3)".  

5.17 In the context of these constraints in the Plan area, the site must be considered a 

highly sustainable site, and an excellent opportunity, for development.  

  

 
1 Paragraph 2.1, Local Plan 2016-2036 
2 Figure 2.4, page 11. Local Plan 2016-2036 
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6. PLANNING POLICY AND MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The Development Plan 

6.1 The adopted Development Plan for the Council consists of: 

• Local Plan 2016-2036 Part 1: Planning Strategy (Adopted July 2020)  

• Saved policies (CS7, CS19 and CS21) of the Local Plan Part 1: ‘Core 

Strategy’ (Adopted in October 2009); and 

• Saved Local Plan Part 2: ‘Sites and Development Management' (Adopted in 

April 2014). 

6.2 The relevant policies are set out in the Statement of Common Ground and the most 

relevant policies to this appeal are as follows: 

• Policy STR1: Achieving Sustainable Development; 

• Policy STR3: The strategy for locating new development; 

• Policy STR4: The settlement hierarchy; 

• Policy STR5: Meeting our housing needs; 

• Policy ENV1: Mitigating the impact of development on International Nature 

Conservation sites; 

• Policy ENV3: Design quality and local distinctiveness; 

• Policy HOU1: Housing type, size, tenure and choice; and 

• Policy HOU3: Residential accommodation for older people. 

6.3 The Local Plan Part 2: ‘Site and Development Management' (Adopted in April 2014) 

policies pertinent to the proposals are set out below. 

• Policy DM1:  Heritage and Conservation; 

• Policy DM2:  Nature Conservation, Biodiversity and Geodiversity; and 

• Policy DM3:  Mitigation of Impacts on European Nature Conservation Sites. 
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National Planning Policy Framework 

6.4 The following paragraphs are most pertinent to the appeal: 

• Paragraph 8:  Achieving sustainable development; 

• Paragraph 11: Presumption in favour of sustainable development; 

• Paragraph 59: Supporting the Government's objective to boost the           

supply of housing; 

• Paragraph 61: Planning housing for the needs of different groups; 

• Paragraphs 91: Creating healthy, inclusive and safe places; 

• Paragraphs 117: Making effective use of land; 

• Paragraph 122: Efficient use of land; 

• Paragraph 127: Principles of good design; 

• Paragraph 170: Minimising impacts on biodiversity; 

• Paragraph 175: Key biodiversity principles for new developments; 

• Paragraph 193: Conservation of heritage assets; and 

• Paragraph 196: Less than substantial harm vs. public benefits. 

6.5 The NPPF is supported by National Planning Practice Guidance which provides more 

detailed guidance on a range of topics including Housing for Older and Disabled 

People. The appellant will refer to the NPPG in evidence, including:  

• Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 63-001-20190626 

• Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 63-004-20190626 

• Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 63-010-20190626 

• Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 63-012-20190626 

• Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 63-016-20190626 

  



Renaissance Retirement Ltd 
Lymington 
Planning Proof of Evidence 
 
 

 
APRIL 2021 | CC | P19-2758 Page | 10  
 

Supplementary Planning Guidance 

6.6 The following SPDs are most relevant to the assessment of the proposals and this 

appeal: 

• Mitigation Strategy for European Sites SPD; 

• Housing Design, Density and Character SPD; and  

• Lymington Local Distinctiveness SPD. 

Lymington Conservation Area Appraisal (July 2002) (Core Document 4.5) 

6.7 The appeal site lies immediately adjacent to, but outside the Conservation Area.  

6.8 The Conservation Area Appraisal, whilst now somewhat dated, sets out detailed 

guidance for the Lymington Conservation Area. It divides the Conservation Area 

into zones with the Appeal Site adjacent to 'Zone D - Western'. Page 21 of the 

Appraisal describes the Western zone as containing buildings that are domestic in 

character and significant areas of housing redevelopment.  

6.9 Criteria for new development are identified based around modern design, materials, 

detailing, relationship to space, utilities/infrastructure, focal points and views, as 

well as open spaces, landscape and negative features.  

Advice on Achieving Nitrate Neutrality in the Solent Region- Version 5 
(June 2020), Nitrogen Budget Calculator and Non-Technical Summary 
(produced by Natural England) 

6.10 These documents set out guidance on how nitrate neutrality can be achieved to 

prevent harmful effects on the Solent protected habitats, based on joint working 

between the Environment Agency, Natural England and Partnership for Urban 

South Hampshire (PUSH). 

Other Legislation 

6.11 Beyond the requirements of the chief planning legislation (Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990 and Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004) the following 

are of relevance to this application: 

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) 

(the Habitats Regulations) 
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6.12 Regulation 63 of the Habitats Regulations establishes that the Council is required 

to undertake a Habitats Regulation Assessment where proposed plans or projects 

relate to conservation sites which have been selected and designated on scientific 

criteria under European law to protect certain species and habitats. These include 

SPAs which are sites classified in accordance with Article 4 of the EC Directive 

2009/147/EC on the conservation of wild birds, for certain rare and vulnerable 

birds, and for regularly occurring migratory species. 

6.13 The HRA comprises several distinct stages. The first stage of the HRA process 

includes formally screening a proposed plan or project to decide whether it is likely 

to have a significant effect on a European designated site. If, at the screening 

stage, any significant effects of a plan or project on a SPA or SAC (alone or in 

combination with other plans or projects) can be excluded, then the plan or project 

can be “screened out” and no further assessment is required. However, where any 

significant effect of a plan or project on a SPA or SAC (alone or in combination with 

other plans or projects) cannot be excluded, then the competent authority will be 

required to assess the effects in more detail through an appropriate assessment, 

to ascertain whether an adverse effect on the integrity of any SPA or SAC can be 

ruled out. 

Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990 (as amended) 
 

6.14 Section 66 sets out the duty of decision makers in determining applications 

affecting a listed building or its setting, to have special regard to desirability of 

preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or 

historic interest which it possesses. 

6.15 Section 72 confers a similar duty upon decision makers in respect of land within 

conservation areas. 

Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010 (as amended) 

6.16 Regulation 122 sets out limitations on the use of planning obligations as follows: 

"(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 

terms; 

(b) directly related to the development; and 

(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 

development." 
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7. HOUSING LAND SUPPLY 

7.1 The issue of housing supply is a critical issue, both nationally and locally, given 

past persistent under delivery of housing in the District and the need to increase 

the supply of housing in response to changing patterns and types of need. 

7.2 The Council has confirmed at paragraph 5.3 the SoCG (Core Document 7.12) and 

its Statement of Case (at paragraph 3.5) that it cannot demonstrate a 5 year supply 

of deliverable housing land.  

7.3 Policy STR5 of the Local Plan confirms a requirement to provide at least 10,420 

additional homes in the Plan Area in the period 2016 to 2036. This should include 

at least 800 homes on sites of 10 or more dwellings at the towns and large villages, 

including "around 200 homes" on sites in Lymington (in addition to Strategic Site 

Allocations) to be allocated in the Local Plan Part 2 or in Neighbourhood Plans.  

7.4 The Council has not published any information or public consultation regarding 

preparation of the Part 2 Local Plan and there is, as of yet, no Neighbourhood Plan 

in place covering Lymington.  

7.5 An allowance is made within policy STR5 for an estimated 924 homes to come 

forward from small site windfalls and affordable housing exception sites.  

7.6 The Proposal will contribute toward meeting the overall minimum housing target 

identified by policy STR5, and at a location that supports the Local Plan strategy, 

particularly with regard to policies STR3 and STR4.  

7.7 Policy HOU1 seeks to ensure that the type and mix of housing delivered addresses 

the housing needs of local people. The Proposal will accord with this policy, by 

providing more housing, and in particular, housing to meet the needs of older 

people. The need for older persons housing as part of the overall mix of housing 

required is considered in section 8 of this Proof. The Council has accepted in the 

SoCG (at paragraph 5.5) and its Statement of Case (paragraph 3.6) that the need 

or housing for older people is "significant".  

7.8 Prior to the Council conceding that it is unable to demonstrate a 5 year supply of 

deliverable housing land, the Appellant had progressed a draft Proof of Evidence in 

relation to housing land supply.  

7.9 The draft Proof concludes that only a 2.5 year supply exists. The Council has not 

offered an alternative figure.  
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7.10 The Appellant does not intend to call its 5 year housing land supply witness at the 

Inquiry, but maintains the position set out in the draft Proof and reserves the right 

to call its author, should the Council change its position.  

APPENDIX 1: DRAFT PROOF OF EVIDENCE: HOUSING LAND SUPPLY 
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8. NEED FOR AND BENEFIT OF OLDER PERSON'S HOUSING 

Need 

8.1 The ageing population of the UK mirrors that in many other European countries. It 

is partly a consequence of the age structure of the population alive today, in 

particular the ageing of the large number of people born during the 1960's 'baby 

boom'. 

8.2 The Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 63-001-20190626) 

confirms that "the need to provide housing for older people is critical" (my 

emphasis).   

8.3 As referenced at paragraph 7.10 (page 18) of the appellants SoC, the Local Plan 

Part 1 acknowledges that the number of people aged 75 or older is set to increase 

by 65% by 2036.  

8.4 Local Plan Part 1 Policy HOU3 set out a strategy to enable older people to continue 

to live independently. This strategy includes: 

• "Ensuring that new housing provision includes housing types designed 

to be suitable for older people".  

8.5 In its Statement of Case, the Council accepted that there is a "significant need" for 

sheltered housing. This is supported by evidence.  

New Forest District Council Demographic Projections Final Report (July 2017)  

8.6 JG Consulting prepared a report (see Appendix 9, page 168 of the SoC, or,  Core 

Document 4.8) that forms part of the Council's evidence base for the adopted Local 

Plan Part 1. 

8.7 Using a Housing LIN derived methodology, which uses national prevalence rates 

for different types of housing, (see figure 4.6, page 44) the report identified: 

• a current need for 2,450 units of older persons housing (excluding 

registered care) in New Forest District; and 

• a future need for 3,048 additional units (excluding registered care) by 

2035. 
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8.8 Included within that total need, is a current requirement for 1,081 market sheltered 

housing units, and a need for an additional 1,589 market sheltered housing units 

by 2035. Thus, the total need is for 2,670 sheltered market homes.  

8.9 The Proposal will help meet the current backlogged need. 

8.10 Using a different methodology that uses 2014-based household projections, the 

report goes on to identify (figure 4.8, page 46) a need for an additional 2,175 units 

of specialist housing (all types but excluding registered care) for older people in 

the period 2016 to 2036 (or 109 units per annum) in the New Forest (excluding the 

National Park).  

8.11 Of these units, there is a need for an additional 1,134 sheltered market units.  

8.12 I consider the figure of 2,175 units (including 1,134 sheltered market units) to be 

a low estimate of need. This is because: 

• Paragraph 4.14 of the Demographic Projections report says that "Whilst the 

Housing LIN data is useful, it is not entirely clear how well it reflects actual 

local needs; being based, as it is, on a series of national prevalence rates. 

The use of these rates may in part drive the high level of current need which 

in reality may not exist to this magnitude".  Mr Appleton's evidence explains 

that specialist housing for older people is being encouraged both nationally 

and locally. For example, the national Planning Practice Guidance takes a 

positive approach toward offering older people a better choice of 

accommodation to suit their changing needs that can help them live 

independently for longer (Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 63-001-

20190626). 

• The figure only deals with future population change, and ignores the current 

need. Paragraph 4.14 of the Demographic Projections report confirms that 

"…In more recent studies than the 2014 SHMA, analysis has been carried 

out based on demographic projections (i.e. to essentially ignore if there is 

any current need) and to project what new need will arise in the future...".  

8.13 The market for, and uptake of older persons housing is growing, encouraged by 

wider social care and health policy support, planning policy, and a growing public 

interest and acceptance of such housing products by prospective residents. 
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8.14 The appellant commissioned Nigel Appleton of Contact Consulting to prepare its 

own assessment of the need for older persons housing.    

8.15 Mr Appleton's evidence concludes that there is a very large need for specialist 

housing for older people and identifies a current shortfall (at 2020) of 1,806 Market 

sector 'age exclusive and retirement' homes in New Forest District. By 2035, this 

need rises to 3,042 Market sector 'age exclusive and retirement' homes.   

8.16 Across all types and tenures of specialist housing for older people, the report 

identifies a total need for 6,864 units of accommodation by 2035.  

8.17 As the report explains, this growing need is driven by factors including the very 

substantial forecast rise in the population of elderly people, an appreciation of the 

overall health of older people, including any struggles with day-to-day tasks, and 

a recognition of the health and other benefits of specialist accommodation.  

Council’s Position 

8.18 I note that paragraph 3.6 of the Council's Statement of Case states:  

"The Council recognises that the scheme would provide housing for the 

elderly, but not the sheltered and specialist care accommodation for which 

there is a significant need". 

8.19 The Council recognises there is a "significant need" for sheltered and specialist care 

accommodation. Therefore, it is surprising that the Council considers the Proposal 

will not meet this need. The Council has determined the application on the basis 

that the Proposal provides market sheltered housing (see the description of 

development and section 3 of the Committee report for example). For clarity, the 

appellant and I consider that the scheme does indeed provide the sheltered 

accommodation for which there is "significant need".  

8.20 Planning practice guidance (Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 63-010-20190626) 

provides the following definition:  

"Retirement living or sheltered housing: This usually consists of 

purpose-built flats or bungalows with limited communal facilities such as a 

lounge, laundry room and guest room. It does not generally provide care 

services, but provides some support to enable residents to live 
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independently. This can include 24 hour on-site assistance (alarm) and a 

warden or house manager". 

8.21 The Proposal includes for a guest suite, buggy store, owners lounge, office and on- 

site concierge assistance. I consider that the Proposal falls in line with this PPG 

definition of retirement living or sheltered housing.  

8.22 Paragraph 6.27 of the Local Plan 2016-2036 (Core Document 4.1), which provides 

supporting text to Policy HOU3 states: 

"Specialist older persons’ accommodation should also include features such 

as level access without steps, increased storage including for mobility 

vehicles, a ground floor bath/shower room, a guest bedroom for visiting 

family, stairwells that can accommodate a stair lift and low maintenance 

garden areas with outdoor seating" 

8.23 The Proposal provides these facilities, and will be delivered by one of the market 

leaders in the provision of such accommodation.  It is therefore clear that the 

Proposal will meet the type of specialist need that the Development Plan specifically 

seeks to deliver.  

Supply 

8.24 In relation to supply, the Council does not publish data relating to the delivery of 

housing specifically for older people in its most recent Housing Land Supply Report 

(September 2020). However, based on the policies of the Local Plan 2016-2036 

Part 1 and past general housing delivery rates, there is no evidence that a suitably 

proactive framework is in place to meet even the (low estimate) need of 

approximately 2,084 homes (calculated as one fifth of the total Local Plan housing 

requirement, as stated at paragraph 6.24 the Local Plan). 

8.25 In preparing its new Local Plan, Policy 18 'Residential Accommodation for Older 

People' (draft policy 18 became policy HOU3), the Council intended that site specific 

Strategic Site Allocations should refer to a requirement to provide self-contained 

homes designed to meet the need of older people, including both sheltered and 

extra-care housing.  

8.26 However, paragraph 118 of the Inspectors Report on the Examination of the New 

Forest District Local Plan (see page 101 of the SoC) states: 
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"Policy 18 sets out a justified approach to the provision of residential 

accommodation for older people which is consistent with national policy. 

However, in order to be effective and consistent with the modified Policy 16, 

it is necessary to remove reference to specific requirements on strategic site 

allocations. Main modification MM12 would address this". 

8.27 As a result of this modification, adopted policy HOU3 is a non-specific and generic 

policy which encourages that homes are adaptable. Frankly, the policy has no teeth, 

and cannot alone be considered a proactive strategy for ensuring that the 

accommodation, social, health and care needs of the rapidly ageing population of 

the District will be met.  

8.28 Even if the 6,000 homes identified at the Strategic Site Allocations do offer up some 

accommodation for older people, each site would need to provide around one third 

of all units as housing for older people, to meet what I consider to be the Council's 

low estimate of need. I see no prospect, or evidence of that happening.  

8.29 In short, there is a rapidly ageing population, an existing unmet and rapidly growing 

and significant need for housing for older people in New Forest District; and a lack 

of robust proactive planning policies that will ensure the housing needs of this 

population will be met.  

8.30 It is therefore important that schemes come forward via the development 

management application process, if the significant need for housing for older people 

is to be met.  

8.31 As evidence of the slow delivery, I have reviewed the planning pipeline of new older 

persons housing in the District. This is provided at Appendix 11 (page 276) of the 

SoC. Given that there are no allocations for older persons housing, the emerging 

supply comprises of only planning permissions.  

8.32 It is evident that in (approximately) the last 5 years, the Council has granted 

planning permission for an average of approximately 27 units of older persons 

accommodation per year. On the basis of the lower figure for 2,084 homes for older 

people (calculated as one fifth of the total Local Plan housing requirement, as stated 

in the Local Plan), it will take 77 years to fulfil this need at the current pipeline 

delivery rate.  
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8.33 In addition, in deciding a S78 planning appeal in April 2019 for a site at Hythe, in 

the same District, (see appendix 20, page 593 of the SoC/ Core Document 6.5), 

the Inspector concluded at paragraph 54 that: 

"There are no alternative sites identified by the Council, in Hythe and Dibden 

or elsewhere, on which the need for retirement housing can be met". 

8.34 The adoption of the Local Plan has done little to change this situation, and the 

Council remains unable to demonstrate how this unmet and growing significant 

need will be delivered.   

8.35 In summary, it is very clear that there is an existing local need for specialist housing 

for older people which is not being met. The Council acknowledges that the need is 

"significant".  

8.36 This situation is in fact worsening, because insufficient supply is coming forward. 

Need is growing faster than supply.  

8.37 This proposal will help to address the current and growing "significant" need, and 

this benefit should be given significant weight in the planning balance.  
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9. WIDER BENEFITS OF OLDER PEOPLE’S HOUSING 

9.1 The Appellants SoC (section 9, page 32 on) provides detail of the wider benefits of 

older people's housing. To avoid duplication, such benefits are summarised below: 

Construction Economy 

• Up to 20 roles on-site per annum over the estimated build programme of 18 

months.  

• Across the wider construction supply chain (indirect employment), up to a 

further 34 jobs could be supported each year locally and across the wider region 

through indirect and induced effects during the construction phase.  

Revitalising the Housing Market 

• Freeing-up large or under-occupied homes, and aiding first time buyers.  

• Under occupation is particularly prevalent locally. Paragraph 3.61 of the SHMA 

2014 identifies that: 

"All of the sub-areas in the New Forest District experience levels of 

under-occupation which are at or above the Hampshire average 

(75%); however, the issue is particularly acute in the National Park 

Authority Area where just under 85% of homes are under-

occupied." 

Savings to the NHS and Social Care Services 

• A report by WPI Strategy for Homes for Later Living (page 19, appendix 15 of 

the SoC) establishes that on average each person living in a home for later 

living enjoys a reduced risk of health challenges, contributing to fiscal savings 

to the NHS and social care services of approximately £3,500 per year.  

• The Planning Practice Guidance also confirms that older persons housing 

reduces costs to the social care and health system (Paragraph: 001 Reference 

ID: 63-001-20190626).   

Local Spending 

• Older people are more inclined to shop locally and support the vitality and 

viability of local centres. A specialist retirement development of 55 residents 
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spends approximately £610,000 in local shops per year (see page 27, Appendix 

16 of the appellants SoC) 

• This is further corroborated by a report (see Appendix 3 of this Proof) which 

found that the residents of a typical 45-unit retirement development generate 

£550,000 of spending per year, £347,000 of which goes to local shops, 

supporting retail jobs and keeping shops open. 

APPENDIX 3: SILVER SAVIOURS FOR THE HIGH STREET 

• More generally, spending by those aged 65 and over increased by 75% between 

2001 to 2018, compared with a 16% fall in spending by those aged 50 and 

under during the same period, according to an ILC report Maximising the 

Longevity Dividend (Appendix 17, page 433 of the appellants SoC).  

• Pegasus Group has estimated that once built and fully occupied, the new 

households are estimated to generate total expenditure in the region of up to 

£1.6million per annum (Appendix 12, page 278 of the Soc).  

Mental and Physical Wellbeing 

• Specialist elderly housing helps to reduce anxieties and worries experienced by 

many elderly people living in housing which does not best suit their needs in 

retirement by providing safety, security and reducing management and 

maintenance concerns. It prolongs independent living. 

• Specialist elderly housing is a form of housing which addresses the on-set and 

increasing problems of mobility/frailty through maintaining health and general 

well-being. On a selection of national well-being criteria such as happiness and 

life satisfaction, an average person aged 80 feels as good as someone 10 years 

younger after moving from mainstream housing to housing specially designed 

for later living. 

• This form of development provides companionship and a self-contained 

community which helps to reduce isolation, loneliness and depression. The 

impact of loneliness on one’s health can be significant and is well documented, 

having a detrimental impact to an individual’s mental health to an increased 

risk of falls and hospitalisation.  
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Environmental Sustainability 

• Older persons housing – including this proposal – is typically sustainably located 

because of the need for good access to services, which reduces the need to 

travel by private car. There are excellent opportunities for the promotion of 

sustainable transport to and from the Appeal Site. 

• Modern specialist accommodation is built to modern design, building and 

sustainability standards, so is far more favourable compared with the equivalent 

number of traditional homes in meeting energy reduction targets.  

Delivering Benefits Locally 

9.2 The Council recognises the benefits of the proposal at section 4.6 and 4.7 of its 

Statement of Case. The Council state that these benefits are not unique to the 

Proposal and do not outweigh the harm that they allege, but that does not mean 

that they are not benefits of the Proposal.  

9.3 There is no requirement for the recognised benefits of the Proposal to be unique to 

the Proposal. 

9.4 Some third parties have suggested that homes may not be occupied by local 

people. The Knight Frank Senior Living Survey (2019) (see appendix 7, page 151 

of the Statement of Case) shares the results of its survey of 2,000 over-65s on 

their behaviours and opinions around moving home in later life. They identify the 

three main factors in which choosing a location to live are affordability, good 

transport links and being close to family and friends. When asked how far their 

most recent home move was, 60% said within 10 miles, and 32% said within 2 

miles (see page 154 of SoC).  

9.5 Whilst there is often a perception that seaside locations may attract in-migration 

of retirees from more urban locations, clearly, this research highlights the 

importance of local connections and the likelihood of local need being met. 

9.6 The report titled Chain Reaction (at Appendix 13, page 281 of the SoC) explains 

that older people are often at the top of the housing chain and have typically tended 

to 'stay put' once they reach 65 years of age. Providing attractive 'down-sizing' 

options can help free up family homes, and others in a housing chain. The report 

(at report page 25 (page 295 of the SoC)) estimates that for every 1 retirement 
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property bought, an additional two houses are 'freed up' down the chain for other 

people.   
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10. PLANNING ASSESSMENT: MATTERS AT ISSUE 

10.1 Having regard to the Committee Report, the reasons for refusal and the Council's 

Statement of Case, it is considered that the points at issue in this appeal may be 

identified as follows: 

1) Sustainable development;  

2) Design; 

3) Heritage; 

4) On-Site Ecology;  

5) Impact on the SPA – Nitrates;  

6) Neighbour amenity; and 

7) Third Party Representations. 

Sustainable Development  

10.2 The Council asserts, in reason for refusal 1, that "The proposed development is not 

considered to constitute sustainable development as set out in NPPF section 2 and 

Policy STR1 of the Local Plan Part One: Planning Strategy (2016-2036). The 

proposal is limited in terms of the benefits in economic terms with no significant 

social benefits, and directly results in demonstrable environmental harm".  

10.3 The refusal reason refers to the three overarching objectives or facets of 

sustainable development as economic, social and environmental (NPPF 

paragraph 8) and contends that the proposal would provide; only limited economic 

and social benefits, and environmental harm. I disagree very strongly. 

10.4 In its Statement of Case, the Council does not identify why the proposal is not 

sustainable. Section 4.6 of the Council’s Statement of Case identifies some of the 

benefits of the Proposal.  

Policy STR1 

10.5 Policy STR1 describes how the Plan expects development to contribute toward 

sustainable development. I consider that the proposal will positively address all the 

aims, objectives and criteria set out under the policy. This includes: 
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• Development in the settlement boundary; 

• Meeting housing need in sustainable and accessible locations; 

• Helping to address the full spectrum of housing needs at all stages of life; 

• Providing high quality design; 

• Achieving environmental net gain (i.e. 10% biodiversity net gain); and 

• Contributing to a thriving local economy.  

Other Key Local Plan Policies 

10.6 Policy STR3 sets out a strategy to direct new development to accessible locations 

that help sustain the vitality and viability of the towns and villages.  

10.7 Policy STR4 confirms that the 'Towns', including Lymington, are at the top of three 

tiers of settlements in the District. It makes clear that the Towns are the most 

sustainable locations for development.  

10.8 The proposal accords with policies STR4 and STR3.  

NPPF 

10.9 The proposals will achieve objectives of sustainable development referenced at 

paragraph 8 of the NPPF, including: 

• Ensuring land of the right type is available to support growth; 

• Ensuring a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided; 

• Well designed and safe built environment with accessible services and open 

spaces; 

• Support communities' health, social and cultural well-being; 

• Protect the natural, built and historic environment; 

• Make efficient use of land; 

• Help improve biodiversity; and, 

• Mitigation and adapting to climate change.  
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The Disagreement 

10.10 I note that the officer's Committee Report (page 48) (Core Document 3.1) and 

paragraph 4.6 of the Council's Statement of Case appear to confirm that the Appeal 

Site is in a sustainable location which is suitable for the type of development 

proposed.  

10.11 My interpretation is that the Councils' conclusion that the proposals do not 

constitute sustainable development is in effect a consequence of the Council’s 

conclusion on design and heritage matters, and also its failure to appropriately 

acknowledge and weigh the economic, social and environmental benefits of the 

proposal.  This is reflected in the Council’s committee report (report page 51) where 

the Council state: “Given the objections raised both on design grounds and in 

respect of the harm to the significance of designated heritage assets officers 

consider that the earlier refusal on the grounds that the development should not 

be considered as sustainable development still applies”. 

10.12 For reasons set out within this and accompanying Proofs of Evidence on behalf of 

the Appellant, the Council’s position on design and heritage matters is not justified, 

and this Proof will explain why the benefits of the proposal clearly outweigh any 

potential harm in this instance. 

Design 

10.13 Reason for Refusal 2 can be summarised as the alleged failure of the Proposal to 

respond sympathetically or contribute positively to the local character and 

distinctiveness.  

10.14 The Committee Report (Core Document 3.1) clarifies that the concerns of the 

Council have evolved via joint commentary from the urban design and conservation 

officer. The following criticisms are made in respect of design (excluding heritage 

addressed below): 

(i) The size of the building in this particular location is not appropriate (i.e. 

it is too large); 

(ii) The scheme represents a panopoly of different design styles without any 

coherence; 

(iii) The extent of building frontage and the depth of the floor plan; 
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10.15 Paragraph 127 of the NPPF sets out how decisions should ensure that development 

achieves well-designed places.   This includes that it should function well and add 

to the overall quality of the area (bullet a)), be visually attractive (bullet b)) and 

establish a strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets, spaces, building 

types and materials (bullet d)).  

10.16 NPPF paragraph 130 says that poor design that fails to take opportunities to 

improve character and quality, taking into account any local design policy, should 

be refused. And conversely, where design accords with clear expectations, design 

should not be used as a valid reason to object to development.   

10.17 Policy ENV3 states that development should achieve high quality design and sets 

out a number of design based criteria that new development is required to meet. I 

consider that these criteria broadly reflect established principles of good design and 

the design objectives listed at paragraph 127 of the NPPF.  

10.18 Mr Marlow's Proof on behalf of the Appellant demonstrates that the starting position 

has been to deliver the sheltered accommodation with an approach that can be 

appropriately accommodated by, and within the character of the area. It 

demonstrates how the Proposal has been created through a thorough process of 

analysis of the context of the Appeal Site and surrounding area. This includes 

aspects referred to by the Lymington Local Distinctiveness SPD, such as set back 

from the road, frontages, boundary treatment, topography and massing.  

10.19 Mr Williams' Proof on behalf of the Appellant demonstrates that, through a full and 

thorough analysis of local character, urban form and sense of place, the Proposal 

is an appropriate response to both its immediate and wider context. Section 5.4 of 

Mr Williams' Proof confirms that the proposal is complaint with Policy ENV3 and the 

Lymington Local Distinctiveness SPD. 

10.20 Having regard to my own knowledge and appreciation of the Site and its 

surroundings, and moreover, the detailed evidence of Mr Marlow and Mr Williams, 

I consider that the Proposal accords with policy ENV3 and the Lymington Local 

Distinctiveness SPD and achieves the objective for well-designed places that the 

NPPF seeks to achieve.  

Heritage 

10.21 The third reason for refusal claims: 
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• The proposal does not preserve or enhance the setting of the Conservation 

Area or nearby Listed Buildings contrary to the tests at Sections 66 and 72 of 

the Listed Buildings and Conversation Areas Act 1990; 

• The proposal causes 'less than substantial harm' which is not offset by any 

public benefits, contrary to the NPPF; and 

• The proposal is contrary to the development plan - New Forest Local Plan 

(2016-2036) Policy ENV3, New Forest Local Plan, Part 2 Policy (2014) DM1, the 

Lymington Local Distinctiveness SPD, and with government advice as set out 

in the NPPF 2019. 

10.22 The statutory ‘tests’ contained at Section 66(1) and 72 of the Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 are duties placed upon the decision 

maker to have regard to listed buildings and conservation areas.  

10.23 In my opinion, policy DM1 echoes guidance contained in the NPPF. For example, 

that the significance of a designated heritage asset must be considered (as per 

NPPF paragraph 194) and that public benefits should outweigh any less than 

substantial harm to a designated heritage asset (paragraph 196).  

10.24 Mr Clemons' evidence on behalf of the Appellant concludes that overall, the 

Proposal has a neutral impact and therefore causes no harm to designated heritage 

assets. 

10.25 The Council alleges that the Proposal results in less than substantial harm to 

heritage assets. If the Inspector were to agree with that conclusion, then the 

harm/benefits test that is set out at paragraph 196 of the NPPF must be considered. 

Paragraph 196 states that: 

"Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial 

harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm 

should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal 

including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use." 

10.26 This balancing exercise is considered below at Section 11, albeit for reasons set out 

in Mr Clemons evidence, it is a balance that need not take place due to the appeal 

proposal causing no harm to designated heritage assets.  
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On-Site Ecology 

10.27 Reason for refusal 4 alleged that the proposal had a direct impact on protected 

wildlife species within the appeal site without demonstrating compliance with the 

relevant tests of the Habitats Regulations. 

10.28 The way that Reason 4 was framed was based on a failure of the Proposal to meet 

the derogation requirements pursuant to the Habitats Regulations. This is a matter 

for Natural England to determine when the appellant applies for an EPS license. 

10.29 The Council had misdirected itself on the correct approach that it should take to 

the Habitats Regulations and EPS licensing in light of R. (Morge) v Hampshire CC 

[2011] UKSC 2; [2011] Env. L.R. 19. It was not the Council’s duty to step into 

Natural England’s shoes and seek to determine whether the derogation tests are 

met. 

10.30 The Council has since confirmed that it will not be seeking to defend Reason 4.  

10.31 It is common ground that Reason 4 will be addressed through the imposition of an 

appropriate planning condition that secures the proposed mitigation.  

Impact on the Solent SPA and SAC 

10.32 The 5th reason for refusal concerns the potential impact on the Solent SPA and 

SAC as a result of nitrates discharge into the Solent catchment area. Given the way 

that Reason 5 is framed, and given the context of the Committee Report and 

correspondence received from the Council and Natural England, it is the lack of a 

completed Section 106 Agreement that is the real reason for refusal and this reason 

for refusal should be capable of being addressed through the completion of a 

Section 106 Agreement. 

10.33 Through ongoing joint working with the PUSH authorities, Natural England and the 

Environment Agency - nitrate mitigation mechanisms have, or are, being put in 

place in the near future to secure financial contributions which can then be pooled 

for off-site nitrate mitigation programmes. It is understood that, like other Local 

Authorities, the Council is taking steps to prepare its own programme.  

10.34 However, at the time of this planning application, and indeed this appeal, no such 

programme was in place.  
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10.35 The appellant therefore explored on-site options to reduce nitrates discharge, but 

the Council has confirmed that dealing with the issue on site will not provide the 

necessary mitigation. This is because it is the discharge from the treatment works 

that is the critical issue, and the treatment works discharges at a set concentration 

level, irrespective of what nitrates concentration arrives at the treatment works. 

We accept this point.  

10.36 The appellant has therefore pursued its own off-site proposals, by using a nitrate 

offsetting scheme involving land on the Isle of White (IoW Mitigation), owned and 

manage by Heaton Farms (the Heaton Farm Scheme). Natural England has 

confirmed that the Heaton Farm Scheme is appropriate to offset nitrogen from 

waste water discharging from the Pennington waste water treatment works.  The 

Application was supported by a report to inform an appropriate assessment 

undertaken by Abbas (the Abbas AA). The Abbas AA does not address on-site 

mitigation. However, it does conclude that there will not be an adverse effect based 

on the IoW Mitigation. 

10.37 In terms of the mitigation to be secured via the Heaton Farm Scheme: 

• Natural England have confirmed that the Heaton Farm Scheme is sufficient to 

mitigate the impacts of developments which discharge wastewater within the 

same catchment of Pennington WWTW (which the Proposal does) (see Appendix 

24, page 659 of the Soc).  

• before issuing the Decision, Natural England had not provided specific 

confirmation that the Heaton Farm Scheme was appropriate to mitigate the 

impacts of the Proposal. However, since issuing the Decision, Natural England 

have provided specific confirmation that the Heaton Farm Scheme is 

appropriate to mitigate the impacts of the Proposal (see Appendix 25, page 662 

of the SoC).  

• the Council have accepted the principle that the Heaton Farm Scheme is 

sufficient to mitigate the impacts of the Proposal 

• Isle of Wight Council (IWC) have confirmed that they will monitor the Heaton 

Farm Scheme 

10.38 The appellant sought to progress a Section 106 Agreement with the Council before 

the determination of the application in order to secure the mitigation via the Heaton 
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Farm Scheme but the Council refused to engage with it. The appellant provided two 

options with slightly different mechanisms. These are set out below: 

• Option 1: This option comprised two separate agreements. The: 

o first was an agreement between Mr Heaton, NFDC and IWC which secures 

the mitigation scheme at Heaton Farm (an overarching agreement). This is 

substantially based on a draft of agreement that has been negotiated and 

agreed between Mr Heaton, Fareham Borough Council and IWC; and  

o second is an agreement between Lifestory (a Renaissance Retirement 

company) (and the relevant owners) and NFDC which obliges Lifestory to 

acquire credits and restricts the use of the Development Land.  

• Option 2: This comprises one composite agreement. This draft is substantially 

based on an agreement that Fareham Borough Council has entered into and which 

the Council had provided. 

• Either Option 1 of Option 2 would have provided appropriate mechanisms to secure 

nitrates mitigation.  

10.39 In effect, Option 1 regulated the wider mitigation scheme as part of the Heaton 

Farm Scheme and allowed Lifestory to acquire credits in that scheme, whereas 

Option 2 regulated specific mitigation land as part of the Heaton Farm Scheme.  

10.40 IWC have subsequently advised that they are not prepared to engage in section 

106 agreements on an application by application basis, and that they are only 

prepared to engage on an overarching agreement to regulate the entire Heaton 

Farm Scheme. 

10.41 The Council, IWC and the owner of the Heaton Farm Scheme are currently 

negotiating the overarching agreement to regulate the Heaton Farm Scheme. 

However, it is unlikely that this will have been completed before the Inquiry. 

Use of a Grampian Condition 

10.42 Given that this cannot be resolved by an Appeal specific section 106 agreement, it 

is appropriate for a Grampian condition to be included on the planning permission. 

This is an agreed matter in the SOCG (paragraph 5.16, Core Document 7.12). This 

reflects the fact that the Heaton Farm Scheme is agreed to mitigate the nitrates 
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impacts of the Appeal scheme and will be secured by the overarching agreement 

between the Council, IWC and the owner of the Heaton Farm Scheme. 

10.43 Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 21a-010-20190723) 

confirms that "in exceptional circumstances, a negatively worded condition 

requiring a planning obligation or other agreement to be entered into before certain 

development can commence may be appropriate, where there is clear evidence 

that the delivery of the development would otherwise be at serious risk (this may 

apply in the case of particularly complex development schemes). In such cases the 

6 tests should also be met". 

10.44 I consider that exceptional circumstances exist to justify the use of a Grampian 

condition.  This is a complex development and issue, not least because, off-site 

mitigation is required for the Proposal to achieve nitrate neutrality. The appellant 

explored an on-site solution, but this was not accepted by Natural England and the 

Council 

10.45 Nitrate neutrality in the Solent is an issue of strategic importance, and provides a 

challenge to the requirement set out by the NPPF to significantly boost the delivery 

of housing. This challenge exists in New Forest District and surrounding local 

planning authorities in the Solent area.  The Proposal will help to meet the housing 

requirement which is of particular significance given the lack of a 5 year housing 

land supply, and the "significant" need for housing for older people.  

10.46 It is agreed common ground with the Council that the use of a Grampian condition 

is appropriate. That position is reflects the Council's adopted 2019 Position 

Statement on nutrient neutral development. Paragraph 3.35 of the Position 

Statement confirms that the Council will expect the use of Grampian conditions and 

paragraph 3.41 sets out a model condition, including the 'reason'.  

APPENDIX 2: NFDC POSITION STATEMENT ON NUTRIENT NEUTRAL 

DEVELOPMENT 

Neighbour Amenity 

10.47 Reason for refusal 6 alleged that the proposals were contrary to Policy ENV3 of the 

Local Plan (Part 1) which requires an acceptable relationship between a proposed 

development and its neighbours. Specifically, it states that: 
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"The proposal is considered to have a detrimental impact on 

neighbouring amenity in particular with regard to the position of an 

electricity sub-station close to the boundary of Nos. 14 and 15 

Bucklers Mews, together with the close proximity of car parking..." 

10.48 The proposals have been sensitively designed in respect of its relationship with No.s 

14 and 15 Bucklers Mews, having regard to the orientation of facades and offset 

distances for example.  

10.49 The plans and reports submitted with the application and appeal demonstrate the 

satisfactory relationship between the proposed building and No.s 14 and 15 

Bucklers Mews. These properties back onto the appeal site, close to its boundary, 

but have no first floor windows in their rear elevation.  

10.50 The Council's committee report (report page 53/PDF page 13, Core Document 3.1) 

demonstrates that the Council assessed the impact of the Proposal on surrounding 

dwellings and concluded that there would be no significant harm to amenity. 

Therefore, reason for refusal 6 does not refer to the relationship of the main 

building, but the position of the sub-station and car park only, in terms of their 

relationship to 14 and 15 Bucklers Mews.  

10.51 The precise nature of the harm and the Council's concern was not clear from the 

decision notice or the committee report. However, a noise report was submitted as 

part of the the appeal (see appendix 27, page 669 of Appellants SoC) which 

confirms that the noise created by the Proposal (the sub-station and car parking 

specifically) will not have a significant detrimental impact on the occupiers of 14 

and 15 Bucklers Mews.  

10.52 Having subsequently reviewed the noise report submitted with the appeal, the 

Council has confirmed that it will not be defending Reason 6.  

10.53 I consider that the Proposal has responded to site constraints appropriately and will 

not result in any significant impact on neighbor amenity, and therefore accords 

with policy ENV3.  

Third Party Representations 

10.54 A number of third parties, including Lymington & Pennington Town Council and 

local people from the surrounding area have made representations objecting to the 
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appeal. A larger number of representations, mostly objections, were submitted to 

the Council during the planning application determination period.  

10.55 The representations raise a number of issues that can broadly be categorised as 

matters including design, visual harm impact on the conservation area, increase in 

traffic, lack of parking provision, harm to the amenity of neighbouring properties 

(in respect of 14 Bucklers Mews), the increasing urbanisation of Lymington, causing 

in-migration and a lack of need for the proposed homes due to the availability of 

existing housing for older people. 

10.56 Some of these issues (for example, parking provision and highway safety) are 

matters that are agreed with the Council to be acceptable. Others, such as design 

and impact on the Conservation Area are areas of disagreement with the Council, 

and key matters for this appeal.  

10.57 With regard to the availability of existing properties, a degree of market churn is 

to be expected. The Covid-19 pandemic has also created additional pressures and 

restrictions that has affected the property market, and wider economy. The 

appellant has clearly set out its case with regard to the need for older persons 

housing and it is common ground with the Council that this need is "significant".  
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11. The Balance 

Heritage Balance 

11.1 Notwithstanding the Appellant’s position that there is no harm to any designated 

heritage assets, if the Inspector were to conclude that there would be less than 

substantial harm to a heritage asset, then the Courts have confirmed that the 

decision maker must consider the test at Paragraph 196 of the NPPF.  

11.2 In making its decision, the Council has failed to both properly consider and weigh, 

the public benefits of the scheme.  In terms of the approach to considering the 

public benefits, the Council's Statement of Case states at paragraph 4.6 that: 

"…However, such benefits are not unique to the elderly accommodation 

proposed, do not outweigh the detrimental impact arising from the proposed 

development on the distinctiveness, character and appearance of the area 

and the significance of heritage assets" 

11.3 And at paragraph 4.7; 

"Furthermore it is considered that the identified benefits of the scheme could 

occur whilst equally achieving environmental and social benefits of 

preserving the character and appearance of the area and significance of 

heritage assets" 

11.4 These statements suggest that the Council is seeking to reduce the significance of 

the public benefits that the scheme would deliver, on the basis that they are not 

unique to the Proposals or that another hypothetical scheme could deliver these 

benefits. Such an approach is an incorrect interpretation of how the heritage (and 

planning) balance should be applied.  

11.5 It is noted that the Council's Statement of Case (at paragraph 4.6) acknowledges 

the following benefits: 

• Delivery of new home in the urban area, 

• Delivery of homes in close proximity to services and facilities, 

• Deriving economic benefit during construction and residents spend locally,  

• Environmental benefits of reduced reliance on the private car, and  
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• Social benefits of on site support networks and social groups locally. 

11.6 Given that the Council accepts the Proposal will deliver these benefits, I am of the 

opinion that the Council has not applied enough weight to these benefits as part of 

this appeal, and failed to consider them when making its decision.  

11.7 In my opinion, these are all public benefits, that should be considered as part of 

the heritage balance exercise at NPPF paragraph 196. A proper application of this 

test will lead to a conclusion that the public benefits of the Proposal far outweigh 

any less than substantial harm. 

Appeal Decisions 

11.8 There are a number of appeal decisions that are relevant to the application of the 

heritage balance for this Proposal. 

11.9 Of particular relevance is an April 2019 appeal decision for a similar retirement 

housing scheme in Hythe (see Appendix 20 of the SoC), in the same District as the 

Site. Here, the Inspector acknowledged (see paragraph 84 of the decision) the need 

for older persons housing in the District and concluded that the provision of such 

housing must be given significant weight.  

11.10 At paragraphs 53 to 57 of the decision, the Inspector concluded that the following 

public benefits would be delivered: 

• provision of housing,  

• the provision of sheltered market housing for older people where a need 

exists,  

• reducing demand on healthcare, freeing up family housing, 

• economic benefits, including increased spending in local shops, and  

• making efficient use of land to provide housing close to services and 

facilities. 

11.11 Such benefits are acknowledged by the Council to be present in the current appeal.  

At paragraph 53 of the Hythe decision (Core Document 6.5), the Inspector 

concluded that these social and economic public benefits were 'significant' and 
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outweighed the less than substantial harm to the significance of the Conservation 

Area.  

11.12 It is therefore unclear why the Council attaches lesser weight to the benefits of this 

Proposal, which are substantively the same in many regards.  

11.13 Other appeal decisions for schemes for specialist housing for older people at sites 

at Chester, Westergate and nearby Brockenhurst (appendices 21-23 in the SoC, 

Core Documents 6.6 to 6.8) demonstrate the benefits of housing for older people 

and the weight that can be attributed to these benefits.  

11.14 For clarity, the public benefits of the current Proposal include: 

• The provision of housing where the Council cannot demonstrate a 

deliverable 5 year supply of housing land; 

• Providing specialist housing for older people where there is an identified 

significant need for such accommodation; 

• Reducing demands on healthcare and savings to the NHS; 

• Promoting the physical and mental health of future residents, including 

reducing loneliness; 

• Freeing up family housing; 

• Economic benefits, including increased spending in local shops; 

• Economic benefits through construction and throughout the lifetime of the 

development; 

• Making efficient use of land to provide housing close to services and 

facilities; and 

• An on-site biodiversity net gain. 

11.15 I conclude that the significant public benefits of the Proposal, would in this case far 

outweigh any less than substantial harm if the Inspector found that there were 

such harm to designated heritage assets. 
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The Planning Balance 

11.16 At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (February 2019) is 

the ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’, as set out in Para. 11. For 

decision taking this means:  

“approving development proposals that accord with the development plan 

without delay [often referred to as a ‘straight balance’]; and where the 

development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, 

granting permission unless:  

– any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 

taken as a whole; or  

– specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be 

restricted [often referred to as a ‘tilted balance’].”  

11.17 The circumstances in which policies are deemed 'out of date' is confirmed in 

footnote 7, which include, for applications involving the provision of housing, where 

(as is the case here) a LPA cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable 

housing sites.  

11.18 Exclusions to this rule are confirmed in paragraph 11d of the NPPF and footnote 6, 

which states that the circumstances in which policies in the NPPF 'provide clear 

reason for refusing' a proposed development (such that the presumption does not 

apply) are as follows: 

 "The policies referred to are those in this Framework (rather than those in 

development plans) relating to: habitats sites (and those sites listed in 

paragraph 176) and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; 

land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Space, an Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty, a National Park (or within the Broads Authority) or defined 

as Heritage Coast; irreplaceable habitats; designated heritage assets (and 

other heritage assets of archaeological interest referred to in footnote 63); 

and areas at risk of flooding or coastal change."  

11.19 In respect of impacts on local habitat sites specifically, Paragraph 177 confirms that 

the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where "the 

plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone 
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or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate assessment 

has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the 

habitats site." It is agreed that the proposal and its mitigation measures secured 

through the proposal itself and the S.106 Agreement, would not result in an 

adverse impact on the local habitat sites. Thus, there is no clear reason for refusing 

on this matter.  

11.20 In respect of designated heritage assets, the correct approach, confirmed by the 

Courts, is that it is only if the less than substantial harm to the significance of the 

heritage asset is outweighed by the public benefits that the decision maker should 

return to the tilted balance to determine the proposal.  

11.21 Notwithstanding our conclusion that there is no harm to heritage assets, as the 

public benefits of the Proposal would clearly outweigh any less than substantial 

harm that the Council alleges would result, the 'tilted balance' is engaged and the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development applies. 

'Tilted' Balance 

11.22 The Council has confirmed that it cannot demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply 

and I consider that the heritage test (paragraph 196), if engaged, would be met. I 

consider that the tilted balance and the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development therefore applies.  

11.23 In addition to the assessment of the Proposal toward meeting national and local 

objectives for delivering sustainable development referred to earlier in this Proof, 

including accordance with Policy STR1, I consider that the proposal will create the 

following impacts, which are relevant to assessing the proposal under the 'tilted 

balance': 

Social 

Net increase of new homes to address a deficit in the Council’s  Very Significant 

HLS  Benefit  

Provision of new housing in a sustainable location       Significant Benefit 

Provision of specialist housing to meet an identified             Significant Benefit 

'significant' need    
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Promoting physical and mental wellbeing of residents Moderate Benefit 

Economic 

Increased local spending     Moderate Benefit 

Employment generated by construction   Moderate Benefit 

Employment generated during operational phase  Moderate Benefit 

Economic benefits to NHS and government services Moderate Benefit 

arising from improved health of residents 

 

Boosting the housing market & freeing up family homes Moderate Benefit 

Environmental 

Re-use of a (part) brownfield site    Moderate Benefit 

Focusing development at a sustainable location  Moderate Benefit 

Accessible location reducing reliance on the car  Minor Benefit 

On-Site landscaping and open space   Minor Benefit 

On-Site Biodiversity net gain    Minor Benefit 

Achieving High Quality Design    Minor Benefit 

Impact on Solent SPA     Neutral 

Heritage Impact      Neutral 

Other environmental impacts    Neutral 

Additional transport movements    Minor Adverse Impact 

11.24 The three dimensions of sustainable development have been assessed and it is 

concluded that not only do the adverse impacts not significantly or demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies in the NPPF as a whole, 

but very limited adverse impacts are identified at all, and the benefits clearly 

outweigh any harm.  
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11.25 As stated earlier in this Proof, the Council (see paragraph 4.6 of its Statement of 

Case) has suggested that the benefits of the Proposal are "…not unique to the 

elderly accommodation proposed...". This does not mean that they are not benefits 

that should be weighted appropriately in the planning balance.  

Development Plan Conformity  

11.26 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchased Act 2004 requires that 

applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the 

Development Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  

11.27 I consider that the Proposal is in accordance with the Development Plan. However, 

in my opinion even if there is found to be non-accordance with the Development 

Plan, material considerations clearly indicate that permission should nonetheless 

be granted. 
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12. MATTERS NOT AT ISSUE 

12.1 Having regard to the Committee Report and the Council's Statement of Case, it is 

considered that the following matters are not in dispute with the Council: 

•  The Appeal Site is accessibly located. 

• There is no objection to the principle of development in this location within 

the settlement boundary.  

• There is no objection in principle to the demolition of the 4 no. existing 

dwellings.  

• The Proposal would make efficient use of the Appeal Site. 

• The Proposal will secure new housing which will contribute to meeting the 

Council's housing delivery targets, including the indicative target for around 

one-fifth of all new homes to be for older people. 

• The impact on the local highway network is acceptable.  

• The level of parking to be provided on-site is acceptable.  

• The proposed surface water strategy is acceptable.  

• There is no requirement for the provision of or contribution to off-site public 

open space (other than the habitat mitigation identified below).  

• There is no objection in relation to arboriculture and the impact of the 

proposals on the existing trees.  

• The scheme is unable to provide affordable housing.  

• The proposal will be CIL liable.  
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13. CONCLUSION 

13.1 This Proof of Evidence has been prepared on behalf of Renaissance Retirement to 

support an appeal against the refusal of the Council to grant planning permission 

for the development of 44 no. sheltered apartments for older people at the Appeal 

Site of The Rise and three neighbouring properties, Stanford Hill, Lymington.  

13.2 The Proposal represents sustainable development as defined by the NPPF, and 

Policy SRT1. The Appeal Site is located within a highly accessible location within 

the settlement boundary of Lymington, where there is excellent access to a range 

of facilities, services and open spaces. The location makes this an excellent site for 

older persons housing, particularly in the context and associated development 

constraints of the District.  

13.3 In the context of the Council being unable to demonstrate a deliverable 5 year 

housing land supply, the Proposals will make a vital contribution to the Council’s 

housing supply. More specifically, in delivering high-quality accommodation 

specifically suited to the needs of older people, it will play an important role in 

meeting the identified 'significant need' that will also encourage downsizing to free 

up under-occupied housing, which is identified as a problem in the New Forest. It 

will also provide older people with the opportunity to enhance their wellbeing 

through community living, a model which evidence shows, and Planning Practice 

Guidance confirms, allows people to maintain their independence and reduces the 

costs on the NHS and other providers of physical and social health care.  

13.4 Whilst Mr Clemons' evidence says that there is no harm to designated heritage 

assets, I conclude that if the paragraph 196 heritage test is engaged, the various 

public social, economic and environmental benefits of the Proposal would far 

outweigh any less than substantial harm to designated heritage assets.   

13.5 Given that the Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply, paragraph 

11(d) of the NPPF is engaged, and the ‘tilted’ balance subsequently applied has 

been shown to support the scheme.  

13.6 This Proof also demonstrates that the Proposal is compliant with the Development 

Plan.   

13.7 Even if there is found to be non-accordance with the Development Plan, material 

considerations clearly indicate that permission should nonetheless be granted. 
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1.0 Introduction 

Experience 

1.1 My name is Matthew Good I have been instructed by Renaissance Retirement 

Ltd (our ‘client’) to provide evidence to this inquiry in relation to the five-year 

housing land supply position within the administrative area of New Forest 

District Council (NFDC) outside of the New Forest National Park. 

1.2 I hold a Masters in Town and Regional Planning from Leeds Metropolitan 

University (now known as Leeds Beckett University) and have been a member 

of the Royal Town Panning Institute (RTPI) since 2005. I have worked in public 

sector, representative bodies and planning consultancy roles for over 24 years. 

1.3 I have a wide range of experience including various planning roles across Local 

Government. In 2013, I joined the Home Builders Federation (HBF) as the Local 

Plans Manager – North. The HBF is the representative body of the home 

building industry in England and Wales. A key element of my work at the HBF 

was representing the interests of the home building industry often advising on 

matters such as housing delivery and viability. 

1.4 I joined Pegasus Group in August 2019, following a two-year spell in a similar 

consultancy role. I provide our clients with expertise on housing, particularly 

strategic promotion, housing need, supply and delivery. I assist our clients by 

providing technical work to help gain planning permission, provide evidence 

for planning appeals and local plan examinations. 

1.5 I can confirm that the evidence I have prepared and provide for this inquiry is 

true, has been prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance outlined 

by the RTPI. This evidence represents my true professional opinion. 

Scope of Evidence 

1.6 This Proof of Evidence considers the five-year housing land supply position in 

the administrative area covered by NFDC outside of the New Forest National 

Park. It is provided in support of the appeal for 44 apartments for older persons 

at site of The Rise and Three Neighbouring Properties, Stanford Hill, Lymington. 
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1.7 The evidence considers the housing requirement figure, the appropriate buffer 

and the supply of housing which I anticipate will be delivered in the five-year 

period. It also takes account of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

as revised, February 2019 and the advice contained within the Planning 

Practice Guidance (PPG). 

1.8 Pegasus Group is liaising with NFDC in order to prepare a Statement of 

Common Ground in relation to five-year housing land supply. My evidence 

focuses upon the principal differences between the parties in relation to this 

issue.  – To confirm 

1.9 The Council’s ‘Statement of Housing Land Supply and Housing Trajectory 2016-

2036: Position as of 1 April 2020’ (2020 HLSS) published September 2020 has 

been used as the basis for the following analysis. This assessment relates solely 

to the local planning authority area of NFDC and not the National Park.  
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2.0 Policy Context 

2.1 The following section considers the national and local policy context in relation 

to five-year housing land supply. 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

2.2 The 2019 NPPF (paragraph 59) is clear that to support the Government’s 

objective of providing a significant boost to the supply of homes it is important 

that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is 

needed.  

2.3 To achieve this local planning authorities are required to identify and update 

annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum 

five years’ worth of housing when measured against the relevant housing 

requirement (NPPF, paragraph 73).  

2.4 The failure to demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing land will 

render the policies which are most important in determining the application 

out-of-date. In such cases the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development is invoked (NPPF, paragraph 11).  

2.5 For decision-taking this means permission should be granted unless the 

application of policies in the NPPF which protect areas and assets of particular 

importance provide a clear reason to refuse the proposed development or the 

adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the NPPF policies as a whole.  

2.6 The identification of a robust and defensible five-year housing land supply is 

therefore a critical element in determining planning applications. 

Local Plan 

2.7 The New Forest Local Plan 2016-2036 Part 1: Planning Strategy was adopted 

on 6th July 2020. Policy STR5: Meeting our housing needs identifies a 

requirement to deliver at least 10,420 additional homes over the plan period. 

This requirement is identified to be delivered on a ‘phased’ basis as set out 

below: 
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• 2016/17 to 2020/21 – 300 dwellings per annum (dpa), 

• 2021/22 to 2025/26 – 400dpa, and 

• 2026/27 to 2035/36 – 700dpa  

2.8 The NPPF, paragraph 33, is clear that policies in local plans and spatial 

development strategies should be reviewed at least once every five years and 

updated as necessary. In terms of local housing need paragraph 33 further 

states; 

“…Relevant strategic policies will need updating at least once every five 

years if their applicable local housing need figure has changed significantly; 

and they are likely to require earlier review if local housing need is expected 

to change significantly in the future”. 

2.9 In reference to housing land supply paragraph 73 is clear that; 

“…Local planning authorities should identify and update annually a supply 

of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum five years’ worth 

of housing against their housing requirement set out in adopted strategic 

policies, or against their local housing need where the strategic policies are 

more than five years old…” 

2.10 The housing requirement within the Local Plan therefore remains up to date. 

The five-year supply should, therefore, be assessed against this requirement.  

Evidence base 

2.11 The Council’s latest published evidence on housing land supply is the 

‘Statement of Housing Land Supply and Housing Trajectory 2016-2036: 

Position as of 1 April 2020’ (2020 HLSS), published September 2020. This 

document asserts that a 6.11-year supply of housing land can be demonstrated 

over the period 2020/21 to 2024/25. The Council has not sought to have the 

Housing Land Supply Statement verified through an ‘Annual Position 

Statement’ in accordance with paragraph 74 of the NPPF, nor was it clearly 

confirmed by the Local Plan Inspector1. We reserve the right to review and 

update this report in the event that the Council publish updated evidence 

 
1 See section 6 for further details 
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during the course of the appeal. 

2.12 The base date of the 2020 HLSS is 1st April 2020 which is over 9 months old. 

Several appeals have considered the issue of aged base dates. In Firlands 

Farm, Reading (APP/W0340/A/14/2228089), which is a decision prior to the 

revised NPPF, the Inspector addressed the appropriate time period for 

assessment. He concluded that the assessment should be taken from the point 

of the last actual data on completions:  

“The Council’s latest Annual Monitoring Report was published in 

January 2015, utilising data set out in the assessment of a five 

year housing land supply at December 2014. The information on 

actual completions and planning permissions is as of March 2014. 

In my view the assessment of a five year supply must be 

based at a point in time when actual data on completions 

is available so that any shortfall can be accurately taken 

into account. In this case actual data is only available up to 

March 2014 and this should be the starting point for the 

calculation covering a five year period 2014 to 2019.” (Pegasus 

emphasis, para. 34). 

2.13 In the appeal at Land on East Side of Green Road, Woolpit, Suffolk IP30 9RF 

(Ref: APP/W3520/W/18/3194926), dated 28th September 2018, the Inspector 

took the approach that 5-year land supply statements should have a clear cut 

off date and that sites that did not meet the definition at that date should be 

excluded even if subsequently they receive permission, or their circumstances 

change (Pegasus emphasis, paragraph 67).  

2.14 The PPG (ID: 68-007-20190722) refers to robust, up to date evidence being 

available. This combined with reference to ‘current planning status’ suggests 

that whilst a site should be ‘known’ at the base date other later evidence can 

be considered in determining whether there is clear evidence that a site is 

deliverable.  

The following evidence utilises the principles that a site must be known to the 

Council at the base date of 1st April 2020 but later information has been taken 

into account when considering the Council’s supply position in chapters 6 to 8 

of this report. 
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3.0 Context 

3.1 The following section considers several contextual issues which are important 

considerations when considering the future supply of housing within NFDC. 

Housing Need 

3.2 The housing requirement over the plan period (2016 to 2036) is identified in 

the extant Local Plan (Policy STR5) as 10,420 dwellings. This is based upon an 

annual need for 521 net additional dwellings as outlined within the 2017 

‘Objectively Assessed Housing Need’ (2017 OAN) study and confirmed by the 

Local Plan Inspectors report (paragraph 59). However, due to a reliance upon 

‘Strategic Site Allocations’ (SSAs) and the significant increase in the housing 

requirement a phased approach was proposed and agreed by Inspectors Ward 

and Mulloy. Within paragraph 263 of their report they note: 

“Policy 5 of the Local Plan sets out a phased approach to housing requirements 

with the annual average requirement building up over the plan period. In 

principle this is a justified approach given the significant increase in the annual 

average housing requirement compared with the existing Core Strategy (521 

compared with 196 homes per year) and the need for delivery rates to increase 

compared with recent levels. It also recognises the reality that in many cases 

the strategic site allocations will take time to start delivering given the 

requirements for infrastructure works and the need for the principle of site 

allocations on existing Green Belt land to be established through this Local 

Plan.”  

3.3 As previously noted, the phased trajectory identifies a requirement of: 

• 2016/17 to 2020/21 – 300 dwellings per annum (dpa), 

• 2021/22 to 2025/26 – 400dpa, and 

• 2026/27 to 2035/36 – 700dpa  

3.4 The phased trajectory identified above was the subject of a main modification 

to the plan (MM3). Inspectors Ward and Mulloy (paragraph 264) considered 

this was necessary to: 

“…reflect actual completions so far in the plan period which have exceeded 

anticipated levels set out in the submitted Local Plan and to provide more 
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realistic requirements in the short term. Main modification MM3 would adjust 

the phased requirements to 300, 400 and 700 homes per year for the relevant 

periods and is required to ensure that the Local Plan is effective in this respect. 

It is also required to ensure that Policy 5 is effective in setting out updated 

supply estimates from the various sources and accurately reflecting the 

potential minimum capacity on sites SS1, SS2 and SS18.”  

3.5 Prior to the main modification the Council had proposed a phased requirement 

of:  

• 2016/17 to 2020/21 – 230dpa 

• 2021/22 to 2025/26 – 450dpa, and 

• 2026/27 to 2035/36 – 710dpa  

3.6 Given this context I consider it important not only to consider how the Council 

has performed against the plan requirement but also whether it is beginning 

to address the accrued unmet need from earlier in the plan period. Meeting 

housing need and boosting the supply of homes are key components of the 

NPPF (e.g. para. 15, 59 and 60). 

Housing Completions 

3.7 The 2020 HLSS provides known completions to the date 31st March 2020. Since 

the start of the plan period known completions have averaged 321dpa. This 

has meant that the Council has provided 83 dwellings more than the minimum 

phased requirement. Whilst this appears positive it must be recognised that 

the phased requirement was amended to fit actual levels of completions. It is, 

therefore, unsurprising that the Council has delivered against its housing 

requirement to date. 

3.8 As a sensitivity for context purposes, if delivery is measured against cumulative 

need, rather than the ‘phased’ minimum plan requirement the extent of the 

under-delivery is far more concerning. In total the plan has currently under-

delivered by 801 dwellings compared to the identified annual need. It is even 

more concerning that it continues to lose ground, year on year, against the 

annual average need and has not yet achieved the 400 dwellings required by 

the current plan phasing. 
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Table 3.1: Net completions compared to plan requirement 

Year Cumulative Net 

Completions 

Cumulative Plan 

Requirement 

Difference 

2016/17 350 300 +50 

2017/18 616 600 +66 

2018/19 975 900 +75 

2019/20 1,283 1,200 +83 

Source: 2020 HLSS 

Table 3.2: Net completions compared to cumulative need 

Year Cumulative Net 

Completions 

Cumulative Need Difference 

2016/17 350 521 -171 

2017/18 616 1,042 -426 

2018/19 975 1,536 -561 

2019/20 1,283 2,084 -801 

Source: 2020 HLSS 

Affordability 

3.9 Since at least 2010 the median workplace-based affordability ratio of house 

price to earnings in NFDC has consistently been significantly worse than 

national (England), regional (South East) or county (Hampshire) averages. In 

2019 it stood at 11.18 compared to the national (England) average of 7.57. 

This worsening of affordability provides evidence of the historic lack of housing 

in the area. Given the lack of delivery against identified need this is 

unsurprising. The Government within its standard method for identifying 

housing need identifies this metric as a key measure of housing need within an 

area (PPG ID 2a-008-20190220). 
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Figure 3.1: NFDC Median Affordability Ratio (Workplace-based) 

 

Source: ONS 

Figure 3.2: NFDC Lower Quartile Affordability Ratio 

 

Source: ONS 

3.10 In terms of the lower quartile workplace-based affordability ratio (figure 3.2) 

the picture is worse. Since 2010 Canterbury has been consistently worse than 

national, regional and county averages. In 2019 it stood at 12.07 compared to 
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a national (England) average of 7.27. This suggests a high degree of stress in 

the housing market for those on lower incomes. 

Affordable Housing Need 

3.11 The 2017 OAN study identifies a need for 361 affordable homes per year in the 

NFDC planning authority area. Unfortunately, there is scant information 

available on the level of affordable housing delivery since the 2017 OAN study. 

However, given that overall housing delivery has averaged less than the 

identified need for affordable housing the Council is unlikely to have made any 

significant in-roads into this need. 

Local Housing Need 

3.12 For sensitivity purposes it is worth considering the impact of the local housing 

need calculation as reference in the NPPF, paragraph 60 and the PPG (ID 2a-

004-20201216). It should be noted that whilst the New Forest Local Plan 2016-

2036 Part 1: Planning Strategy was not adopted until July 2020 it was 

examined against the 2012 version of the NPPF, under the transitional 

arrangements set out with paragraph 214 of the 2018 NPPF and revised 2019 

NPPF. The 2012 version of the NPPF referred to objectively assessed need, 

rather than the standard method for assessing local housing need. Therefore, 

the Local Plan Inspectors were not required to consider the local housing need 

calculation. 

Figure 3.3: NFDC local housing need calculation 

Step Dwellings per annum 

Step 1: Baseline 718 

Step 2: Affordability uplift 323 

Step 3: Cap (40% extant plan) 717 

 

3.13 Table 3.3 sets out the three relevant steps of the local housing need calculation 

if undertaken today. This identifies an uncapped need of 1,041dpa, almost 

twice the average need identified in the adopted plan. Once the cap is applied, 

based upon the adopted plan, this reduces to 717dpa. This is 196dpa greater 

than the average plan requirement and 417dpa greater than the current 

phased required. Whilst it is recognised this includes elements of the New 
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Forest area within the National Park, this remains a significant increase which 

the authority will need to consider delivering within the next 5-years.  

Conclusions 

3.14 Whilst the Council has delivered against its plan requirement to date this is 

unsurprising given that the phased approach to meeting its identified housing 

need was adjusted to meet delivery to date. When compared against an annual 

average of housing need it is clear that completions lag significantly behind the 

identified need and is falling further behind on a year-by-year basis. This 

creates stress in the housing market as identified by the high affordability 

ratios which are significantly above national, regional and county averages for 

both median and lower quartiles measures. 
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4.0 Recent Appeals 

4.1 This section considers recent appeals within NFDC which have dealt with the 

issue of five-year housing land supply.  

PC Building Supplies, 2 South Street, Hythe 

(APP/B1740/W/18/3198347) 

4.2 In this appeal, dated 2nd April 2019, and held by inquiry between 22nd and 24th 

January 2019, the appellant was not reliant upon the five-year supply of 

deliverable housing sites. However, the Inspector noted that the Council could 

not demonstrate a five-year supply and gave significant weight to the delivery 

of housing for older people. The Inspector states in paragraph 84: 

“In the present housing land supply situation and the Council’s inability to 

demonstrate an adequate supply the provision of housing must be given 

significant weight. Given the acknowledged need for housing for older people 

and the suitability of the appeal site to accommodate specialist housing to meet 

their needs, the provision of retirement housing must also be given significant 

weight.” 

Land next to School Lane, Milford on Sea, Lymington 

(APP/B1740/W/18/3209706) 

4.3 This appeal, dated 8th April 2019, was for 42 dwellings and was heard by inquiry 

between 12th and 15th February 2019. In this case the Council accepted that it 

could not demonstrate a five-year housing land supply and that the shortfall 

was considerable. The Inspector concluded (paragraph 46): 

“…The presumption in favour of sustainable development as set out in 

Paragraph 11 of the Framework is thus relevant and an important material 

consideration. On this matter, there would be no adverse impacts of granting 

planning permission that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits, which includes much needed affordable and market housing of an 

ratio to enable a viable scheme, when assessed against the policies of the 

Framework taken as a whole…” 

Green Lane Works, Fordingbridge 
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(APP/B1740/W/19/3239479) 

4.4 In this dismissed appeal, dated 14th November 2019, it was common ground 

between the Council and the appellant that a five-year supply of deliverable 

housing land could not be demonstrated. The level of supply was in debate 

with the Council identifying 2.6 years and the appellant 0.5 years. However, 

the Inspector did not determine the scale of supply in this case. 

St Jude, Roman Road, Dibden Purlieu 

(APP/B1740/W/19/3239470) 

4.5 This appeal, dismissed on 14th February 2020, related to the erection of 4 

dwellings. Once again, the Council confirmed that it was unable to demonstrate 

a five-year supply of deliverable housing land. However, the Inspector was not 

required to identify the scale of the supply due to the potential harm of the 

proposals upon designated sites. 

Conclusions 

4.6 In all of the appeal cases reviewed both the Council and the Inspectors found 

that the Council could not demonstrate a five-year supply. 
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5.0 Five-Year Housing Requirement 

Base Requirement 

5.1 The ‘Local Plan 2016-2036 Part 1: Planning Strategy’ (Local Plan) was adopted 

on 6th July 2020. In accordance with paragraphs 33 and 73 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (2019) the plan remains up to date and is therefore 

the basis for the assessment of the Council’s housing land supply. 

5.2 Local Plan policy ‘STR5: Meeting our Housing Needs’ identifies a phased 

housing requirement as set out below: 

• 2016/17 to 2020/21 – 300 dwellings per annum (dpa), 

• 2021/22 to 2025/26 – 400dpa, and 

• 2026/27 to 2035/36 – 700dpa 

5.3 The cumulative housing requirement over the five-year period is 1,900 

dwellings. 

Table 5.1: Local Plan requirement 

Year Local Plan requirement 

2020/21 300 

2021/22 400 

2022/23 400 

2023/24 400 

2024/25 400 

Total 1,900 

 

Past supply 

5.4 Table 5.2 identifies net housing delivery over the plan period compared to the 

Local Plan housing requirement. This identifies that the phased minimum 

requirement has been exceeded by 83 dwellings to date. 

Table 5.2: Delivery against plan requirement 

Year Net completions Housing requirement 

2016/17 350 300 

2017/18 266 300 

2018/19 359 300 



 

 

 

 

 

 

January 2021 | MG | P19-2758  Page | 16 

 

2019/20 308 300 

Total 1,283 1,200 

 

Buffer 

5.5 The NPPF, paragraph 73, requires a buffer to be applied to the supply of specific 

deliverable sites to ensure choice and competition in the market. The scale of 

the buffer should be 5%, 10% or 20%. A 10% buffer is required for all 

authorities who wish to demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable sites 

through an annual position statement or recently adopted plan.  

5.6 In the absence of an annual position statement a 5% or 20% buffer is required. 

The latter is required where there has been significant under delivery. This is 

measured via the Housing Delivery Test (HDT).  

5.7 The Council relies upon a 5% buffer based upon a recalculation of the 2019 

HDT. This is permitted where an authority adopts a new housing requirement 

figure2 between measurement periods. A letter from MHCLG identifies that 

NFDC has delivered 108% of its requirement over the previous three years. 

This is based upon the phased Local Plan housing requirement which identifies 

a lower requirement in the early plan period. The net result is that a 5% buffer 

is applied. This has been confirmed by the recent publication of the 2020 HDT 

result on 19th January 2021. This is an area of agreement between the two 

parties. 

5.8 It must, however, be recognised that this departs from the conclusions of the 

Local Plan Inspectors who note: 

“The Council recognises that it would be appropriate to apply a 20% buffer 

when calculating the requirement for a five-year supply. Completions of 266 in 

2017/18 fell below even the modified phased requirement figure of 300. Taking 

all of this into account we consider that there has been persistent under 

delivery of housing and a buffer of 20% should be applied.” (para. 265, Report 

on the Examination of the New Forest District Local Plan Part 1: Planning 

Strategy (Local Plan Inspector’s report)). 

 
2 Para. 18 Housing Delivery Test Measurement Rulebook.  
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5.9 The Council’s application of a 5% buffer and departure from the Inspector’s 

conclusions indicates it is not reliant upon the recent adoption of the Local Plan 

to demonstrate its housing requirement. If it were relying upon the adoption 

of the Local Plan then a 10% buffer should be applied3 as the Local Plan will be 

considered to have been recently adopted until 31 October 2021.  

Five-year Housing Land Supply Requirement 

5.10 The five-year housing land supply requirement based upon the analysis above 

is set out below: 

• Baseline requirement – 1,900 dwellings 

• Under-supply – 0 dwellings 

• Buffer 5% - 95 dwellings 

• Five-year housing land supply requirement – 1,995 dwellings 

5.11 The 2020 HLSS statement identifies a requirement of 1,908 dwellings. This is 

a difference of 87 dwellings. The reason for the difference is that the Council 

removes 83 dwellings from the five-year requirement based upon its 

exceedance of the minimum requirement over the plan period to date4. This is 

incorrect.  

5.12 The Council argues that because the NPPF and Planning Practice Guidance 

(PPG) do not argue against taking past over-supply into account it can be 

deducted. The PPG does address over-supply. In answering the question ‘How 

can past over-supply of housing completions against planned requirements be 

addressed?’ the PPG states: 

“Where areas deliver more completions than required, the additional supply 

can be used to offset any shortfalls against requirements from previous years.” 

(PPG 68-032-20190722) 

5.13 This clearly identifies over-supply should be used to address shortfalls from 

previous years only. It does not identify it should be used to off-set future 

requirements. If this were intended the PPG would state this within its response 

 
3 NPPF, paragraph 73 
4 See table 2.1 
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to this question.  

5.14 Furthermore, the Council’s position is contrary to its own plan policy which 

states that the housing requirement is a minimum. It therefore stands to 

reason that the requirement is a minimum to exceed, rather than a maximum 

cap. Finally, due to the phased nature of the requirement it acts as a discount 

in the early years of the plan period. The annualised requirement is 521dpa. 

To remove over-supply based upon a reduced requirement is perverse and 

would be contrary to the NPPF requirement to boost the supply of homes 

(paragraph 59). 
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6.0 Housing Supply: General 

6.1 The Council’s five-year supply is made up of the following sources: 

• Existing Large Commitments (Permissions and Allocations) – 437 dwellings 

• Permissioned Small Sites (1-9 Dwellings) – 308 dwellings 

• Strategic Site Allocations – 1,510 dwellings 

• Windfalls – 77 dwellings 

6.2 This evidence does not seek to challenge the Council’s position in relation to 

permissioned small sites and windfalls. 

6.3 The Council’s supply analysis identifies a deliverable supply of 2,332 dwellings 

over the five-year period 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2025. This is disputed. 

The main area of dispute relates to the Strategic Site Allocations (SSAs).  

6.4 The remainder of this chapter considers general principles in relation to housing 

land supply. 

Policy Context 

6.5 The NPPF requires local planning authorities to; “…identify and update annually 

a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five 

years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement…” (para. 73, our 

emphasis).  

6.6 The NPPF glossary confirms that to be considered deliverable: 

“To be considered deliverable, sites for housing should be 

available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and 

be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be 

delivered on the site within five years. In particular: 

a) sites which do not involve major development and have 

planning permission, and all sites with detailed planning 

permission, should be considered deliverable until permission 

expires, unless there is clear evidence that homes will not be 

delivered within five years (for example because they are no 
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longer viable, there is no longer a demand for the type of units 

or sites have long term phasing plans). 

b) where a site has outline planning permission for major 

development, has been allocated in a development plan, 

has a grant of permission in principle, or is identified on a 

brownfield register, it should only be considered 

deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing 

completions will begin on site within five years.” (NPPF 

Glossary, our emphasis).  

6.7 This new definition of deliverable supersedes earlier versions of the NPPF and 

was effective upon its publication. It should, however, be noted that the July 

2018 version of the NPPF provided a substantively similar definition. The 

following assessment of the deliverable supply is carried out solely against the 

2019 definition, rather than by reference to previous appeal decisions or those 

of the courts which relate to earlier definitions of deliverable. The starting point 

has been the Council’s 2020 HLSS statement. 

6.8 In relation to major development (10 or more homes) the only sources of 

supply which should be included are those which benefit from either full or 

reserved matters approval or where there is robust clear evidence that the 

following sites will come forward; 

• Outline planning permission for major development; 

• Development plan allocations; 

• Permission in principle; or 

• Identified on a brownfield register. 

6.9 The new definition of ‘deliverable’ places far greater emphasis upon the need 

for the Council to provide robust evidence regarding housing delivery from the 

above sources. The PPG (ID 68-007-20190722) provides guidance upon what 

may constitute clear evidence, which includes:  

• current planning status – including progress towards approved reserved 

matters or a planning performance agreement setting timescales for 

approval of reserved matters and discharge of conditions; 

• firm progress towards submission of an application – such as written 
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agreement between the local planning authority and site developer in 

relation to anticipated start and build-out rates; 

• firm progress with site assessment work; and 

• clear information relating to viability, ownership constraints or infrastructure 

provision – such as successful participation in bids for large-scale 

infrastructure. 

Appeals 

6.10 There are several appeal decisions, including two Secretary of State decisions, 

which are relevant to understanding how the level of required evidence should 

be interpreted: 

• Land on East Side of Green Road, Woolpit5 (28th September 2018) – In 

addition to the base-date (see para. 2.14 above) the Inspector also 

considered the new definition of deliverable. He concluded (paragraphs 65-

73) that the onus is clearly on the Local Planning Authority to provide clear 

evidence in relation to the sites identified at paragraph 6.5 above. 

• Entech House, London Road, Woolmer Green6 (26th October 2018) – the 

Inspector confirms with reference to those sites identified in paragraph 6.5 

above that whilst they are capable of inclusion, there is no presumption of 

deliverability. It is for the local planning authority to justify their inclusion 

with clear evidence that housing completions will occur within five-years. In 

this case the Inspector concludes, paragraph 32, that; “…the information 

from these sources falls well short of the clear evidence required by the 

Framework to justify inclusion of these sites within the HLS…”. 

• Land South of Kislingbury Road, Rothersthorpe7 (17th May 2019). In this 

appeal the Inspector states, paragraph 16, that “…it is now insufficient to 

rely on the fact that an outline permission exists. As Planning Practice 

Guidance (PPG) indicates the assessment should go further, and seek 

evidence that completions are likely to be forthcoming…” 

• Land off Stone Path Drive, Hatfield Peverel8 (8th July 2019) - the Secretary 

of State considered that, due to a lack of information on applications yet to 

 
5 APP/W3520/W/18/3194926 
6 APP/C1950/W/17/33190821 
7 APP/Z2830/W/18/3206346 
8 APP/Z1510/V/17/3180725 
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be determined and where reserved matters had yet to be submitted, 

(paragraph 46) “Having reviewed the housing trajectory published on 11 

April 2019, the Secretary of State considers that the evidence provided to 

support some of the claimed supply in respect of sites with outline planning 

permission of 10 dwellings or more and sites without planning permission, 

does not meet the requirement in the Framework Glossary definition of 

“deliverable” that there be clear evidence that housing completions will 

begin on site within five years. He has therefore removed 10 sites from the 

housing trajectory, these are listed at Annex D to this letter”;  

• Site of former North Worcestershire Golf Club Ltd, Hanging Lane, 

Birmingham9 (24th July 2019) – In this case the Inspector states (para. 

14.47) that “The Other Opportunity Sites’ category falls outside of the NPPF 

definition of deliverable. All of the sites would comprise proposals for major 

development (10 or more houses) that did not have planning permission at 

the base date. For that reason they do not, in my view, benefit from the 

presumption that the housing completions will be delivered within the 5 year 

period and are more akin to development plan allocations in this respect. 

The burden of proof to demonstrate that housing completions will be secured 

within 5 years should, accordingly, rest with the Council”. The Secretary of 

State (para. 21) agrees with this conclusion. 

• Land off Castlethorpe Road, (26th September 2019)10 – In this case the 

Inspector made some very clear distinctions regarding what does and does 

not constitute clear evidence stating (paragraph 58)“…Although pre-

application discussions are underway on many of these sites, and some are 

Council-owned these in themselves do not show the clear evidence 

necessary to overcome the various concerns highlighted above”. 

• Land off Pope’s Lane, Sturry (3rd September 2019)11 – Once again the 

Inspector provided clear guidance that simply providing written agreements 

does not on its own provide clear evidence. The written agreements must 

provide clear commitments, in discussing signed Statements of Common 

Ground the Inspector notes (paragraph 23) “For a number of the disputed 

sites, the Council’s evidence is founded on site-specific SCGs which have 

been agreed with the developer or landowner of the site in question. I 

 
9 APP/P4605/W/18/3192918 
10 APP/Y0435/W/18/3214365 
11 APP/J2210/W/18/3216104 
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appreciate that the PPG refers to SCGs as an admissible type of evidence, 

and I have had full regard to that advice. But nevertheless, the evidential 

value of any particular SCG in this context is dependent on its content. In a 

number of cases, the SCGs produced by the Council primarily record the 

developer’s or landowner’s stated intentions. Without any further detail, as 

to the means by which infrastructure requirements or other likely obstacles 

are to be overcome, and the timescales involved, this type of SCG does not 

seem to me to demonstrate that the development prospect is realistic.” 

6.11 In terms of build-out rates and delivery intentions the PPG (ID 68-007) looks 

for; 

“firm progress being made towards the submission of an 

application – for example, a written agreement between the local 

planning authority and the site developer(s) which confirms the 

developers’ delivery intentions and anticipated start and build-

out rates” 

6.12 The stated build-out rates and delivery intentions must be viewed with caution. 

It is notable that such agreements are not part of the planning application 

process, being most used in appeals and local plan examinations. To have any 

justification the identified developer must have control of the site and willingly 

indicate their delivery intentions. However, even in such cases there is nothing 

to hold the developer to the timescales or rates involved. 

6.13 It is also in the interest of the developer to ‘talk-up’ the delivery of a site. This 

can occur for several reasons, namely it can be used to ‘freeze-out’ other 

competing sites and to keep good relations with the local authority, as the 

developer wants the local authority to approve any reserved matters or pre-

commencement conditions in a timely manner. 

6.14 Several Inspectors have agreed that caution is required these include: 

• Land east of Butts Road, Higher Ridgeway, Ottery St. Mary12 - The Inspector 

was critical of estimated delivery rates from developers noting in paragraph 

20; “…house builders operate in a very competitive market where it could 

be in their interests to exaggerate sales estimates in order to thwart a rival. 

 
12 APP/U1105/A/12/2180060 
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I am therefore cautious about the estimated delivery/sales provided on 

behalf of the consortium and which have been used to support the Council’s 

assessment…”. 

• Land North of Congleton Road, Sandbach13– In this case the Inspector 

concluded that the Council’s delivery rates were optimistic, commenting at 

paragraph 24; “It is to be expected that landowners and potential 

developers would talk up the likely delivery of housing development…” 

• Land off Hillside Close, Bozeat, Wellingborough14– The Council placed 

significant weight upon delivery from several large sites. The delivery was 

based upon revised developer estimates. The Inspector notes (paragraph 

13); “…the Council is heavily reliant on housing on a number of large sites 

around Wellingborough coming forward quite quickly and together providing 

a substantial amount of housing in the 5 year period. The Council has relied 

significantly on house builder estimates though it has reduced the numbers 

given to account for any over-optimism. However, even so I have some 

reservations on the Council’s figures…” 

• Land between Iron Acton Way and North Road, Engine Common, Yate15 – in 

this case the Inspector states (paragraphs 24 and 25); “In the very 

competitive house building industry, I would be unsurprised if house 

builders/developers sought to gain an advantage over a rival by either 

‘talking up’ the delivery rates from allocated/preferred site in order to retain 

the support of a Council and/or cast doubt on the predicted rates of a 

competitor so as to make another site in the same area appear ‘less 

deliverable’. 

6.15 The Council appears unquestioning of some of the delivery rates provided by 

house builders/developers on sites that it has argued would deliver housing 

within the next five years. Its predictions make little, if any, allowance for the 

effects of competition from different sales outlets operating near one another.  

Evidence 

6.16 Work undertaken by Lichfields in their ‘Start to Finish’ document provides a 

national analysis of build out rates and lead-in times for differing scales of 

 
13 APP/RO660/A/13/2189733 
14 APP/H2835/A/14/2212956 
15 APP/P119/A/12/2186546 
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development. The tables below provide a summary of the evidence presented 

by Lichfields in the February 2020 version of the report. 

Table 6.1: Average time taken from outline consent to completion of first 

dwelling on site by size 

Site size 500-999 1,000-1,499 1,500-1,999 2000+ 

Mean (Years) 3.1 3.2 3.1 2.9 

Median (Years) 2.9 2.5 3.0 2.5 

Source: Lichfields 2020 

Table 6.2: Average annual build out rates by site size (dwellings) 

Site size 50-99 100-499 500-999 1,000-1,499 1,500-1,999 2000+ 

Mean 22 55 68 107 120 160 

Median 27 54 73 88 104 137 

Source: Lichfields 2020 

6.17 Whilst it is recognised that these rates are national averages, they nonetheless 

provide a useful context for assessing likely delivery rates and lead-in times. 

The Council also submitted a methodology for its site delivery assumptions to 

the examination (Exam28A) ‘NFDC methodology to establish a plausible date 

of housing completions’, dated July 2019. This document outlined several 

assumptions in relation to lead-in times for a start on site. The assumptions 

were, based upon a June 2020 adoption of the Local Plan, and suggested that 

a fully implementable permission (including completed s.106 and reserved 

matters) could be achieved by: 

• March 2020 where the site is not Green Belt and already at reserved matters 

stage; 

• March 2021 where application is well advanced including pre-app; and 

• March 2022 for all others, or the date indicated by the promoter if later 

First completions would take place: 

• 2 years after PP date where a house builder is already in place contractually; 

and 

• 3 years after PP date if there is not a house builder involved. 

6.18 A further issue which will impact upon lead-in times and delivery rates is the 

impact of the Covid-19 pandemic. The Council’s appraisal takes no account of 

this. 
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7.0 Housing Land Supply: Existing Large Commitments 

7.1 The Council identifies that this source of supply will deliver 437 dwellings over 

the five-year period. Most sites within this source of supply are not disputed. I 

do, however, consider the Council’s analysis of two sites to be incorrect. 

Land West of Moore Close, New Milton (NMT2) 

7.2 This site is identified to deliver 15 dwellings in 2022/23. The site is an 

undeveloped site allocated as site NMT2 within the Council’s ‘Local Plan Part 2: 

Sites and Development Management Document’, adopted in 2014. The site has 

been the subject of previous applications for residential development the most 

recent of these is 91/NFDC/47635, this was refused in 1991. There are no 

further applications identified on this site, nor is there any clear evidence to 

suggest that the site will deliver in the five-year period. 

7.3 The 2020 HLSS simply identifies that the site is owned by the Council and 

technical work prior to submitting a full planning application is being 

progressed. There is no clear evidence provided regarding when an application 

will be submitted nor any certainty that once submitted it will overcome 

previous reasons for refusal. Contrary to the NPPF requirement there is no clear 

evidence that this site will deliver in the five-year period. 

21 Kennard Road, New Milton 

7.4 This site has permission and delivery in the five-year period is not disputed. 

However, the 2020 HLSS identifies the delivery of 11 units on this site. The 

approved application is for ‘1 block of 9 flats and 1 maisonette’ (ref: 18/10198) 

making just 10 units, not 11 as identified. 

Conclusion 

7.5 Our initial analysis identifies that 16 dwellings should be removed from this 

source of supply. This reduces this source of supply to 421 dwellings. 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

January 2021 | MG | P19-2758  Page | 27 

 

8.0 Housing Land Supply: Strategic Site Allocations (SSAs) 

8.1 The SSAs account for 1,510 dwellings (approximately 65%) of the Council’s 

supply. Most of these sites do not benefit from any form of permission and 

indeed many do not have a valid application submitted.   

8.2 The Council appears reliant upon the fact that these sites were considered  as 

part of the Local Plan examination. Whilst this is not disputed the Inspectors 

were far from convinced that delivery would accord with the Council’s 

trajectory stating:  

“Given a degree of uncertainty over the specific capacity and timescales for 

development on the strategic site allocations, it is not absolutely clear whether 

or not there would be a five-year supply of housing sites when the Local Plan 

is adopted…” (para. 268, Local Plan report).  

8.3 It is notable that the evidence upon which the Inspectors based this view16 is 

now more than a year old, being dated July 2019. The Inspectors also did not 

seek to identify the actual level of deliverable supply within New Forest. It is, 

therefore, unclear which SSAs they considered would deliver. Furthermore, 

other than in relation to the concept of deliverability of the SSAs the Council 

themselves do not appear to rely upon the Inspectors report. It must also be 

recognised that the Inspectors were examining the Local Plan against the 2012 

version of the NPPF. Footnote 11 of the 2012 NPPF stated: 

“To be considered deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a suitable 

location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that 

housing will be delivered on the site within five years and in particular that 

development of the site is viable. Sites with planning permission should 

be considered deliverable until permission expires, unless there is 

clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented within five years, 

for example they will not be viable, there is no longer a demand for the 

type of units or sites have long term phasing plans.” (my emphasis) 

8.4 The 2012 NPPF placed the onus of proof firmly upon appellants to identify why 

a site with permission should not be considered deliverable. The  2018 and 

 
16 Examination document Exam28B NFDC Housing Trajectory 
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2019 versions shifted this onus of proof upon local authorities to justify why 

major sites without detailed permission should be included.  

8.5 The Council’s lack of reliance upon the Local Plan Inspectors assessment is 

highlighted by the fact that they apply a 5% buffer as opposed to the 10% 

buffer required by the NPPF, or the 20% buffer advocated by the Inspectors. 

They have provided an updated trajectory within the 2020 HLSS statement.  

8.6 Furthermore, the Council has departed from the trajectory presented to the 

Local Plan Inspectors. Indeed, in many cases they now suggest earlier or 

enhanced rates of delivery from a significant number of sites, this is illustrated 

in appendix 1. The 2020 HLSS provides no further evidence to support these 

departures from the evidence provided to the Local Plan Inspectors. If such 

evidence is available this should be made available for comment. The lack of 

evidence to support the Council’s assumptions is a common thread throughout 

its evidence base. 

Nutrient Neutral Development 

8.7 The accelerated trajectory, described above, is doubtful given the need to 

deliver nutrient neutral development in the Solent and Avon catchments. To 

enable a planning permission to be lawfully issued a nutrient avoidance and 

mitigation package is required in accordance with The Conservation of Habitats 

and Species Regulations 2017. 

8.8 The main source of additional nutrients is foul drainage. Whilst on-site 

mitigation is possible the Council note on nutrient neutral development17 is 

clear that in many cases additional off-setting measures will be required. Whilst 

the Council is working with partners to identify appropriate schemes to provide 

offsetting credits, no such scheme is currently available.  

8.9 The lack of a scheme will inevitably slow the progress of many applications, 

effecting the five-year supply. There is no evidence that the Council has taken 

this important issue into account. 

Local Plan Trajectory 

 
17 https://www.newforest.gov.uk/article/1206/Nutrient-neutral-development 
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8.10 As a sensitivity test, I have applied the same trajectory for the SSAs as set out 

within the examination evidence (Exam28B NFDC Housing Trajectory, July 

2019). The analysis, provided in appendix 1, identifies that this would result in 

a net reduction of 295 dwellings from this source of supply compared to the 

2020 HLSS statement. This reduction alone would reduce the Council’s five-

year supply to just 5.1-years, based upon my calculation of the five-year 

requirement.  

Local Plan Lead-in Times 

8.11 Within section 6 of this proof, I discuss the lead-in times for sites put before 

the Local Plan Inspector. The 2020 HLSS statement does not adhere to these 

timescales. As a second sensitivity test of the Council’s supply, I re-apply the 

timescales presented to the Local Plan Inspectors but update taking account of 

the current status of sites. On sites with no perceptible or limited progress a 

further 6-month period is added to the timescale to achieve a fully 

implementable permission. This additional time takes account of the passage 

of time since the adoption of the Local Plan and provides an optimistic but 

potentially achievable timescale to achieve a permission. The scenario 

therefore assumes the following. 

Fully implementable permission achieved by: 

• Date identified on relevant permission 

• March 2021 for submitted detailed permissions, unless otherwise stated 

• September 2021 where application is at outline or other progress identified 

• September 2022 for all others 

First completions would take place: 

• 2 years after PP date where a house builder is already in place contractually 

• 3 years after PP date if there is not a house builder involved. 

8.12 The above assumptions are considered optimistic. This optimism is further 

enhanced by my assumption in this sensitivity test that a house builder is 

already contractually involved in all sites. This is not the case on all sites as 

discussed below. 

8.13 The application of the timescales presented to the Local Plan Inspector reduces 
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the supply from the SSAs by 545 dwellings to 965 dwellings over the five-year 

period. This is illustrated in appendix 2 of this proof. The application of this 

sensitivity test would reduce the Council’s five-year supply to just 4.4-years. 

Statements of Common Ground 

8.14 Through the Local Plan examination numerous ‘Initial Statements of Common 

Ground’ (ISG) were provided. These were used to identify likely timescales for 

delivery18. Whilst some are undated the majority are more than 2.5 years old, 

being signed in July 2018. They also use a generic assumption that planning 

permission on all allocated sites will be obtained by December 2019. Appendix 

3 demonstrates that no site had detailed consent by this date and indeed only 

one small parcel had outline consent. These ISG are therefore clearly out of 

date and should not be relied upon as providing clear evidence of delivery in 

the five-year period. Indeed, it must be recognised that within examination 

document EXAM28C the Council did not rely upon the timescales and delivery 

within the ISG, neither does it currently rely upon it within the 2020 HLSS. 

8.15 In most cases the ISG was not progressed to a Statement of Common Ground 

(SCG). There are, however, two site specific SCG which were signed in June 

2019. These are published on the Local Plan examination website and relate to 

the following sites: 

• SCG07 SS1 Land North of Totton; and 

• SCG08 SS18 Land at Burgate – Fordingbridge 

8.16 In both cases the SCG, whilst indicating delivery would occur within the five-

year period, provides no clear evidence in relation to timescales for submission, 

determination or delivery of infrastructure nor is there any indication of the 

quantum of development likely to be delivered in the five-year period.  

8.17 In accordance with the conclusions of the Inspector of the appeal at Pope’s 

Lane, Sturry19 the lack of detail, as to the means by which infrastructure 

requirements or other likely obstacles are to be overcome, and the timescales 

involved, I find this type of SCG lacks the clarity required to demonstrate that 

 
18https://forms.newforest.gov.uk/ufs/ufsmain?formid=POLICY_FILES&CURRENTPATH=Policy&ebz

=1_1611560420715&ebd=0&ebp=10&ebz=1_1611560420715 
19 Refer to para 6.10 of this Proof 
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the development prospect is realistic in the five-year period. 

8.18 There are no further SCGs relating to sites within the five-year supply currently 

published by the Council. 

Site Specific Analysis 

8.19 Given the lack of certainty regarding the Inspector’s conclusions, the departure 

from the evidence provided to the examination, the change in policy context 

and the passage of time it is considered appropriate that the SSAs should be 

re-examined against the NPPF definition of deliverable. The remainder of this 

section considers the individual SSAs which are disputed. A trajectory is 

included in appendix 3 of this proof. 

8.20 The progress on SSAs falls into four broad categories: 

• Sites with detailed consent (including pending); 

• Sites with outline consent (including pending); 

• Sites where screening / scoping opinion sought; and 

• Sites with no further evidence 

Each of these categories and the relevant SSAs are discussed below. 

Sites with detailed consent (including pending) 

8.21 Only three sites fall within this category and none have detailed consents 

across the whole site. The sites are SS1: Land north of Totton, SS8: Land at 

Hordle Lane, Hordle and SS18: Land at Burgate, Fordingbridge. The relative 

positions of each site are identified in the table below. 

Table 8.1: NFDC anticipated delivery and current position (detailed consent) 

Site Total Delivery Consents 

Plan 

period 

5-year 

supply 

SS1: Land north 

of Totton 

1,000 220 15/11797: Outline 80 dwellings allowed on 

appeal 11/08/16 

19/10703: Reserved matters 80 dwellings, 

granted 22/10/20 

SS8: Land at 160 65 19/10007: Full application 10 dwellings, 
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Hordle Lane, 

Hordle 

granted 5/08/20 

SS18: Land at 

Burgate, 

Fordingbridge 

400 105 20/10228: Full application 63 dwellings, 

pending decision 

Total 390  

 

8.22 In total 90 dwellings have detailed consent and a further 63 dwellings are 

pending. Whilst several issues have been raised by consultees with regards to 

the pending application it is not considered that these are insurmountable. It 

is, therefore, considered reasonable that the 153 dwellings with or pending a 

detailed consent will be delivered in the five-year period. 

8.23 The remaining 232 dwellings identified by the 2020 HLSS from these three 

sites are far less certain. It is understood that the remaining parcels on each 

of the three SSAs are controlled by different developers compared to those 

with or pending a detailed consent. At this stage none benefit from any further 

consents, either outline or full. In accordance with the NPPF definition it should 

not be assumed that additional delivery will occur on these sites without clear 

evidence. 

Land north of Totton (SS1) 

8.24 A screening opinion has been submitted by Bloor Homes and Barker Mill Estates 

(ref: 20/10464) for up to 350 dwellings on the northern part of the site, decided 

19 June 2020. Whilst this suggests some progress is being made there is no 

evidence regarding timescale, type of application (outline or full) or likely 

delivery of dwellings. In addition, there is a requirement to assess the need for 

junction improvements to the A326 and M27 junction 2. This will cause further 

delays and as such there is no justification for the inclusion of more dwellings. 

Land at Hordle Lane, Hordle (SS8) 

8.25 The detailed element is being progressed by Southcott Homes. Despite the 

remainder of the site being promoted through the Local Plan by Harvington 

Properties and Pennyfarthing Homes there is currently no evidence these 

elements of the site are being actively progressed. 

Land at Burgate, Fordingbridge (SS18) 
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8.26 An application for earthworks and associated planting to provide a clear and 

defensible boundary to adjacent residential properties (ref: 20/11340) was 

recently submitted (27th November 2020) on behalf of Pennyfarthing Homes. 

This work is required as part of the highway ‘accommodation’ works related to 

a new roundabout to be provided on the A338 as part of SS18 access works.  

8.27 The case officer notes (dated 7th December 2020) on this site identify that an 

application for parcels of SS18 controlled by Pennyfarthing Homes will be 

submitted soon. However, other than the anticipation that the infrastructure 

works will be in full the form and content of the dwellings remains uncertain. 

Furthermore, other than ‘near future’ there is no indication on timescales for 

such an application.   

8.28 Utilising the Council’s own lead-in times, discussed in paragraph 8.7 of this 

Proof, first completions would not be expected until September 2023 at the 

earliest. Taking account of this progress and taking an optimistic view upon 

delivery it is feasible that an additional 42 dwellings to those currently pending 

detailed consent could be delivered by 31st March 2025. On this basis 105 

dwellings are included in the supply from this site. 

Conclusions 

8.29 My analysis of these sites identifies clear progress in relation to 153 of the 390 

dwellings identified from these sites. I have provided an optimistic view in 

relation to a further 42 dwellings at SS18. On this basis I reduce supply from 

these sites by 195 dwellings. 

Table 8.2: Comparative delivery 5-year supply (detailed consent) 

Site NFDC Pegasus 

SS1: Land north of Totton 220 80 

SS8: Land at Hordle Lane, 

Hordle 

65 10 

SS18: Land at Burgate, 

Fordingbridge 

105 105 

Total 390 195 

 

Sites with outline consent (including pending) 

8.30 Just three sites fall within this category, these are SS15: Land at Snails Lane, 
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Ringwood and SS16: Land north of Station Road, Ashford. They are anticipated 

to deliver 225 dwellings over the five-year period. The relative positions of 

each site are identified in the table below. 

Table 8.3: NFDC anticipated delivery and current position (outline) 

Site Total Delivery Consents 

Plan 

period 

5-year 

supply 

SS14: Land north 

of Hightown 

Road, Ringwood 

270 75 21/10042: Outline for 400 dwellings – 

remains pending. 

SS15 Land at 

Snails Lane 

100 100 18/11606: Outline application for 143 

dwellings - remains pending.  

SS16 Land north 

of Station Road 

140 125 20/10522: Outline for 240 dwellings – 

remains pending. 

Total 300  

Land north of Hightown Road, Ringwood (SS14) 

8.31 The application upon this site has only recently been submitted (11th January 

2021) and at the time of writing most consultee responses were awaited. It is 

notable that the outline proposal is for significantly more dwellings than 

identified in the Local Plan, 400 as opposed to at least 270 (see commentary 

upon SS16 below). The significant number of additional dwellings creates a 

potential conflict with the plan and potentially the impact upon the River Avon 

SAC.    

8.32 No clear timetable for the submission of reserved matters or delivery is 

provided. Due to this lack of information and commitment combined with 

uncertainty with regards the outcome of the application I discount the 

identified 75 dwellings from the five-year supply. 

Land at Snails Lane (SS15) 

8.33 The pending application was validated on 3rd December 2018. It is notable that 

Natural England (26 June 2020) has objected due to a lack of information. The 

objection relates to recreational impacts on Dorset Heaths SPA / SAC and 

Ramsar and a ‘Nutrient Emissions Assessment’ on the River Avon SAC. The 

initial officer report does not suggest these issues remain, but no confirmatory 

information is provided by Natural England. This creates a degree of 



 

 

 

 

 

 

January 2021 | MG | P19-2758  Page | 35 

 

uncertainty regarding the likely outcome of the outline application.  

8.34 Due to the uncertainty combined with the lack of information on timescales for 

submission and determination of a reserved matters application I find this site 

fails the NPPF definition of a deliverable site.  

Land north of Station Road (SS16) 

8.35 The outline application was submitted in May 20. However, at the time of 

writing the Council considered the application invalid due to an incorrect notice 

being submitted with the application. There are several fundamental concerns 

with the application as submitted, these are set out in a letter from the case 

officer to the applicant, dated 12th October 2020. These concerns include the 

number of dwellings (240) compared to the Local Plan allocation (at least 140), 

highway information and access, urban design and landscape impact, heritage, 

ecological and air quality. Based upon these issues and the fact the application 

remains invalid the case letter from the officer report recommends that the 

applicant withdraws the application (page 9). There is, therefore, significant 

uncertainty regarding this application. 

Conclusion 

8.36 Due to the clear uncertainty regarding decisions on all outline applications and 

the lack of clarity upon when a reserved matters application will be submitted 

these sites clearly do not meet the NPPF deliverable definition. I therefore 

remove all 300 dwellings from the five-year supply. 

Table 8.4: Comparative delivery 5-year supply (outline) 

Site NFDC Pegasus 

SS14: Land north of 

Hightown Road, Ringwood 

75 0 

SS15 Land at Snails Lane 100 0 

SS16 Land north of Station 

Road 

125 0 

Total 300 0 

 

Sites where screening / scoping opinion sought 
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8.37 Six SSAs fall within this category, totalling 515 dwellings in the five-year 

supply. The sites and relative positions of each are identified in the table below. 

Table 8.5: NFDC anticipated delivery and current position (screening / scoping) 

Site Total Delivery Consents 

Plan 

period 

5-year 

supply 

SS5 Land at 

Milford Road, 

Lymington 

185 145 20/10847: Screening opinion submitted on 

part of site (113 dwellings) Decided 

7/09/20 – EIA not required 

SS10: Land at 

Brockhills Lane, 

New Milton 

130 100 20/10320: Screening opinion (up to 170 

dwellings) decided 15/05/20 – EIA not 

required 

SS11: Land south 

of Gore Road, 

New Milton 

160 65 20/10692: Screening opinion (at least 160 

dwellings) decided 19/08/20 – EIA not 

required. 

SS12: Land south 

of Derritt Lane, 

Bransgore 

100 100 20/11271: Screening opinion decided 

13/11/20 – EIA not required. 

SS17: Land at 

Whitsbury Road, 

Fordingbridge 

330 105 20/10351: Scoping opinion (approximately 

430 dwellings) decided 29/05/20 

Total 515  

8.38 Other than a screening or scoping opinion there is no clear evidence of any 

further progress presented by the Council. This includes a lack of information 

upon when and in what form an application may be submitted (full or outline), 

neither is there any clear evidence to substantiate the level of supply the 

Council anticipates being delivered in the five-year period.  

8.39 In addition, it is notable that the number of dwellings identified in the screening 

opinion for SS5 does not match the quantity of dwellings anticipated to be 

delivered in the five-year period. The scoping opinion is for 113 dwellings, 

whereas the 2020 HLSS assumes that 145 dwellings could be delivered in the 

five-year period.  

Furthermore, the opinions sought for SS10 and SS17 both suggest a 

significantly greater quantum of development than the Local Plan allocations. 

Whilst the relevant policies for SS10 and SS17 are identified as minima the 

significant increase in dwellings proposed may be perceived to conflict with the 
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Local Plan. Land north of Station Road (SS16) discussed at paragraph 8.30 

above is a case in point. 

8.40 In addition, in relation to SS17 a full EIA will be required. The compilation of 

this work is likely to further slow progress towards an application. 

8.41 I remove all 515 dwellings from this source of supply due to the lack of clear 

evidence that these sites will deliver in the five-year supply. This is consistent 

with the NPPF definition. 

Table 8.6: Comparative delivery 5-year supply (screening / scoping) 

Site NFDC Pegasus 

SS5 Land at Milford Road, 

Lymington 

145 0 

SS10: Land at Brockhills 

Lane, New Milton 

100 0 

SS11: Land south of Gore 

Road, New Milton 

65 0 

SS12: Land south of Derritt 

Lane, Bransgore 

100 0 

SS17: Land at Whitsbury 

Road, Fordingbridge 

105 0 

Total 515 0 

 

Sites with no further evidence 

8.42 A total of five sites fall into this category of site totalling 305 dwellings in the 

2020 HLSS. The sites and relative positions of each are identified in the table 

below. 

Table 8.7: NFDC anticipated delivery and current position (no evidence) 

Site Total Delivery Consents 

Plan period 5-year supply 

SS3: Land at Cork’s Farm, 

Marchwood 

150 20 None 

SS6: Land east of Lower Pennington 

Lane, Lymington 

100 60 None 

SS7: Land north of Manor Road, 

Milford on Sea 

110 100 None 
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SS9: Land east of Everton Road, 

Hordle 

100 60 None 

SS13: Land at Moortown Lane, 

Ringwood 

480 65 None 

Total 305  

8.43 Given the lack of identifiable progress and absence of other evidence to justify 

their inclusion in the five-year supply the sites clearly fail the NPPF 

deliverability test. All 305 dwellings are, therefore, removed from the supply. 

Table 8.8: Comparative delivery 5-year supply (no further evidence) 

Site NFDC Pegasus 

SS3: Land at Cork’s Farm, 

Marchwood 

20 0 

SS6: Land east of Lower 

Pennington Lane, 

Lymington 

60 0 

SS7: Land north of Manor 

Road, Milford on Sea 

100 0 

SS9: Land east of Everton 

Road, Hordle 

60 0 

SS13: Land at Moortown 

Lane, Ringwood 

65 0 

Total 305 0 

 

8.44 In addition to the lack of evidence I also note the following further issues at 

Land at Cork's Farm, Marchwood (SS3). This site is promoted by the Trustees 

of the Barker Mill Estate whose agents previously suggested Homes England 

had been considering making the landowners an offer for the site. It was, 

however, noted that there was no contractual position (Paragraph 3.18, Matter 

11b Hearing Statement, Turley). No further evidence is provided of developer 

involvement. The need to negotiate with a developer will slow delivery.  

8.45 There are also several potential impediments to the site being brought forward, 

these include: 

• Raising ground levels and other flood defence works to address the risk of 

future sea flooding; 

• Potential for minerals extraction during construction for use on-site – this is 
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likely to be incidental extraction so it is considered unlikely to have a 

significant delay on the timing of delivery of the site; and 

• The funding and implementation of any appropriate measures required to 

mitigate the adverse impact of odour from Slowhill Copse Wastewater 

Treatment Works. 

Conclusions 

8.46 My analysis of the SSAs identifies that 1,315 dwellings should be removed from 

this source of supply. The reason for the removal of these sites is principally 

the lack of clear evidence that housing completions will begin within five years. 

Table 8.9: Comparative delivery 5-year supply (SSAs) 

Site NFDC Pegasus 

SS1: Land north of Totton 220 80 

SS3: Land at Cork’s Farm, 

Marchwood 

20 0 

SS5 Land at Milford Road, 

Lymington 

145 0 

SS6: Land east of Lower 

Pennington Lane, 

Lymington 

60 0 

SS7: Land north of Manor 

Road, Milford on Sea 

100 0 

SS8: Land at Hordle Lane, 

Hordle 

65 10 

SS9: Land east of Everton 

Road, Hordle 

60 0 

SS10: Land at Brockhills 

Lane, New Milton 

100 0 

SS11: Land south of Gore 

Road, New Milton 

65 0 

SS12: Land south of Derritt 

Lane, Bransgore 

100 0 

SS13: Land at Moortown 

Lane, Ringwood 

65 0 

SS14: Land north of 

Hightown Road, Ringwood 

75 0 

SS15 Land at Snails Lane 100 0 

SS16 Land north of Station 

Road 

125 0 
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SS17: Land at Whitsbury 

Road, Fordingbridge 

105 0 

SS18: Land at Burgate, 

Fordingbridge 

105 105 

Total 1510 195 
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9.0 Bringing the Evidence Together 

9.1 The preceding sections provide my analysis of the housing land supply position 

within NFDC. Section 5 identifies that the relevant housing requirement over 

the five-year period 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2025 is 1,995 dwellings. 

9.2 Sections 6, 7 and 8 of this report considers the housing supply as well as two 

sensitivity tests to delivery of the SSAs. The two sensitivity tests are discussed 

at paragraphs 8.6 to 8.9 of this proof. In summary these are: 

• Local Plan trajectory – based upon trajectory presented to Local Plan 

Inspector, 5.1-years; 

• Local Plan Lead-in times – utilising lead-in times presented to the Local Plan 

Inspector, 4.4-years; 

9.3 These sensitivity tests were applied solely to the SSAs and did not consider 

other sources of supply or apply the NPPF definition of a deliverable site. 

9.4 Taking account of the NPPF definition I conclude that the deliverable supply of 

housing land over the five-year period is 1,001 dwellings. 

Table 9.1: Sources of supply 

Source Dwellings 

Existing Large Commitments (Permissions and Allocations) 421 

Permissioned Small Sites (1-9 Dwellings) 308 

Strategic Site Allocations 195 

Windfalls 77 

Total 1,001 

 

9.5 Utilising the above supply figures the five-year supply is provided in table 9.2.  

Table 9.2: Deliverable Housing Land Supply (Years) 

Source  

5-year requirement (dwellings) 1,995 

5-year supply (dwellings) 1,001 

Supply (Years) 2.5 

9.6 Table 9.2 identifies that the deliverable housing land supply is considerably 

less than five-years, being just 2.5-years.  
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10.0 Conclusions 

10.1 Based upon the information provided in the 2020 HLSS statement and my 

analysis the Council is unable to demonstrate a deliverable five-year housing 

land supply. Due to the lack of a five-year housing land supply the policies 

which would be most important for determining a planning application for 

residential development should be considered out of date (NPPF, para. 11). 

10.2 It must be recognised that I have not factored in any impact of Covid-19 on 

the supply. Whilst the impacts of the pandemic and the three ‘lock-downs’ are 

not yet fully understood it is likely to further erode the Council’s five-year 

housing land supply position. The above assessment should, therefore, be 

considered an optimistic view upon the deliverable supply. 
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Appendix 1: Sensitivity 1 – Comparison with examination trajectory 

Housing Land Supply Date Site Address  20/ 
21 

21/ 
22 

22/ 
23 

23/ 
24 

24/ 
25 

         

Sep-20 
SS1 Land north of Totton   

0 20 60 60 80 

Jul-19 0 20 60 60 80 

Sep-20 SS3 Land at Cork's Farm, 
Marchwood 

  
0 0 0 0 20 

Jul-19 0 0 0 0 20 

Sep-20 SS5 Land at Milford Road, 
Lymington 

  
0 0 40 65 40 

Jul-19 0 0 20 45 40 

Sep-20 SS6 Land east of Lower 
Pennington Lane, Lymington 

  
0 0 0 20 40 

Jul-19 0 0 0 20 40 

Sep-20 SS7 Land north of Manor Road, 
Milford on Sea 

  
0 0 20 40 40 

Jul-19 0 0 20 40 40 

Sep-20 
SS8 Land at Hordle Lane, Hordle   

0 0 0 25 40 

Jul-19 0 0 0 25 40 

Sep-20 SS9 Land east of Everton Road, 
Hordle 

  
0 0 0 20 40 

Jul-19 0 0 0 0 20 

Sep-20 SS10 Land at Brockhills Lane, 
New Milton 

  
0 0 20 40 40 

Jul-19 0 0 20 40 40 

Sep-20 SS11 Land south of Gore Rd, New 
Milton 

  
0 0 0 25 40 

Jul-19 0 0 0 0 25 

Sep-20 SS12 Land south of Derritt Lane, 
Bransgore 

  
0 0 20 40 40 

Jul-19 0 0 0 20 40 

Sep-20 SS13 Land at Moortown Lane, 
Ringwood 

  
0 0 0 25 40 

Jul-19 0 0 0 0 0 
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Sep-20 SS14 Land north of Hightown 
Road, Ringwood 

  
0 0 0 25 50 

Jul-19 0 0 0 25 40 

Sep-20 SS15 Land at Snails Lane, 
Ringwood 

  
0 0 20 40 40 

Jul-19 0 0 0 20 40 

Sep-20 SS16 Land north of Station Rd, 
Ashford 

  
0 0 25 50 50 

Jul-19 0 0 25 40 40 

Sep-20 SS17 Land at Whitsbury Road, 
Fordingbridge 

  
0 0 25 40 40 

Jul-19 0 0 25 40 40 

Sep-20 SS18 Land at Burgate, 
Fordingbridge 

  
0 0 25 40 40 

Jul-19 0 0 25 40 40 

Sep-20 
Totals 

0 20 255 555 680 

Jul-19 0 20 195 415 585 

 Difference  0 0 60 140 95 
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Appendix 2: Sensitivity 2 – Application of examination site delivery assumptions (Exam28A) 

HLS 
assumptions Site Address  

20/
21 

21/
22 

22/
23 

23/
24 

24/
25  

Sep-20 SS1 Land north of Totton 

  

0 20 60 60 80 
Application RM for 80 dwgs (19/10703) approved 22 Oct 20. Screening opinion 
submitted by Bloor Homes and Barker Mill Estates for up to 350dwgs on northern 
part of site, decided 19 June 2020. Apply 2 years after PP suggests start date of 
October 2022. 

Exam28A 

0 0 20 60 60 

Sep-20 SS3 Land at Cork's Farm, 
Marchwood 

  

0 0 0 0 20 
No evidence of any progress on this site, fully implementable position therefore 
September 2022, further 2 years following is September 2024. 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 0 20 

Sep-20 SS5 Land at Milford Road, 
Lymington 

  

0 0 40 65 40 
Screening opinion decided 7 Sept 20, no further progress therefore earliest 
decision September 2021. Further 2 years until completion September 2023. 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 20 65 

Sep-20 SS6 Land east of Lower 
Pennington Lane, Lymington 

  

0 0 0 20 40 
No evidence of any progress on this site, fully implementable position therefore 
September 2022, further 2 years following is September 2024. 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 0 20 

Sep-20 SS7 Land north of Manor 
Road, Milford on Sea 

  

0 0 20 40 40 
No evidence of any progress on this site, fully implementable position therefore 
September 2022, further 2 years following is September 2024. 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 0 20 

Sep-20 SS8 Land at Hordle Lane, 
Hordle 

  

0 0 0 25 40 
Full application (19/10007) 10 dwgs approved Aug 20. First completions Aug 
2022. 

Exam28A 
0 0 10 25 40 

Sep-20 SS9 Land east of Everton 
Road, Hordle 

  

0 0 0 20 40 
No evidence of any progress on this site, fully implementable position therefore 
September 2022, further 2 years following is September 2024. 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 0 20 

Sep-20 SS10 Land at Brockhills 
Lane, New Milton 

  

0 0 20 40 40 
Screening opinion (20/01320) decided 15 May 20, no further progress therefore 
earliest fully implementable permission September 2021, start September 2023. 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 20 40 

Sep-20 SS11 Land south of Gore 
Rd, New Milton 

  

0 0 0 25 40 
Screening opinion (20/10692) decided 19 Aug 20. No further progress, earliest 
fully implementable permission September 2021, start September 2023. 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 25 40 

Sep-20 SS12 Land south of Derritt 
Lane, Bransgore 

  

0 0 20 40 40 
Screening opinion (20/11271) decided 13 Nov 20. No further progress, earliest 
fully implementable permission September 2021, start September 2023. 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 20 40 

Sep-20 SS13 Land at Moortown 
Lane, Ringwood 

  

0 0 0 25 40 
No evidence of any progress on this site, earliest fully implementable position 
September 2022, further 2 years following is September 2024. 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 0 25 
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Sep-20 SS14 Land north of 
Hightown Road, Ringwood 

  

0 0 0 25 50 
21/10042: Outline for 400 dwellings – remains pending. Earliest fully 
implementable permission September 2021, start September 2023. 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 25 50 

Sep-20 SS15 Land at Snails Lane, 
Ringwood 

  

0 0 20 40 40 
Outline (18/11606) submitted 3 Dec 2018 for 143 - remains pending. Presuming 
RM can be approved by September 21, then 2 years to completions Sept 23. 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 20 40 

Sep-20 SS16 Land north of Station 
Rd, Ashford 

  

0 0 25 50 50 
Outline application (20/10522) 240dwgs submitted May 20. LPA view application 
as invalid. Unlikely will be resolved and RM by March 21, therefore pushed back 6 
months to September 21, 2 years to completions is September 2023 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 25 50 

Sep-20 SS17 Land at Whitsbury 
Road, Fordingbridge 

  

0 0 25 40 40 
Scoping opinion (20/10351) decided 29 May 20, EIA required. No further progress 
earliest fully implementable permission September 2021, start September 2023. 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 25 40 

Sep-20 SS18 Land at Burgate, 
Fordingbridge 

  

0 0 25 40 40 
Application for 63 dwellings submitted (20/10228) remains pending. Presume 
approval March 21, 2 years to first completions March 23. 

Exam28A 
0 0 0 40 40 

Sep-20 

Totals 

0 20 255 555 680 

  
Jul-19 

0 0 30 305 610 

 Difference  0 20 225 250 70  
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Appendix 3: Pegasus Trajectory – Application of NPPF deliverable tests 

  Site Address 
20/
21 

21/
22 

22/
23 

23/
24 

24/
25 Comments 

Council SS1 Land north of 
Totton 

0 20 60 60 80 

Application RM for 80 dwgs (19/10703) approved 22 Oct 20. Screening opinion submitted by 
Bloor Homes & Barker Mill Estates for up to 350dwgs on northern part of site. Decided 19 June 
2020. Whilst Council identified discussions held no further progress noted, outline and reserved 
matters still required for balance – lack clear evidence include 80 only. Notable Penny Farthing 
Homes (developer at SS1) matter 11 hearing statement identifies timescale will not be met. 

Pegasus 

0 20 40 20 0 

Council SS3 Land at Cork's 
Farm, Marchwood 

0 0 0 0 20 
No evidence of any progress on this site. 

Pegasus 
0 0 0 0 0 

Council SS5 Land at Milford 
Road, Lymington 

0 0 40 65 40 
Screening opinion submitted on part of site 113dwgs. Decided 7 Sept 20. Limited progress, no 
clear identification of timetable for application. No further progress, remove from supply 

Pegasus 
0 0 0 0 0 

Council SS6 Land east of Lower 
Pennington Lane, 
Lymington 

0 0 0 20 40 
No evidence of any progress on this site. 

Pegasus 
0 0 0 0 0 

Council SS7 Land north of 
Manor Road, Milford on 
Sea 

0 0 20 40 40 
Promoted by Pennyfarthing Homes. No evidence of any progress on this site. 

Pegasus 
0 0 0 0 0 

Council SS8 Land at Hordle 
Lane, Hordle 

0 0 0 25 40 
Full application (19/10007) 10 dwgs approved Aug 20. No clear evidence remaining balance, 
include 10 dwellings only. 

Pegasus 
0 0 10 0 0 

Council SS9 Land east of 
Everton Road, Hordle 

0 0 0 20 40 
Promoted by Richborough Estates. No evidence of any progress on this site. 

Pegasus 
0 0 0 0 0 

Council SS10 Land at Brockhills 
Lane, New Milton 

0 0 20 40 40 
Screening opinion (20/01320) decided 15 May 20.  No further progress. 

Pegasus 
0 0 0 0 0 

Council SS11 Land south of 
Gore Rd, New Milton 

0 0 0 25 40 
Screening opinion (20/10692) decided 19 Aug 20. No further progress 

Pegasus 
          

Council SS12 Land south of 
Derritt Lane, Bransgore 

0 0 20 40 40 
Screening opinion (20/11271) decided 13 Nov 20. No further progress 

Pegasus 
          

Council 
0 0 0 25 40 

No evidence of any progress on this site. 
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Pegasus SS13 Land at 
Moortown Lane, 
Ringwood  0 0 0 0 0 

Council SS14 Land north of 
Hightown Road, 
Ringwood 

0 0 0 25 50 
21/10042: Outline for 400 dwellings – remains pending. No clarity upon when RM to be 
submitted. 

Pegasus 
 0 0 0 0 0 

Council SS15 Land at Snails 
Lane, Ringwood 0 0 20 40 40 

Outline (18/11606) submitted 3 Dec 2018 for 143 - remains pending. Natural England objection 
26 June 20. Initial officer report does not suggest issues remain but no confirmatory 
information provided by NE. Application remains undetermined and in outline only. Clear 
uncertainty regarding delivery – remove. 

Pegasus 
0 0 0 0 0 

Council SS16 Land north of 
Station Rd, Ashford 

0 0 25 50 50 
Outline application (20/10522) 240dwgs submitted May 20. LPA view application as invalid. 
Officer concerns raised, lack of detail with regards highways, poor urban design, inadequate 
heritage info., no HRA screening, ecological impact. Officer recommends withdraw application. 
Clear uncertainty regarding delivery. 

Pegasus 

0 0 0 0 0 

Council SS17 Land at 
Whitsbury Road, 
Fordingbridge 

0 0 25 40 40 
Scoping opinion (20/10351) decided 29 May 20, EIA required (430 dwgs). No further progress 

Pegasus 
          

Council SS18 Land at Burgate, 
Fordingbridge 

0 0 25 40 40 
Application for 63 dwellings submitted (20/10228) remains pending. Issues raised but majority 
likely to be addressed. No evidence of further applications being pursued. 

Pegasus 
0 0 25 40 40 

Council Totals 
0 20 255 555 680 

  Pegasus 0 20 75 60 40 

Difference 0 0     
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APPENDIX 2 
 

NFDC POSITION STATEMENT ON NUTRIENT NEUTRAL 
DEVELOPMENT – INTERIM NITROGEN MITIGATION SOLUTION 
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CABINET – 4 SEPTEMBER 2019 PORTFOLIO: PLANNING AND 

INFRASTRUCTURE  

POSITION STATEMENT ON NUTRIENT NEUTRAL DEVELOPMENT – 

INTERIM NITROGEN MITIGATION SOLUTION 

 
1. RECOMMENDATIONS  

1.1 It is recommended that Cabinet:  

  (a) approves the approach to mitigation as set out in the report; 

(b) notes that the Planning Committee will be advised of the mitigation approach 

agreed by the Cabinet, as a material planning consideration in their determination 

of planning applications; 

(c) continues to work through the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH), the 

Local Government Association and Members of Parliament to lobby central 

government to resolve the contradictory positions held by agencies within DEFRA 

and the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) and to 

develop a comprehensive, long term, funded mitigation strategy for the Solent 

area;      

(d) notes that a further report will come back to Cabinet to seek agreement of a 
definitive Nitrate Mitigation solution. 

 
2.  THE PURPOSE OF THE REPORT   

2.1  This report considers an Interim Nitrate Mitigation solution for the District. This 

report details the present situation for the District in relation to advice from Natural 

England (the statutory advisor on protected sites), that developments in the District 

must be nitrogen neutral to mitigate any likely significant effect on internationally 

important protected sites in the Solent.  

2.2 The Local Plan Review Inspectors have been advised of the updated position 

together with details of the work being carried out through PfSH.  

2.3 This report details a package of measures which together form an interim 

mitigation solution which enable the Council to move forward to a position where 

planning permissions can continue to be issued. In the absence of an interim 

strategy the Council would not be able to issue permissions for development of 1 

dwelling or more or developments that would result in an increase in overnight 

accommodation.    
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2.3 Further the report gives an update on progress made by the (PfSH) to develop a 

sub-regional, long term strategy to address the sources of nitrate pollution in the 

Solent with central government agencies. 

    

3 BACKGROUND   

3.1 The Council has a significant housing need to meet within the District. To meet this 

housing need significant housing development has been promoted through the 

Local Plan Review. The Council also has committed to build a significant number 

of new homes as set out in the Council's Housing Strategy.  

3.2 The Council takes seriously its responsibility to provide for sustainable 

development in the New Forest. Sustainable development is that which respects 

equally the three pillars of sustainability: economy, environment and social. This is 

a key element of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

3.3 The Council is committed through the New Forest Local Plan Review 2016- 2036 

to new development only taking place if it is sustainable development that includes 

the relevant environmental protections incorporating features to encourage 

biodiversity and retain and where possible enhance existing features of nature 

conservation value. Part of the consideration of this is whether there would be a 

detrimental impact on the water quality of the nearby European designated nature 

conservation sites in the Solent.      

The Habitat Regulations   

3.4 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2017 as amended), 

hereafter referred to as the Habitats Regulations is the UK’s transposition of the 

European Union Directive 92/43/EEC Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild 

Fauna and Flora. The Regulations place significant responsibilities on the Council 

as competent authority for the protection of ecology. Regulation 63 requires 

competent authorities to undertake an ‘Appropriate Assessment’ of the 

implications of the permission, if it is likely to have a significant effect on a 

European site.    

3.5 The Appropriate Assessment considers potential impacts against the conservation 

objectives of any European sites designated for their nature conservation 

importance.  If a likely significant effect is predicted, planning permission can only 

be granted if the competent authority can determine that there will be no adverse 

effect on the integrity of the site having regard to any proposed mitigation 

measures. Therefore, if mitigation measures are not available or sufficient to avoid 

the adverse effect, then the competent authority would not be able to conclude that 
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the plan or project would not have an adverse effect.    

3.6 Such European sites include Special Protection Areas (SPA) designated to 

conserve important or threatened bird species and Special Areas of Conservation 

(SAC) designated to conserve important and rare habitats. Significant effects on 

European designated sites can be caused through a number of impact pathways 

such as direct/indirect habitat loss, increase of recreational disturbance, 

construction, activities, air and water pollution.  

3.7 It is also necessary for the competent authority to consider not only the impact of a 

single plan or project in isolation but the likelihood of a significant effect occurring 

in combination with other plans and projects.   

Recent case law   

3.8 An established approach is that the Appropriate Assessment must use the 

‘precautionary principle’ when determining likely significant effects.  If it is not 

possible to rule out a likely significant effect, the competent authority must work on 

the basis that one exists and undertake an Appropriate Assessment. The 

precautionary principle also dictates that there must be certainty over the 

effectiveness of the mitigation measures to rule out any adverse effect.  This 

precautionary principle has been reinforced by a recent case determination from 

the European Court of Justice commonly referred to as the ‘Dutch Case’.   

3.9 The Dutch Case also clarified the requirement that mitigation is to be secured at 

the time of carrying out an Appropriate Assessment for the competent authority to 

conclude with certainty that any mitigation proposed would sufficiently mitigate any 

adverse effects arising from the plan or project in question.  

Water Quality in the Solent  

3.10 PfSH authorities commissioned an Integrated Water Management Study (IWMS) 

looking into the effects of planned future development on water quality and water 

resources. The IWMS noted that the majority of the Solent water bodies had in 

most cases, less than good ecological status for elements such as dissolved 

inorganic nitrogen (made up of nitrates, nitrites and ammonium). The IWMS also 

identified that some Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTW) would reach capacity 

in the early to mid-2020s and that by this point, action would have to be taken to 

ensure that these issues are satisfactorily mitigated.  Therefore, at present, the 

impact on the Solent SPA and SACs from development is uncertain and the 

effectiveness of any proposed mitigation is unknown.  

3.11 The Integrated Water Management Strategy was approved in 2018. Given the 
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need for a comprehensive and definitive mitigation strategy to be agreed which will 

enable nutrient neutral development to take place into the future, a Water Quality 

Working Group was set up through PfSH to look in more detail at the issue of 

nutrient neutrality. The Working Group includes representatives from Natural 

England, the Environment Agency and Southern and Portsmouth Water. Ideally 

the Strategy would be facilitated by Government, however failing that, a PfSH 

strategy addressing the issue will be prepared in collaboration with Natural 

England, the Environment Agency and the Water Companies.   

3.12 One of the causes of a deterioration in water quality is new developments creating 

additional wastewater which is treated at Wastewater Treatment Works (WWTWs) 

and discharged into the Solent.  The percentage of nitrate coming from this 

source varies depending on the location in the Solent but is small (3-18%) in 

comparison to run-off from agriculture (20-77%) and background levels already in 

the waterbody (12-67%).  

Natural England's Advice 

3.13 Based on the existing condition of the Solent water bodies and considering the 

implications of the more recent Dutch case ruling, Natural England advised the 

New Forest District Council verbally on the 9th August 2019 that development 

which would result in an increase in ‘overnight’ stays, should achieve nitrate 

neutrality to not have any likely significant effects. Natural England has also now 

confirmed its position in a consultation response relating to a specific application. 

The Council as competent authority under the Habitats Regulations, must have 

regard to Natural England’s advice as a statutory consultee, and national body 

responsible for the natural environment. The Council should only depart from the 

advice of Natural England for good and justified reasons.    

3.14 The affected catchment is all parts of the Plan Area west of, and including New 

Milton, which are serviced by Southern Water waste  water treatment plants 

(Pennington, Ashlett Creek and Snowhill Copse). Any development in this area 

served by local treatment plants or septic tank arrangements discharging to water 

courses that drain to the Solent are also affected including most of the New Forest 

National Park.      

3.15 Several other planning authorities across the Solent in considering negative 

comments from Natural England on specific planning  applications and, following 

Counsel’s opinion, have taken the decision to temporarily cease granting planning 

permissions whilst mitigation strategies are developed. Some Councils have not 

been able to issue permissions for several months as they have explored options 

for mitigation.   
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3.16 Advice to local planning authorities in the Solent region, Natural England has 

acknowledged that there is 'uncertainty as to whether new growth will further 

damage designated sites'. It is Natural England's advice to local planning 

authorities and applicants to be 'as precautionary as possible' when addressing 

uncertainty and calculating nutrient budgets. The contrast between 'scientific proof' 

and ‘as precautionary as possible’ may become significant if decisions by local 

planning authorities are challenged through the Court. 

Environment Agency Advice 

3.17 By contrast, the Environment Agency in a technical note states 'using our evidence 

we have confirmed that no further investment is needed to treat wastewater to a 

tighter nitrogen limit for any of the treatment works in the Solent area. The 

Environment Agency go on to say that 'Where new development can be 

accommodated within the current waste water discharge activity permit limits 

individual Wastewater Treatment Works i.e. that there is capacity to take the extra 

wastewater flows from new development whilst still treating affluent to the same 

standard, then we consider the development would be acceptable.' 

3.18 Both Natural England and the Environment Agency are agencies of the 

Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs (DEFRA). DEFRA is also 

responsible for OFWAT, Water UK and the regulation of the farming industry. 

Water quality degradation from nitrates and phosphates largely stems from 

agricultural practices which tend to operate within existing consenting regimes.       

Calculating nitrate neutrality  

3.19 Natural England has produced guidance on how to calculate nitrogen budgets for 

developments. The calculations compare the existing land use to the proposed 

land use in terms of nitrate loading and use assumptions on water use and 

occupancy rates to help planning applicants determine whether more or less 

nitrate will come from the site (either through run off or via the sewerage system) if 

permission was granted. Natural England suggest that larger sites, particularly 

those on agricultural land may achieve neutrality by providing enough open space. 

Achieving neutrality on smaller sites and brownfield developments is likely to 

require off-site mitigation.  
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PfSH Work 

3.20 Though PfSH there has been various lobbying to highlight the issue to central 

government and the impact on housing delivery, investment  confidence and 

survival of SME developers across the area. At the PfSH Joint Committee on 31 

July 2019, it was agreed, amongst other things, that there was a need to gain a 

greater understanding of the nature of the issue, that lobbying continues and that 

there was a need to develop a long-term water quality and mitigation plan, to 

achieve nutrient neutral development.  

3.21 PfSH has also made representation to the Ofwat report proposals (published in 

June 2019) to impose a penalty on Southern Water for a range of failings in its 

statutory duties as sewerage undertaker, including planning and investment in 

their infrastructure.  

3.22 Natural England met with MHCLG on 19 June 2019 to discuss the need to address 

the source of the problem (environmental permitting regimes and insufficient 

wastewater treatment practices by statutory undertakers) and the impacts of local 

planning authorities from housing delivery. MHCLG agreed to organise a cross 

government/department meeting. MHCLG also attended a meeting with PfSH 

Planning Officers group on the 20th August which was the start of an on-going 

conversation with Government on the matter. One proposal is that the 

Environment Agency should be instructed to commence review of the permits of 

Waste Water Treatment Works earlier and undertake a robust Appropriate 

Assessment on the permits.  

3.23 The PfSH Water Quality Working Group, in partnership with the relevant 

Government bodies, is considering several interventions, both to reduce the inputs 

of nitrates into the local catchment and to manage the input of nitrates into the 

sensitive areas of the Solent. Most of these mitigation measures or medium to long 

term and will form the basis of a PfSH wide Strategy.  

Approach of other PfSH authorities  

3.24 Several PfSH authorities that have been faced with withholding the issue of 

planning permissions have now identified a package of potential short to medium 

term mitigation measures that can assist developments where on-site avoidance 

and/or mitigation is not possible. These authorities have either formally adopted 

Interim Strategies or are currently seeking Member approval. These Interim 

Strategies acknowledge the Council’s responsibilities and the need for mitigation, 

the kind of mitigation packages that will deliver mitigation and the approach 

towards securing these through a Grampian Condition on planning permissions. 

The first authority that moved forward with this approach sought Counsel Opinion 
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on the proposed approach which has confirmed its validity. The approach taken by 

these Councils has been supported by Natural England.   

3.25 In all cases further work by individual Councils is necessary to clarify precisely 

what package of mitigation measures will be enacted in the short term together 

with calculation to the resultant cost for development schemes of providing the 

mitigation. Each authority will then use a Grampian style condition to enable 

permissions to be granted. It should be noted that whilst this is providing a solution, 

for some applicants the use of a Grampian style condition is not acceptable.                     

Nitrogen Budget for the District      

3.26 An exercise has been carried out by officers applying Natural England’s nitrogen 

budget methodology to planned development within the District. This has 

confirmed that planned development, including the development promoted in the 

emerging NFDC Local Plan, will generate a large increase in nitrogen discharge to 

the Solent (a total load of 11,000kg N per annum for 6500 additional homes 

2018-2036). 

3.27 The affected catchment is all parts of the Plan Area west of, and including New 

Milton, which are serviced by Southern Water waste water treatment plants 

(Pennington, Ashlett Creek and Snowhill Copse). Any development in this area 

served by local treatment plants or septic tank arrangements discharging to water 

courses that drain to the Solent are also affected including most of the New Forest 

National Park.      

Implications  

3.28 Whilst the longer-term partnership work is intended to create a sustainable 

mitigation strategy to enable growth in the region, the inability to grant planning 

permission would have significant implications for housing delivery and meeting 

housing need within the District and the overall economy of the area. On a more 

technical note it would also have serious implication for the Housing Delivery test 

and the Council’s 5-year housing land supply. Whilst larger sites should be able to 

demonstrate nitrate neutrality this will be difficult to achieve at application level on 

smaller sites.   

3.29 Given the recent advice from Natural England, any permissions issued without 

achieving Nitrate neutrality or having a mitigation strategy to address the issue, 

would be at risk of legal challenge through the Courts.  

 

3.30 The emerging Local Plan already requires Nitrate neutrality for larger sites in 
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accordance with previous Natural England advice. Nitrate neutrality was not 

debated in the recent Local Plan examination hearings but will be an issue at Main 

Modification stage in autumn 2019. 

3.31 Policy 10 (Mitigation) will need to be slightly modified to reflect the current position, 

and supplementary Habitats Regulations Assessment or commentary may be 

needed. This will from part of the Main Modifications, however given the 

significance of the issue the Inspectors have been informed of the position and the 

proactive approach of the Council in term of considering this report, the initial 

progress towards finding solutions to enable development to take place in the 

period before strategic solutions emerge together with an update on the work 

through the PfSH WQWG.  All of which will demonstrate to the Inspector the 

deliverability of the Local Plan in the current Nitrate context.   

3.32 Officers have also now spoken with the promoters of the main strategic sites with 

further meetings scheduled to identify plausible Nitrate offset mechanisms for 

planned development in the Local Plan Review, including any early wins that might 

create head room to enable permissions on smaller schemes to be issued on the 

short to medium term.   

Proposed Approach to mitigation  

3.33 Given the uncertainties around outcomes and timescales in the PfSH process and 

the need to progress the Local Plan Review Main Modifications, it is proposed that 

officers explore options that can be delivered locally alongside participating in 

PfSH initiatives. Initial discussions with the NFNPA indicate scope for and benefits 

from taking a District wide approach. 

3.34 Given the complexity of the issue and the ability for some solutions to come 

forward more quickly than others, it is likely that a suite of measures will be needed 

to deliver nitrate neutrality in the District. These measures could include a mix of 

the following:  

 Acquiring and retiring agricultural land: 600 -1,400 hectares would be required to 

offset the Local Plan in full, depending on the intensity of agricultural production on 

the land obtained.  If obtainable at agricultural values this might cost £15-45 

million (£2,300-£7,000 per dwelling) with serious consequences for viability and 

affordable housing provision. This option does not appear practicable unless 

offered by a developer who also has suitable offset land available.  

 Woodland planting: this may increase the efficacy of agricultural land set-aside 

and reduce the amount of offset land needed.  This could also form part of on-site 

mitigation on larger sites, within (parts of) areas provided for recreational habitat 

mitigation.  Up to £6,800/ha. may be available to offset costs via the Countryside 

Stewardship Woodland Creation Grant.    

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/grants-for-creating-woodland-available-all-year-round
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/grants-for-creating-woodland-available-all-year-round
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 A strategic-scale woodland could also help to provide Solent-wide recreational 

mitigation for recreational impacts on the New Forest SPA/SAC. Some 

element of commercial return to land owners may also help offset costs, and it 

may not be necessary to acquire the land.    

 Installation of Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) filter wetlands: ideally 

downstream of WWTW to strip out additional.   This approach appears to offer 

the most tangible opportunity in NFDC/NFNPA to secure a significant long-term 

benefit in a relatively short timeframe.  Site SS3 Marchwood Farm is next to 

Slowhill Copse WWTW through which 40% of Local Plan Nitrate load will be 

discharged.    The Fawley planning application extends to land adjoining Ashlett 

Creek WWTW (40% NFDC Nitrate load).   All would require Southern Water and 

land owner cooperation, and where applicable cooperation with NFNPA, but the 

developers affected also need to achieve Nitrate neutrality.  There is also land 

south of Pennington WWTW owned by HCC which can be explored (20% NFDC 

Nitrate load).   

 Wetland efficiency and achievability is being investigated further starting with initial 

land owner soundings (Barker Mill Trust, Fawley Waterside / Cadland Estate). 

Funding may be available through the LEP Solent Prosperity Fund, provided there 

is a private sector contribution (bid rounds late September and late November 

2019).  

 SUDs and urban drainage: run off from urban areas including open space 

contributes to Nitrate loads, as well as waste water treatment discharge.  Where 

SUDs are appropriate and can be designed to receive urban and other run off 

before discharging to drains, there may be some scope to trap Nitrate in on-site 

mini wetlands or silt traps.  Such opportunities will vary by site at planning 

application stage, but it may be possible to identify and estimate potential Nitrate 

savings given site specific Nitrate load has been calculated using Local Plan 

concept masterplans and land budgets. 

 NFNPA Land Advice Service grants: grant funding may be possible to support 

landowner-led environmental improvement projects e.g. to reduce Nitrate run off 

from agriculture.  Based on experience in the Avon catchment, Natural England 

are unlikely to agree that such measures would create permanent / in perpetuity 

changes to Nitrate levels, but they may generate early headroom whilst longer 

term solutions are identified.   As an established service it also offers a direct 

connection to local land owners. 
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 ENtrade: this is an environmental trading platform run by Wessex Water but open 

for use in other areas.  Land owners or other relevant parties can submit bid 

proposals to deliver defined objectives such as Nitrate reduction. A District-wide or 

PfSH-wide bid round could be considered. This approach is also best considered 

as creating temporary headroom. 

 Water efficiency measures in existing Council housing stock; As the wastewater 

treatment works operate on a permissible amount of nitrogen per litre of water, 

reducing the number of litres discharged from the works also reduces the amount 

of nitrogen going into the Solent.  Installing water efficiency measures in existing 

housing stock, such as Council owned housing stock, could provide enough 

reductions in water use to offset some new development.  Developer 

contributions could be used to fund the provision and installation of water 

efficiency kits. This could also benefit our tenants. 

 Review of use and quality of fertilizers on NFDC/Town and Parish Council land; for 

Parks, open space, playing pitches and green space in our control, specialist 

advice may provide more informed analysis over the use and quantity of fertilizer 

applied. Managing fertilizer use to reduce nitrate leeching would however need to 

be balanced in its consideration to ensure continuation of the quality of open space 

and the impact on grass playing surfaces.     

 Measures to provide additional water efficiency measures throughout residential 

accommodation in the District: this would look at retro fitting measures and 

partnership arrangements with for example Water companies to further promote 

water efficiency for all residents in the District.  

 Role of current open space and SANG provision; to review all current land held by 

the Council for open space purposes to assess whether it could play a role in 

nitrate mitigation. 

3.35 Further discussions are required with third parties to advance many of these 

options.  Early work suggests that a combination of measures would be enough to 

provide a solution for housing development going forward. This information would 

be developed in a Definitive Nitrate Mitigation Solution that would confirm the level 

of mitigation is enough to offset the scale of development, both for several current 

planning applications and the Local Plan. As the Definitive Solution is being 

worked up, the Council would be able to issue permissions with Grampian style 

conditions, subject to agreement with applicants, which would prevent occupation 

of the dwellings until such a time as the Council can be satisfied that enough 

mitigation is secured to be able  to conclude that there would be no adverse 

effect on the European sites.  For those developments that will depend upon the 

Council’s mitigation solution, there will be a financial charge to the developer 
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secured through a legal agreement or similar.   

3.36 However, it is important to note that each case will be dealt with on its merits and 

different mitigation may be proposed or secured depending on the circumstances. 

For example, if the development can provide enough mitigation on or off-site to 

demonstrate nitrate neutrality, the planning application can be determined on that 

basis and Grampian style conditions need not apply.  The Council may be able to 

conclude no adverse effect on integrity of designated sites in a number of ways. 

3.37 The analysis that officers have undertaken suggests that there would be ample 

headroom for all NFDC planned development if current Nitrate permit levels for the 

Solent area Waste Water Treatment Works in the District were tightened to current 

best affordable technology.  Whilst the prospects of securing such investment 

appear  limited in the short to medium term before the next water industry 

Price Review (2024) and associated 2025-2030 investment plans, it is possible 

that the currently elevated profile of this issue with Government might unlock other 

funding opportunities to achieve investment sooner, and that on a cost neutral 

basis that the water industry might support them.   

Agreeing the solution with Natural England  

3.38 Natural England has supported similar approaches with other local planning 

authorities. A meeting has been arranged with Natural England to agree this 

approach. If Natural England do not agree, a further report will be bought back to 

Cabinet.     

3.39 In practice, this means that when consulted on the Appropriate Assessment for a 

planning application, Natural England would raise the issue of water quality and 

the need for nitrate neutrality on developments and note that mitigation is not 

secured at the present time but will be secured via a Grampian condition.  They 

would therefore not object to the granting of planning permission.  Before 

discharging that condition, the Council would re-consult Natural England on a 

revised Appropriate Assessment demonstrating how the proposed mitigation 

would be secured to ensure no adverse effect on the European sites.  

Practical Arrangements   

3.40 Several practical arrangements will need to be put in place to manage current 

applications, pre-application enquiries and appeals and communicate to current 

and potential applicants. 

3.41 For information it is proposed that the wording of the Grampian condition should 

be:- 

‘The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until: a) A water 

efficiency calculation in accordance with the Government's National Calculation 
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Methodology for assessing water efficiency in new dwellings has been undertaken 

which demonstrates that no more than 110 litres of water per person per day shall 

be consumed within the development, and this calculation has been submitted to, 

and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority; b) A mitigation package 

addressing the additional nutrient input arising from the development has been 

submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority; and c) All 

measures forming part of that  mitigation package have been provided to the 

Local Planning Authority.’ 

Reason: There is existing evidence of high levels of nitrogen and phosphorus in 

the water environment with evidence of eutrophication at some European 

designated nature conservation sites in the Solent catchment. The PUSH 

Integrated Water Management Strategy has identified that there is uncertainty as 

to whether new housing development can be accommodated without having a 

detrimental impact on the designated sites within the Solent. Further detail 

regarding this can be found in the appropriate assessment that was carried out 

regarding this planning application. To ensure that the proposal may proceed as 

sustainable development, there is a duty upon the local planning authority to 

ensure that enough mitigation for is provided against any impacts which might 

arise upon the designated  sites. In coming to this decision, the Council have had 

regard to Regulation 63 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 

2017, Policy 10 of the Local Plan Review 2016-2036  

 

4. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  

4.1  This report sets out a suite of mitigation measures in conjunction with a Grampian 

condition which officers consider will allow the LPA to conclude in any appropriate 

assessment that a development will not cause an adverse effect on the integrity of 

the relevant designated site allowing planning permissions to be granted.  Each 

application must be treated on its merits and determined in accordance with 

section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  Any mitigation 

measure identified for an application will need to be considered as part of the 

appropriate assessment for that application.    

4.2 The cost of the proposal will be at no overall cost to the Council in the medium 

term, however there may be some upfront costs with the planning and finance 

team working together to agree funding options. Any additional budgetary 

pressure will be reported back to the Cabinet.  
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4.3  For those developments that will utilise the Council’s nitrogen mitigation solution, 

financial contributions will be required from the developers which will cover the 

upfront costs borne by the Council. It may be that the costs and income span more 

than one financial year, but this will be monitored closely to make sure the money 

is received correctly.  

 

5 CRIME & DISORDER, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 

5.1 The Environmental implications are set out in the report. There are no Crime & 

Disorder implications. 

 

6. EQUALITY & DIVERSITY IMPLICATIONS  

6.1 The recommendations of this report have no impact on the protected 

 equalities groups.   

 

7. PORTFOLIO HOLDER COMMENTS 

7.1 The portfolio holder supports the recommendations as a pragmatic way forward to 

ensure the delivery of the required housing development while ensuring legal 

compliance and the protection of the environment. 

For further information contact: 

Claire Upton-Brown 
Chief Planning Officer 
023 8028 5588 
Claire.upton-brown@nfdc.gov.uk  
  

Background Papers 

Environment Agency Technical Guidance Note Solent and South Downs  

Natural England Advice on Achieving Nutrient Neutrality for New Development in the 

Solent Region   

Notice of Ofwat's proposal to impose a penalty on Southern Water Services Limited; 

www.ofwat.gov.uk/publication/notice-of-ofwats-proposal-to-impose-a-penalty-on-souther

n-water-services-limited 

PfSH(June 2018) Integrated Water Management Study prepared by Amec Foster 

Wheeler Environment & Infrastructure UK Ltd. 

www.push.gov.uk/wp-cpntent/uploads/2018/07/Item-10-Integrated-Water-Management-

Study-Cover-Report.pdf      

mailto:Claire.upton-brown@nfdc.gov.uk
www.ofwat.gov.uk/publication/notice-of-ofwats-proposal-to-impose-a-penalty-on-southern-water-services-limited
www.ofwat.gov.uk/publication/notice-of-ofwats-proposal-to-impose-a-penalty-on-southern-water-services-limited
www.push.gov.uk/wp-cpntent/uploads/2018/07/Item-10-Integrated-Water-Management-Study-Cover-Report.pdf
www.push.gov.uk/wp-cpntent/uploads/2018/07/Item-10-Integrated-Water-Management-Study-Cover-Report.pdf
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Disclaimer & Legal
This report has been produced by WPI Economics and Homes for Later Living. The views expressed in the report are based on independent 
research and represent solely the views of the authors. They are provided for informative purposes only.

Whilst we undertake every effort to ensure that the information within this document is accurate and up to date, neither WPI Economics nor 
Homes for Later Living accept any liability for direct, implied, statutory, and/or consequential loss arising from the use of this document or its 
contents.

About the author

Chris Walker 

Chris Walker is an associate at WPI Strategy and a former government economist, 

who spent over 12 years as a civil servant in the Treasury, Department for Work and 

Pensions, and the Department for Communities and Local Government where he was 

a senior economic adviser. He now works as a research and economic consultant on 

housing, planning and local economic growth.

Homes for Later Living has been set up to promote greater 

choice, availability and quality of housing specifically for 
older people. It comprises Churchill Retirement Living, 

McCarthy Stone and Lifestory Group (made up of Pegasus 

and Renaissance) and operates alongside the Retirement 

Home Builders Group within the Home Builders Federation 

(HBF).

Homes for Later Living exists to promote all types of 

housing which are specifically designed, built or adapted 
for people over the age of 60. These properties are 

operated in the long-term interest of residents, so that as 

people grow older and their needs change, they can choose 

to live in a property that works for them.

Homes for Later Living or retirement properties mean 

specially designed housing suitable for older people who 

want to maintain the independence and privacy that comes 

with having a home of their own, but may want access to 

varying degrees of support and care, plus an in-built social 

community.

Typically built for people who no longer want or need 

a family-sized house, and often taking the form of 

apartments or bungalows, our developments are designed 

to help people remain independent, safe, secure and 

sociable for as long as possible.

One of the key differences between new-build housing for 

older people and new-build mainstream housing is the 

provision of extensive communal areas where neighbours 

can socialise, host visitors and be part of a friendly, like-

minded community.

Another key difference is the presence of an on-site 

manager or team, someone whose role is to look out for 

people’s welfare, be a point of call if help is needed, make 

sure the communal areas are well-maintained and to be a 

reassuring, friendly presence.

About Homes for Later Living
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As we begin to emerge from the shadow of Covid-19, breathing new life into our high streets will be critical 

to the future economic prospects and the social fabric of local villages, towns and cities right across the 

UK. 

The pandemic has had a devastating impact on the high street, with local businesses unable to open at 

various points in time. Yet faced with such unimaginable challenges, Britain’s entrepreneurs have innovated 

like never before, moving to different ways of offering their services and products to customers.

There is little doubt that as we return to some semblance of normality this year, that the look and feel of 

our town centres will need to continue to evolve. Part of this evolution will involve striking the right balance 

between commercial and residential properties on or near the high street. 

In 2018, retail expert Bill Grimsey recommended that high streets and town centres “need to be repopulated 

and re-fashioned as community hubs, including housing, health and leisure, entertainment, education, 

arts, business/office space and some shops”. Three years later, that argument looks stronger than ever. 
Getting that mix right will be critical to local economic recovery efforts and fostering a renewed sense of 

community.    

This report seeks to contribute to the debate over the look and feel of our high streets and town centres. 

Our findings focus specifically on the role that specialist retirement housing can play in driving local 
economic growth. 

The analysis is stark. Specialist retirement properties create more local economic value and more local 

jobs than any other type of residential housing. People living in these properties are happier, healthier and 

more likely to spend money locally than people of the same age living elsewhere. And just as importantly, 

polling commissioned as part of this report indicates that the vast majority of local people would approve 

of retirement housing being built near them.

Specialist retirement housing does not have to come at the expense of housing for families and young 

professionals. Rather our previous research has shown that building more specialist retirement housing 

can stimulate transactions throughout the entire housing market, for families looking to move into bigger 

homes and for first time buyers looking to take their first step on the property ladder. 

We know there are 3 million people across the UK over the age of 65 who would like to move home but 

don't feel they can. Quite simply we should be building tens of thousands of good quality specialist 

retirement properties to help meet this demand. 

With retirement developments of this sort located in or near to our struggling high streets, the benefits 
of building these properties are clear. Doing so will help stimulate local economic activity and help 

communities recover as quickly as possible from the devastating effects of the pandemic. 

Foreword Executive summary
Local authorities across the UK face pressing challenges in the coming years. Most urgently, councils need to 

rescue their finances from the ravages of the pandemic which has eroded high streets and cost many jobs. 
Alongside this, local authorities must manage the escalating costs of social care at the same time as keeping 

an ageing society healthy, happy and safe, and they need to find the best way of meeting local housing 
targets.

With the Prime Minister having promised to ‘build back better’, retirement properties can help local 

authorities to meet such challenges by creating the conditions for local and sustainable economic growth in 

communities across the country, without eroding the green belt or urban green spaces.

Our previous reports have set out firstly the extent to which retirement housing creates fiscal savings through 
reduced health and social care costs, and secondly the impact on the wider housing market of releasing 

second-hand properties back onto the market.

Here, in our third report, we look at the final challenge – that of restoring and creating jobs, supporting shops 
and services in the local economy, and making new housing environmentally sustainable. Crucially, we show 

how retirement properties create more local economic value and more local jobs than any other type of 

residential development.

The benefits for local authorities can be seen both in terms of jobs created and in terms of Gross Value 
Added (GVA) - in other words the sector-specific economic value it adds. Further benefits are derived from 
the location of retirement properties amongst existing shops, services and transport connections which 

focuses the spending power of the ‘grey pound’ to revitalise local high streets.

• For just one retirement development of roughly 45 units, a local authority 

could expect to see benefits of 85 construction jobs for the duration 
of the build, as well as six permanent jobs and £13m in GVA over the 
lifetime of the development, as opposed to not developing a site.1

• These benefits mean that retirement properties create more local 
economic value and more local jobs than any other type of residential 

development.

• People living in each retirement development generate £550,000 of 

spending per year, £347,000 of which is spent on the local high street. 

Some £225,000 of this is new spending in the local authority, directly 

contributing to keeping local shops open.

• From these figures, we estimate that a typical retirement housing 
development has the potential to support more than three local retail 

jobs. Over the lifetime of the development, a typical development would 

contribute £2.25m of GVA to the high street.

“Retirement properties create more local economic value and more 
local jobs than any other type of residential development.”
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Our findings come as UK-wide polling for this paper shows that retirement housing is among the most 
popular type of housing. We can see that 68% of people would approve of such housing being built near 

them, compared to the 45% approval rating given to a conventional block of flats. Meanwhile the generation 
of local jobs is the most important factor in people’s support for new developments.

Despite this public sentiment and the clear benefits that retirement developments bring to local communities, 
we are still not building enough suitable properties to cater for our ageing population. Currently in the UK, we 

build around 8,000 retirement properties a year. This is distinctly below the level of demand and need.

Looking at the national picture, our analysis shows what would happen were the UK to build 30,000 

retirement properties every year, consistent with the level of supply that is needed.2 Building 30,000 

retirement properties a year would be just 10% of the national house building target and the estimated level 

of demand, and, compared to not developing the sites involved, would mean:

• £2bn of additional economic activity every year would be created across the 

country. This is £20bn over 10 years, roughly equivalent to 1% of current UK 

GDP over 10 years, focussed where it is most needed, on our high streets.

• 15,000 additional construction jobs would be created nationally and 

sustained over the period of construction. A further 700 jobs a year would 

come from management and renovation of properties freed up.

• Greenfield land across the UK could be preserved as the vast majority of 
these developments are on brownfield sites, effectively and sustainably 
regenerating previously developed land.

In this report, we therefore provide the evidence that creating the right policy 

conditions to encourage the construction of more retirement properties is not 

only in the interests of those people in later life. It will also have a major impact 

on the wider housing market while stimulating local economic growth in every community across the country.

With all of this in mind, our key national policy recommendation is for a 10 year programme of building 

30,000 retirement properties every year. If such a programme was introduced then we could have much-

needed new housing for older people supplementing new housing for families and young professionals to 

ensure that we finally have the diverse housing stock we need in the UK.

Introduction
People and businesses across the UK have faced unprecedented personal and economic disruption since the 

Covid-19 pandemic took hold in March 2020. For local communities, the public health and economic effects 

have created a perfect financial storm.

Of course, local council finances being squeezed is not a new development. Back in 2012, Barnet Council 
encapsulated the problem in the Barnet Graph of Doom - a PowerPoint slide showing that within 20 years, 

unless things were to change dramatically, the north London council would be unable to provide any services 

except adult social care and children's services.

But since the outbreak of the pandemic, the situation has become even more critical. Councils have been 

increasing spending while incomes have been falling. There have been new responsibilities to help with 

the testing, tracing and control of Covid-19 while social distancing requirements and personal protective 

equipment (PPE) have meant increased expenditure on adult social care and other services. At the same 

time, a number of long-established routes of income, such as through car parking, have been significantly 
reduced. On top of all of this, many households and businesses have found themselves struggling to pay their 

bills.

It is against this backdrop that local authorities throughout the UK will face three very pressing and difficult 
challenges in the coming years.

First, councils will need to salvage their financial position and that of the local economies on which they rely. 
This means generating income from a strong local economy populated with businesses, employees and 

customers all of whom can play their part in generating the revenue needed to pay town hall bills.

Second, councils will need to find ways of mitigating health and social care costs but at the same time 
keeping an ageing society healthier, happier and safer for as long as possible. Before the pandemic children's 

and adult social care costs already accounted for a rising proportion of the annual budget. Covid-19 has only 

exacerbated this situation and with financial restrictions likely to be tighter than ever in 2021, local authorities 
must reconcile the escalating costs of social care with perilous finances

Third, councils will need to identify where and how they can meet the housing targets required of them 

without erasing the green belt, over-burdening the road infrastructure or burning up local support. For the vast 

majority of local authorities, brownfield sites can be the best way to achieve this. Such sites offer new ways 
of absorbing local targets without fundamentally changing the character of an area or redrawing its perceived 

boundaries. Furthermore it is urban brownfield sites where retirement housing is best placed to access 
existing public transport connections and can accommodate  a new resident population willing and able to 

support struggling shops and services

In this report we show that all three of these crucial local authority challenges can be met more effectively 

through the delivery of much-needed retirement housing, alongside existing conventional housing 

developments. 

With the economic benefits it brings, retirement housing can also be a key driver of the Government’s post-
pandemic agenda in local authorities across the UK. Setting out his vision for an economic recovery, the 

Prime Minister promised to “build back better”. In his speech on the economy in June 2020, Boris Johnson 
lamented the failure of the state over many years to build enough new homes and asserted that “we will build 

fantastic new homes on brownfield sites”. Furthermore, the Government has recommitted to its target of 
delivering an average of 300,000 new build homes a year by the mid-2020s. 
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The role of brownfield in this has been emphasised in the change to the housing formula put forward in the 
Government’s Planning for the Future White Paper. To this end, it is critical to get the most value possible out 

of developments on these sites. 

Retirement housing is likely to be welcomed by the majority of residents. Our UK-wide polling found that 

it was among the three developments with the highest net approval ratings, alongside care homes and 

developments of family homes. The polling also found that local job creation is the number one most 

important aspect for a new development in the eyes of local people.

In the following chapters, we set out the unique social and economic contribution that retirement properties 

can play in boosting local economic output and creating local jobs, revitalising the high street and greening 

local communities. These are economic benefits that stem from factors unique in these developments 
including their specific building designs, central location and residents’ spending habits. And they are benefits 
that are unlikely to come from other types of properties, as can be seen in the annex.

In our modelling, we have shown the “absolute benefits” of retirement properties, in other words those 
benefits compared to allowing brownfield sites to lay undeveloped. We have also compared those benefits to 
those yielded by other types of residential developments, namely housing and blocks of flats. In these tables, 
all the benefits are stated in full time equivalent jobs and in Gross Value Added for easy comparison. In the 
report itself, however, where it makes more intuitive sense, other metrics are used.

Through our modelling we can therefore see how building specialist retirement properties makes sense 

for all types of local authorities who need to accommodate new housing and want to see brownfield sites 
prioritised to achieve this in a way that delivers maximum economic benefit locally and benefits the local 
community most effectively.

This report is the third in a series of reports looking at the socio-economic benefits of retirement housing, 
with previous reports having shown how helping more people to access specialist retirement housing would 

improve older peoples’ wellbeing, save money for the NHS and stimulate both ends of the housing market.

Our first report revealed how moving from existing mainstream housing to specialist retirement properties 
can improve the mental and physical health of our ageing population, with an average Homes for Later Living 

resident aged 80 feeling as good as someone 10 years younger, when measured on a selection of national 

wellbeing criteria. The resulting reduced health challenges could bring about significant savings for the NHS 
and social care budgets. Most notably, we found that each Homes for Later Living resident contributes to 

fiscal savings to the NHS and social care services of approximately £3,500 per year. 

Our second report looked at how building more Homes for Later Living developments would help to unblock 

the housing market. It revealed that a quarter of people over 65 want to downsize and it showed how helping 

to make this happen would be beneficial to younger generations. For example, in this report we also showed 
that, through the chain effect, roughly two in every three retirement properties built releases a home suitable 

for a first-time buyer further down the chain. 

In the third and final report of this series, we build on our previous findings to show that Homes for Later 
Living developments can be key to building back better in local communities. On top of the benefits outlined 
in previous reports, we can see that building more specialist retirement properties would do more than any 

other type of residential development to drive up the numbers of local jobs, boost local economic activity, and 

bring vibrancy to our local high streets.

Previous research

This report is the last in a series of three pieces of research, each highlighting different benefits brought 
about by Homes for Later Living developments. 

Our first report, Happier and Healthier, explored how specialist retirement housing can improve residents' 
wellbeing and generate savings for Government. It showed that:

• On a selection of national well-being criteria such as happiness and life satisfaction, an average 

person aged 80 feels as good as someone 10 years younger after moving from mainstream housing 

to housing specially designed for later living.

• Each person living in a Homes for Later Living property enjoys fewer health risks, contributing to fiscal 
savings to the NHS and social care services of approximately £3,500 per year. 

Our second report, Chain Reaction, demonstrated how helping more people who wish to downsize would 

be beneficial to the wider housing market, freeing up thousands of family-sized homes as well as those for 
first-time buyers. It showed that:

• Approximately 3 million people in the UK over the age of 65 (or 25%) want to downsize.

• Every Homes for Later Living property sold is estimated to generate at least two moves further 

down the housing chain, freeing up homes at differing stages of the housing ladder for different 

demographics.

• Roughly two in every three retirement properties built releases a home suitable for a first-time buyer 
down the housing chain. A typical Homes for Later Living development therefore results in at least 27 

first time buyer properties being released onto the market. 

Sarum Lodge, Salisbury



45 apartments – i.e. the 
benefits of a typical Homes 

for Later Living development

30,000 apartments – i.e. one year of 
national building, 10% of the new homes 
target and the current level of demand

300,000 apartments – i.e. 10 years 
of national building

Construction

• 85 construction jobs for the 
duration of the build

• £7.6m in gross value
added in the local area

• 14,820 construction jobs for the dura-
tion of the build

• £1.4bn in gross value added nationally

• 14,820 jobs sustained for 10 
years

• £14bn in gross value
 added nationally

Repairs and Reno-
vations

• 1 permanent jobs
• £1.6m in gross value 
added in the local area

• 174 permanent jobs
• £285m in gross value added nationally

•1,740 permanent jobs
• £2.85bn in gross value 

added nationally

Management and 
Care

• 2.3 permanent jobs
• £1.6m in gross value 
added in the local area

• 523 permanent jobs
• £366m in gross value added nationally

• 5,230 permanent jobs
• £3.66bn in gross value 

added nationally

High Street 
Spend3 

• 3.2 permanent jobs on the 
high street

• £2.25m of gross value 
added to the high street

Displacement would mean benefits 
would net off nationally.  

Displacement would mean bene-
fits would net off nationally. 

Total

• 85 construction jobs for the 
duration of the build
• 6.4 permanent jobs
• £13m in gross value 
added in the local area

• 14,820 construction jobs for the duration 
of the build

• 700 permanent jobs
• Nearly £2bn in gross value 

added nationally

• 14,820 construction jobs sus-
tained for 10 years

• 7,000 permanent jobs
•  Nearly £20bn in gross value 

added nationally, equivalent to 1% 
of GDP
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Public attitudes towards retirement housing

Homes for Later Living developments may bring numerous economic benefits to local areas but how 
welcome are they in the eyes of local residents?

Our UK-wide polling indicates that the vast majority of people would approve of retirement housing 

being built near them. Indeed, when people were asked whether they would approve or disapprove of 

certain developments being built within a mile of their home, retirement housing was among the three 

developments with the highest net approval ratings. The other two highest scorers were care homes and 

developments of family homes.

Across the UK, retirement housing scored a net 68% approval rating - rising to 70% in London and south 

west.  This was slightly higher than the rating given to a development of first time buyer homes (67%) 
and significantly higher than the rating given to a conventional block of flats (45%) and a development of 
student accommodation (42%).

The approval rating given to retirement housing was also significantly higher than was given to commercial 
developments of all kinds. For example, a commercial development (retail) got a 47% net approval score 

and a commercial development (offices) scored 41%.

More generally, our polling established that more people than not want to see some kind of new housing 

built near where they live. A third of people think it is important that homes are built in their local area, 

compared to a quarter who do not.

Finally, our polling asked people what, if anything, they thought was particularly important in any new 

building development in their local area. The highest scoring answer here was “creating jobs” with 50% 
of respondents opting for this. Also scoring highly on 42% was “leads to more money being spent in local 

shops and businesses”.

Savanta ComRes polled 2178 adults across the UK from 27-29 November 2020. 

Summary of benefits
The figures presented in this report are net additional figures, which show the benefits of retirement 
developments versus a counterfactual. The below table highlights the benefits of Homes for Later Living 
developments versus letting a site remain undeveloped. This is in line with best economic practice. N.B. these 

figures are not the same as direct employment figures. Averages for direct employment can be found in the 
annex.



• A typical retirement development of 45 units could generate over 
£13m of additional economic activity in a local area, compared to 
letting a brownfield site lay undeveloped.

• Building 30,000 retirement properties could generate £2bn of 
economic activity across the country every year, compared to 
leaving sites undeveloped.

• A typical retirement housing development could also generate 85 
additional construction jobs. 

• There would also be permanent jobs created in management and 
maintenance of retirement developments as well as the renovation 
works and investment that follow moves further down the housing 
chain. 
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There has never been a more urgent time for stimulating local economic growth and revitalising 

our communities. Construction is central to this mission and the Prime Minister has called for an 

“infrastructure revolution” to “repair and refurbish the fabric of our country”. 

The Planning White Paper is intended to help deliver this revolution through modernisation of the planning 

system and will help to drive up the number of new homes being delivered. The great hope is that a burst 

of construction will generate the kind of economic growth that this country needs to get back on track from 

the pandemic. The changes made to the planning algorithm have further evidenced the need to make the 

most of our brownfield sites. 

For local authorities who need to accommodate challenging housebuilding targets but are seeking to 

protect greenfield sites there is a strong case for factoring specialist retirement properties into these plans. 

We already know that this type of housing is largely focused on brownfield land. In fact, for one operator 
of retirement housing 97% of sites are on brownfield land. We know that it meets a critical need to enable 
older people to stay in their own homes for longer, thereby reducing health risks and generating significant 
health and social care savings. And we know that it stimulates both ends of the local housing market, 

ultimately releasing more for first time buyers.  

Now we can also see how retirement housing can boost local economic growth and create jobs. These 

benefits stem from construction activity, repairs, renovations and onsite management and care jobs 
including property managers, gardeners, window cleaners among others. 

Boosting local economies through 
jobs and growth 

1CHAPTER
That said, there is no suggestion that specialist retirement housing should come at the expense of 

new conventional housing in any area. Rather, specialist retirement housing should be built in addition 

to conventional housing to ensure that we have the diverse housing stock we need, offering choice to 

potential purchasers and tenants. This will mean that the many benefits brought by specialist retirement 
housing do not come at the expense of existing housing aimed at families and young people.

The importance of building

Construction of any kind is critically important to economic growth. A site laying undeveloped carries a 

major opportunity cost. In order to grasp the full extent of this cost, we have modelled out the economic 

comparison of building Homes for Later Living developments on brownfield sites versus allowing those 
sites to lay undeveloped.

Our estimates show how construction activity and other factors combine to bring substantial economic 

benefits. We found that building 30,000 retirement properties a year would add £2bn a year to the UK 
economy through additional economic activity, partly owing to the specific construction requirements of 
our properties. It would add 15,000 total construction jobs for the duration of the construction, as well as 

700 permanent jobs in the management, renovation, and care work associated with retirement properties 

and the downstream renovation of properties in the existing housing stock. 

Research undertaken on behalf of the CBI as well as research done by FTI Consulting, cited by Shelter, 

shows that for every pound of capital spent in construction, between £2.09 and £2.80 was returned to the 

local economy.4  

If the Government undertook a 10 year programme of building 30,000 retirement properties each year, 

we could therefore expect to see nearly £20bn added to the UK economy. On top of this would be 15,000 

construction jobs sustained over 10 years and 7,000 jobs in the management, renovation and care jobs 

associated with retirement properties. These include managers, carers, gardeners and others who help to 

ensure that Homes for Later Living developments are vibrant and happy communities. 

Over the lifetime of the 300,000 developments, this would be equivalent to adding nearly 1% to UK GDP,  

just by building one type of housing at the level of demand that exists for that kind of property.

The benefit of Homes for Later Living versus other developments

Having established the economic benefits of Homes for Later Living developments, the question is: 
how do these economic benefits compare to those that other residential units can provide to our local 
communities? 

The answer is that Homes for Later Living developments compare favourably to both conventional houses 

and apartments, with additional economic benefits and additional jobs created, which are derived from 
multiple factors. 

Firstly, the majority of retirement living developments are on brownfield sites near town centres and local 
transport links, this being a key driver of reduced car use and increased local spend.

Secondly, retirement properties employ additional staff, in management, care and service roles which 

have been included in the model, as well as bringing in local residents for part-time work like hairdressing 

for the residents, which has not. The manager is a net additional job compared to conventional houses, 

as will be the services of a gardener, cleaner and maintenance staff. In some cases, and in all Extra 

Care developments, there will also be a team of newly appointed on-site carers, as well as caterers and 

hospitality staff. These benefits are enumerated in the annex. 
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Thirdly, building retirement properties will free up more second-hand homes than building conventional 

apartments or houses for open market sale. The effect of this is to increase the number of moves 

occurring in the existing housing stock. When this happens, the numbers of renovation and repairs are 

increased. Our previous report, Chain Reaction, showed that older households tend to ‘stay put’ in their 

family home beyond the age of 65, partly due to the lack of availability of attractive downsizing options. 

Of course, building high quality retirement properties is one way to ensure that those looking to downsize 

have more options to choose from.

The construction benefits themselves are also large and derive from the particular specifications and 
requirements of building retirement properties. 

Our modelling shows how retirement properties free up considerably more local homes in the chain of 

transactions than conventional flats and houses for open market sale. These additional freed up homes 
will create additional renovation and repair activity. Some of this work will be DIY efforts, but otherwise the 

use of tradesmen such as decorators, bathroom and kitchen fitters, central heating or window installers 
will support jobs and generate economic benefits nationally and locally. There may also be additional 
economic benefits through the local purchase of materials.

DIY efforts, but otherwise the use of tradesmen such as decorators, bathroom and kitchen fitters, central 
heating or window installers will support jobs and generate economic benefits nationally and locally. There 
may also be additional economic benefits through the local purchase of materials.

Some of the jobs at Homes for Later Living developments

Alongside the construction jobs brought about by the development of specialist retirement properties, 

there are a host of management, renovation and care jobs associated with Homes for Later Living 

schemes. For example:

A House Manager oversees front of house management, facilities, event coordination and customer 

service in a typical Homes for Later Living property of 45 units. They help homeowners settle into their 

new homes and remain on hand to offer help, support and advice as necessary. The House Manager also 

provides a professional front of house service, welcoming visitors, and helps to maintain a safe, secure, 

well maintained and pleasant environment.

An Estate Manager is a pivotal point in an Extra Care retirement community, leading the care and support 

and duty management teams and working with colleagues across the wider business to deliver operational 

requirements. An Estate Manager will have full accountability for the successful day-to-day running of a 

development and its budget requirements. They will also coordinate and facilitate activities in communal 

lounges to improve social and physical opportunities for residents.

A care and support assistant plays a vital role in empowering our residents to live life to the full through 

domestic support and housekeeping and personal care, including bathing, dressing, toileting and help 

with mobility. They may also provide lifestyle services such as chaperoning homeowners to medical 

appointments, and/or other community related services, or simply offering social support.

Pegasus Jesmond Assembly - from school site to specialist retirement housing

One current example of a site development is the Pegasus Jesmond Assembly in Newcastle-Upon-Tyne. In 

July 2016 Central High School for Girls merged with Church High School to become Newcastle High School for 
Girls. The former school site became vacant in December of that year. A planning application to redevelop the 

site was submitted and approved by Newcastle City Council in 2018 for 63 much needed homes exclusively 

for the over 60s in Jesmond.  The development is over five floors, with shared communal facilities including a 
shared landscape deck to the rear, communal lounge and social kitchen. Construction is due to be completed 

in early 2021, with owners and tenants moving in Spring 2021.

The development was designed by local award winning architects Faulkner Browns, with Tolent appointed 

as main contractor. Tolent is a local business established in 1983, that has since grown into one of the North 

East’s largest construction companies. With 20 people employed directly by Tolent on site and a further 26 

subcontracts. At any point in time, there are between 100-125 subcontractors on site.  95% of the contractors 

are local to the Newcastle City Region, employing local labour and providing apprenticeships on site to help 

train and develop skills for the next generation of construction workers.



A day in the life of an Estate Manager during the pandemic

Rhona Hill is Estate Manager at the Dairy in Tunbridge Wells, a community of people over 70 who live 

independently in their own apartments, whether privately owned or rented. She is responsible for the 

smooth day-to-day running of the community and is the first port of call for the retirees who have made the 
development their home.

When Covid-19 arrived in the UK last year and the country went into lockdown, life took an unexpected turn 

for Rhona, her colleagues and residents.

She says: “In my role as an Estates Manager, no two days are ever really the same, especially since the 

world was turned upside-down in the wake 

of the Covid-19 outbreak. Since March last 

year, my day-to-day role has been governed by 

the needs of the homeowners, whether it is 

helping them FaceTime loved ones, picking up 

essentials or just being a friendly face to chat 

to.

“The biggest challenge here at The Dairy has 

been fitting everything into one day, it’s been 
a huge team effort and we are lucky enough 

that we haven’t had any Covid-19 cases, a 

testament to everyone’s hard work.”

Rhona and the team have dedicated their time 

to helping homeowners by posting letters and 

fetching all of their groceries, and they continue 

to do everything that is needed to minimise the 

number of trips homeowners feel they need to 

make outside of the development to help keep 

them safe.

“We were lucky enough to be able to host a 

range of socially distanced outdoor activities 

over the summer months, with homeowners 

enjoying live performances from local 

musicians, sweet treats and coffee in the 

gardens as well as themed quizzes delivered 

through their doors,” she says.

Speaking of her enjoyment for her role, Rhona says it is especially rewarding to be able to take the hard 

work away from the homeowners and support them to lead their independent lives. “Usually within six 

months of moving-in to The Dairy, the homeowners blossom into what I can only describe as what they 

would have been like ten years prior - relaxed, happy and full of life. It’s a joy to witness,” she says.

Rhona adds: “The support that both the team and the homeowners have received from McCarthy Stone 

has been second to none. McCarthy Stone have sent magazines to the development for the homeowners 

to enjoy, hosted virtual talks, a chess club and created quiz and puzzle sheets to keep everyone 

entertained. As employers, they have been phenomenal. The team and I have been constantly informed 

and kept up-to-date and they have ensured that all of the staff feel appreciated and supported through this 

difficult time.”

• Homes for Later Living Developments are typically located on or 
close to high streets, ensuring the residents have easy access to 
local shops and services.

• On average, 63% of residents' annual expenditure is in local shops. 
This is much higher than the average local spend by 80+ year olds 
in the general population. 

• The residents of a typical 45-unit retirement development generate 
£550,000 of spending per year, £347,000 of which goes to local 
shops, supporting retail jobs and keeping shops open. 

• Assuming a shop has an owner and two full time equivalent 
employees, one Homes for Later Living development would support 
one shop on the high street. 

Homes for Later Living | 15Homes for Later Living | 14

Homes for Later Living: Unleashing the Grey Pound Homes for Later Living: Unleashing the Grey Pound

Retirement properties can have a further positive impact on the local economy through the purchasing 

power of Homes for Later Living residents, also known as the ‘grey pound’ effect. This spending by older 

people can help maintain outlets from the newsagents and the butchers to the flower shop and the local 
cafe - in other words the shops and community spaces which make up the heart of local communities.

In this section of the report we look specifically at the high street benefits. Other reports have included 
other local spending benefits like those on local contractors like window cleaners and gardeners. We 
include those benefits as part of our management and care figures. 

We know that there is an increased likelihood of older residents spending their money locally, as 

opposed to nationally or online. And this is especially the case with residents of Homes for Later Living 

developments which tend to be brownfield sites in urban locations close to town centres or high streets 
where there are clusters of local shops and services, which will most likely also be already familiar to older 

residents but will benefit from the new-found immediate proximity.

Previous research found that people in a McCarthy Stone development regularly use shops and local 

facilities. The study for Henley Business School found that 80% of the residents used the shops almost 

daily or often; over 40% used the library or post office almost daily or often. In the schemes, owners 
were asked about the extent to which they used local services and facilities in their current home. More 

than three-quarters (78%) said that they used local shops at least once a week; and around 90% used 

local shops and/or supermarkets more than once a month. Other local services were also used regularly 

by residents, with around a quarter using services such as local taxis, hairdressers, pubs, cafes and 

restaurants more than once a week.5 

 

 

 

Reviving the high street2CHAPTER
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In order to get an idea of how much residents of specialist retirement properties spend on retail items 

compared to residents of other housing developments, we started by looking at ONS figures for average 
annual spending by households by household age band. These show that people aged 75 and over spend 

an annual average of £13,354 – whilst this is not surprisingly a little less than other age brackets how it 
is spent is of greater significance.  Our polling evidence suggests that over 80 year olds in the general 
population spend 45% of their money in local shops - similar to 35-64 year olds. But we should not assume 

the residents of retirement properties fall into line with all older people when it comes to spending habits. 

Indeed, our survey of residents tells a very different story.

Through our polling, we found that Homes for Later Living residents actually spend on average 63% of their 

money in local shops. This is much higher than the average local spend by 80+ year olds in the general 

population. This can be explained by residents’ close proximity to local shops, meaning that car journeys 

out of town often become unnecessary.

Using ‘propensities to spend locally’ we can apportion spending figures to households in alternative 
housing developments to get the aggregate spending in local shops and cafes. Were there to be other 

homes in the place of a Homes for Later Living development, it is difficult to ascertain whether this 
‘proximity’ effect would have quite the same influence on the local spending propensity of younger 
households that would be living there. Therefore we have assumed two possibilities. The first is that 
younger household local spending propensities remain the same as the general population of the same 

age. The second is that they rise proportionately to the increase seen for Homes for Later Living residents. 

Through our modelling, we can see that building retirement properties can be hugely beneficial to local high  
streets when co-located amongst shops, services and transport connections. The residents of a typical 

retirement development generate over £553,250 of spending per year. By our residents' survey, and based 

on where the residents were spending before moving into retirement properties, our modelling shows that 

just under 63%  - or £347,441 - of this will be spent on the local high street every year. This amounts to 

£224,176 that previously was not spent on the local high street.

Our modelling estimates that for every one retirement housing development created in a local authority 

it has the potential to support more than 3 local retail jobs. Assuming that a small shop has 3 full time 

equivalent workers (possibly the owner and two employees) this is equivalent to each retirement property 

keeping one shop open on the high street. Over the lifespan of each development this is more than £2m of 

gross value added to each local high street versus building nothing. It is an additional £600,000 over using 

the same land to build conventional houses. 

Finally, it is worth highlighting that unlike the construction impacts considered previously, these are 

‘ongoing effects’ occurring through regular spending in shops in cafes each week over a 60-year period, 

which is how this report measures the lifespan of a development.  

Homes for Later Living properties do not just bring economic benefits to communities. Both the 
developments and the residents that live in them can bring a number of environmental benefits.

We have already noted that the vast majority of sites used for Homes for Later Living are 

previously developed brownfield land. Whether that is a former garage, an old police station or 
surplus municipal building, this means that retirement developments often contribute to saving 

green fields and reducing green belt encroachment across the UK.

Land near retirement properties can also benefit as developers take steps to create habitats 
that will benefit local wildlife and enhance an area’s appearance for local people to enjoy. This 
is the case in Thame, Oxfordshire, where Churchill Retirement Living has teamed up with a 

local environmental group on plans to create a new bio-diverse area of land opposite a new 

development. Prompted by support for principles embraced in the ‘Thame Green Living plan’, 

there are plans to sensitively landscape and plant the area with a variety of native trees, shrubs 

and flowers. 

Inside Homes for Later Living developments, apartments typically include electric hobs and 

electric heating, pre-empting the Government’s forthcoming move away from gas boilers. Many 

properties, including 50% of  McCarthy Stone developments, now have smart meters installed, 

encouraging more efficient energy consumption. This both reduces carbon in the environment 
and also saves money for our residents. 

Homes for Later Living EPC ratings are largely in line with the new build average (EPC band B), 

making them more energy-efficient than the UK-wide average (EPC band D). We also know that 
long time residents are less likely to upgrade their homes, and so residents moving into Homes 

for Later Living are likely to induce higher energy efficiency in properties down the chain. 

Greening communities3CHAPTER

• With c. 97% of developments on brownfield sites, building Homes 
for Later Living properties helps to safeguard green field land.

• Many retirement developments are on the cutting edge of energy-
efficiency and green generation.

• Younger families moving into vacated properties likely induce 
energy efficient renovations down the chain creating better energy 
efficiency across the market.

• We estimate that building one retirement development of 45 units 
takes up to 15 cars off the roads. 



Ground source renewable heat pump technology

At Churchill Retirement Living’s Lewis Carroll Lodge in Cheltenham, residents have been making the most 

of the developer’s pioneering use of ground source renewable heat pump technology.

Each apartment and all the communal areas at the Lodge have heating and hot water provided via the 

communal ground source heat pump. Designed and installed by sustainable energy company ‘The 

Renewable Design Company’, the pump system extracts heat directly from the earth to provide heating and 

hot water to residents.

The heat extracted from the earth is four times greater than the energy used by the process making it the 

most efficient heating solution for both cost and carbon emissions. At Lewis Carroll Lodge, the ground 
source heat pumps produce 33 tonnes of CO2 per year to heat residents’ apartments and to supply hot 

water compared to 134 tonnes of CO2 per year generated by an electric heating system - a 75% reduction in 

CO² emissions.

On a recent visit, Cheltenham MP Alex Chalk (pictured) praised what he had seen as a “great example of 

sustainable, low carbon, development”.

John and Doreen Pitt moved to Lewis Carroll Lodge last year and have been enjoying the benefits of a 
warm and cosy environment since then. “We think it’s absolutely marvellous,” says John. “The whole 
building is so nice and warm all the time that we’ve hardly had to use the heating inside our apartment. 

“When we do turn it up a notch or two it’s nice to know we don’t have to worry about the cost or the 

environmental impact, as it’s all so energy efficient and covered within our annual service.”

Car Clubs - helping residents to rent electric and hybrid vehicles

People living in selected McCarthy Stone developments have been taking to the road following the 

introduction of an innovative ‘pay as you go’ Car Club initiative.

In partnership with Enterprise, McCarthy Stone has provided residents with access to a dedicated all-

electric vehicle, which is available to rent for anything from 30 minutes to a couple of days – meaning 
residents can make short journeys to the shops and enjoy days out or even weekends away.

The scheme is aimed at retirees who don’t want to give-up driving for good but are looking for an 

alternative to the responsibility and hassle of having to maintain their own vehicle. But the use of electric 

and hybrid vehicles across McCarthy Stone’s fleet of Enterprise cars does not just benefit residents who 
want to get behind the wheel. 

With electric vehicles having 43 percent less carbon emissions compared to the average UK car, as the 

programme expands it is set to have environmental benefits for many local areas. Furthermore, Car Clubs 
have been shown to lead to a reduction in car ownership among members, as well as a reduction in car 

usage in the 12 months after becoming a member. 
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As the Government aims to reach net zero carbon emissions by 2050, all Homes for Later Living developers 

are committed to playing their part by exploring new, efficient and sustainable systems. For example, Churchill 
Retirement Living properties are pioneering use of air and ground source renewable heat pump technology, 

which reduces energy bills and cuts CO2 emissions by as much as 75%. 

Alongside measures to promote low energy usage, a number of developments have car club partnerships 

with rental firms to reduce car usage. Some developments now have electric car charging points and this is 
something we fully expect to see more with sales of new petrol and diesel cars to end in the UK by 2030.

Already, Homes for Later Living residents are helping to reduce levels of pollution and carbon output in the local 

community by driving less. Instead of getting in the car, the location of most developments means that shops 

and high streets can be reached on foot. For when desired destinations are not in easy walking distance, many 

schemes are also on bus routes. 

Going by our resident polling, we can see that half of those still driving say that they drive less than they did 

before moving. Nearly half of those who don’t drive have given up because of moving to a retirement property. 

Broadly, Homes for Later Living residents are a third less likely to drive - 51% vs 77%. This reduced likelihood of 

driving can almost wholly be attributed to those saying that moving to a Homes for Later Living property meant 

that they chose to give up driving. 

Looking at self-reported driving among our residents, our analysis suggests that building 45 Homes for Later 

Living properties could take up to 15 cars off the roads who would otherwise drive a collective roughly 1,800  

miles a week. 

It is critical to note that these benefits do not come at the expense of residents’ independence. Rather, residents 
are likely more mobile because of the proximity of our properties to local high streets and shops. Our residents 

also show wellbeing scores consistent with people 10 years younger than them in the general population.
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There is no doubt we need more housing of all types.

There is no doubt we need more housing for older people - we have an ageing population with increasing 

housing needs. It is estimated that 90% of the household growth until 2050 will be among our over 65 

population. As a result, we have to build more suitable housing to cater for their specific needs. 

Homes for Later Living has lacked priority in new housebuilding over many years. However this report 

shows that building more housing for older people will not only address the existing shortfall, it will do 

more than any other type of residential development to support local jobs, businesses and High Streets.  It 

will also help improve the environmental footprint of a local area.

This is in addition to the clear socio-economic benefits identified in earlier reports which found that:

• On a selection of national well-being criteria such as happiness and life satisfaction, an average 

person aged 80 feels as good as someone 10 years younger after moving from mainstream housing 

to housing specially designed for later living.

• Each person living in a Homes for Later Living property enjoys a reduced risk of health challenges, 

contributing to fiscal savings to the NHS and social care services of approximately £3,500 per year. 

• Roughly two in every three retirement properties built releases a home suitable for a first-time buyer. 
A typical Homes for Later Living development which consists of 40 apartments therefore results in at 

least 27 first time buyer properties being released onto the market. 

Given that 1 in 4 over 65s want to downsize and in so doing will play their part in unlocking these benefits 
to society it only remains for Government, councils and house builders to play their part in making it 

possible.  For this to happen we are calling for:

1. A commitment to building 10% of the Government’s national house building target as retirement 

properties.

Having committed to building 300,000 new homes a year by the middle of this decade, ministers must now 

ensure that the right homes get built. With an ageing population, it no longer makes sense to focus almost 

exclusively on first-time buyers. We will need homes of different tenures to meet different demands. 

We are therefore urging ministers to commit to building 30,000 retirement properties a year in England. 

This would be a tenth of the existing national target and would cater for the increased demand for quality 

homes among our ageing population. It would also be additional, and not in place of, existing supply. 

This is a target which is undeniably necessary – over the next decade 50% of the growth in the number of 
households will be amongst the over 80s.6  It is also a target which is realistic and acceptable to existing 

local communities.

2. All local plans have to include specific targets for approving Homes for Later Living. 

Over 65 households will make up 90% of the household growth of the UK. We also know that 25% of this 

group want to downsize but many do not end up moving, causing a bottleneck at the top of the housing 

market. 

Conclusion and recommendations All local authorities should be responding to the growing need for more suitable housing for older people 

in their local plans. To ensure that this is the case, the Government should require that local plans include 

an objectively assessed look at the need for types of housing by demographic, and that local authorities 

commit to building for this level of need. 

Of course, no government can afford to ignore the many problems faced by the younger generation when 

it comes to housing. But as the UK gets older, action is urgently needed to ensure that all older people can 

live in suitable accommodation where they will experience healthy and happy retirements. Looking at the 

latest ONS household projections, we expect that the 3.9 million homes owned by those aged 65 and over 

today will grow to at least five million by 2030.

In this report, we have mapped a route for achieving both of these outcomes simultaneously. In doing so, 

we have demonstrated that helping more people to move into homes for later living would be a win-win for 

those politicians who are genuinely interested in bridging the growing generational divide.



45 apartments – i.e. the 
benefits of 1 typical Homes 

for Later Living development

30,000 apartments – i.e. one year 
of national building, 10% of the new 

homes target and the current level of 
demand

300,000 apartments – i.e. 10 
years of national building

Construction

• 30 jobs for the duration of 
the build

• £2.7m of gross value 
added in the local area

• 5231 jobs for the duration of the 
build

•  £476m of additional gross value 
added nationally

• 5231 jobs sustained for 10 
years

• £4.8bn of additional gross value 
added nationally

Repairs and Reno-
vations

• 1 permanent job
• £1.6m of gross value 
added in the local area

•  166 permanent jobs
•  £277.4 of additional gross value 

added nationally

• 1,660 permanent jobs
• £2.8bn of additional gross value 

added nationally

Management and 
Care

• 2.25 permanent jobs
• 1.6m of gross value add-

ed in the local area

• 523 permanent jobs
• £366m of gross value added nation-

ally

• 5230 permanent jobs
• £3.6bn of additional gross value 

added nationally

High Street Spend Negligible
Displacement would mean benefits 

would net off nationally
Displacement would mean 

benefits would net off nationally

Total

• 30 construction jobs 
sustained over the duration 

of the build
• 3 permanent jobs

• £5.8m of additional gross 
value added in the local area

• 5231 construction jobs for the dura-
tion of the build

• 689 permanent jobs
• £1.1bn of additional gross value added 

nationally

• 5231 construction jobs sustained 
for 10 years

• 6890 permanent jobs
• £11.2bn of gross value added 

nationally

45 apartments – i.e. the benefits 
of 1 Homes for Later Living 

Development

30,000 apartments – i.e. one 
year of national building, 10% 
of the new homes target and 
the current level of demand

300,000 apartments – i.e. 10 
years of national building 

Construction

• 46 jobs for the duration of the 
build 

• £4.2m of gross value added in 
the local area

• 8163 jobs for the duration of 
the build

• £737m in additional economic 
activity

• 8163 jobs sustained for 10 
years

• £7.4bn in additional economic 
activity

Repairs and Renova-
tions

• 1 permanent job
• £1.6m of gross value added in 

the local area

• 174 permanent jobs
• £285m in additional economic 

activity

• 1740 permanent jobs
• £2.9bn in additional economic 

activity

Management and 
Care

• 2.3 permanent jobs
• 1.6m of gross value added in 

the local area

• 523 permanent jobs
• £366m of gross value added in 

the local area 

• 5230 permanent jobs
• £3.7bn of gross value added in 

the local area

High Street Spend

• 2.3 permanent jobs on the high 
street

• £1.6m of additional spend on 
the high street

Displacement would mean  
benefits would net off  

nationally. 

Displacement would mean 
 benefits would net off  

nationally. 

Total

• 46 construction jobs for the 
duration of the build
• 5.4 permanent jobs

• £9m of gross value added in the 
local area

• 8163 construction jobs for the 
duration of the build

• 700 permanent jobs
• £1.4bn in additional economic 

activity

• 8163 construction jobs sus-
tained for 10 years

• 7000 permanent jobs
• £14bn in additional economic 

activity
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The additional benefits of building specialist retirement properties versus 
building a conventional housing development on the same site: 

Conventional housing developments are developments of family sized homes. There would be 

approximately 13 family sized homes on the same size development as 45 retirement properties.

Annex
The additional benefits of building retirement properties versus building a 
conventional block of flats on the same site:

Conventional apartments are suitable for first time buyers and there would be 31 first time buyer flats on 
the same size site as a retirement development.

Retirement Living and Extra Care developments:

Some developments are Retirement Living only properties and some our Extra Care properties which have 

additional care associated with them. The models for the benefits of a single one of these developments 
are below as well as the comparison, where appropriate, to the general model. An Extra Care development 

directly employs c. 17 people. A single Retirement Living development directly employs c. 1 person. 

The below numbers are net additional jobs in the local community resulting from the development of 

either a standard Retirement Living development and an Extra Care development versus a series of 

counterfactuals.



Additional local GVA Additional local jobs Duration of jobs

v std flats v std houses v fallow v std flats v std houses v fallow

RL +£2.4m +£3.87m +£7.29m +27 +43 +81

1 year
RL+ +£3.9m +£5.4m +£8.8m +43 +60 +98

RL:RL+ 80:20 
(General model)

+£2.7m +£4.2m +£7.6m +39 +46 +85

Homes for Later Living | 25Homes for Later Living | 24

Homes for Later Living: Unleashing the Grey Pound Homes for Later Living: Unleashing the Grey Pound

1 This is for an 80:20 Retirement Living / Extra Care development. Extra Care developments (also  

 known as Retirement Living Plus developments) typically "net add" around 12 permanent jobs  

 to the local community. Extra care developments employ c 17 people directly. The lifetime of a  

 development is cited as 60 years in line with best practice.

2 Knight Frank, ‘Retirement housing 2016' https://www.housinglin.org.uk/_assets/Resources/Hous

 ing/OtherOrganisation/KF_Retirement_Housing_2016.pdf

3 Some spending benefits could fit across multiple buckets. For example, a study by the Institute  
 of Pubic Care in 2014 for McCarthy Stone includes different benefits in its retail spend that we  
 have included in our Management and Care numbers which makes up the vast majority of the  

 difference between these two figures

4 CBI (2012). Bridging the gap: backing the construction industry to generate jobs; andShelter  

 (2010) Research: briefing: Housing Investment: Part 1. Available at:
 http://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/276668/Briefing_Housing_Investment_ 
 Part_1.pdf

5  Ball, M (2011), Housing markets and independence in old age: expanding the opportunities

6 ONS Household Projections (2016-based)

Endnotes
Construction activity local GVA & jobs, per 45 RL or RL+ homes developed

Renovation & repair activity GVA & jobs, per 45 RL or RL+ homes developed

Retail spending activity local GVA & jobs, per 45 RL or RL+ homes developed

Additional local GVA Additional local jobs Duration of jobs

v std flats v std houses v fallow v std flats v std houses v fallow

All 0 +£1.6m +£2.25m 0 +2.3 +3.2 Permanent

Management / social care activity local GVA & jobs, per 100 RL or RL+ homes 
developed

Additional local GVA Additional local jobs Duration of jobs

v std flats v std houses v fallow v std flats v std houses v fallow

RL +£1m +£1m +£1m +1 +1 +1

Permanent
RL+ +£3.7m +£3.7m +£3.7m +8 +8 +8

RL:RL+ 
80:20 (Gen-
eral model)

+£1.6m +£1.6m +£1.6m +2.3 +2.3 +2.3

Additional local GVA Additional local jobs Duration of jobs

v std flats v std houses v fallow v std flats v std houses v fallow

All +£1.6m +£1.6m +£1.6m +1 +1 +1 Permanent
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	NFDC POSITION STATEMENT ON NUTRIENT NEUTRAL DEVELOPMENT – INTERIM NITROGEN MITIGATION SOLUTION
	SILVER SAVIOURS FOR THE HIGH STREET
	1. PROFESSIONAL ENDORSEMENT
	1.1 I am Chris Cox BSc (Hons) MA MRTPI and I am an Associate Planner at Pegasus Group, Bristol.
	1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Science in Geography and Planning from the University of Birmingham, and a Masters of Urban and Regional Planning from the University of Central England.  I have been a Chartered Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute sin...
	1.3 I have over 15 years of planning experience, mostly in the private sector. I specialise in the residential development sector, including care and older person’s accommodation.
	1.4 The evidence which I have prepared and provided in this proof of evidence is true and is given in accordance with the guidance of the Royal Town Planning Institute. The opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions.
	1.5 Pegasus Group is a multi-disciplinary consultancy comprising planning, urban design, economics, heritage, landscape design and transport services. We are a national consultancy with 14 offices in the UK.

	2. INTRODUCTION
	2.1 This Proof of Evidence has been prepared in support of a Section 78 appeal by Renaissance Retirement against the decision of the New Forest District Council (the Council) to refuse planning permission at the site of The Rise and three neighbouring...
	"Demolition of existing buildings and the erection of 44 sheltered apartments for the elderly with associated access, mobility scooter store, refuse bin store, landscaping and 34 parking spaces." (the Proposal)
	2.2 The application was submitted to the Council on 1st May 2020 by Pegasus Group, acting as agent for the appellant, Renaissance Retirement, and ascribed planning reference 20/10481 (the Application). The Council refused planning permission on 14th O...
	2.3 A copy of the decision notice is attached at Appendix 1 (page 49) of the Statement of Case (SoC) and Core Document 3.2.
	2.4 A list detailing the application submissions, subsequent amendments and further information submitted to the planning application is contained at Appendix 2 (page 55) of the SoC.
	2.5 This Proof provides background information relating to the Appeal Site and the Proposal. It summarises the relevant planning policy and reviews the Council’s decision, to demonstrate that the application is in fact acceptable in planning terms and...

	3. THE REFUSAL REASONS
	3.1 The decision notice (ref. 20/10481) sets out six reasons for refusal. See Core Document 3.2.
	3.2 The Council has confirmed in its Statement of Case that it will not be defending the fourth and sixth reasons for refusal at the Inquiry.
	


	4. THE APPEAL PROPOSAL
	4.1 The Proposal at Stanford Hill, Lymington is for:
	" Demolition of existing buildings and the erection of 44 sheltered apartments for the elderly with associated access, mobility scooter store, refuse bin store, landscaping and 34 parking spaces."
	4.2 The key features of the Proposal are:
	 Demolition of existing 4 no. dwellinghouses;
	 Erection of a single 'T' shaped building providing sheltered residential accommodation for older people;
	 44 no. apartments (a mix of one-bed and two-bed flats), a resident's lounge and guest suite;
	 Provision of new vehicular access and egress arrangement to Stanford Hill using two existing driveways (and stopping up of others driveways);
	 Communal gardens;
	 Comprehensive hard and soft landscaping scheme;
	 Scooter store;
	 Bin store;
	 Car parking for 34 no. vehicles.

	4.3 The Proposal will provide sheltered housing to provide secure, self-contained accommodation to meet the needs of independent older people. On-site concierge, secure entry systems and a 24-hour emergency call system fitted in all apartments will be...
	4.4 The Proposal would generate jobs through construction. There would also be direct and indirect employment in the general management of the premises (e.g. on-site concierge, grounds management, refuse collection, general repairs, cleaning, window c...

	5. APPEAL SITE
	The Appeal Site
	5.1 The Appeal Site is located within the built-up area of Lymington on the eastern side of Stanford Hill, between Belmore Road and Anchorage Way.
	5.2 The Appeal Site is currently occupied by 4 no. detached 20th century dwellings of between 1 ½ - 2 storeys, with long rear gardens.
	5.3 These existing properties are characterised by a dominance of hard surfacing to the front, primary elevation of the Appeal Site, with brick walls and/or vegetation defining the boundary with the back edge of the footway. The dwellings are distinct...
	5.4 The Appeal Site is currently accessed by four private driveways off Stanford Hill, serving each existing dwelling.
	5.5 The land uses immediately surrounding the Appeal Site are all residential. To the north of the Appeal Site is a two and a half storey block of retirement development which was granted planning permission in the early 1990's by McCarthy & Stone. To...
	5.6 The Appeal Site is located within the settlement boundary for Lymington.
	5.7 The Appeal Site is not within the Lymington Conservation Area, but is located immediately adjacent to its southern boundary. There are several Listed Buildings to the north of the Appeal Site; the closest of which are the grade II listed Down Hous...
	5.8 The Appeal Site is located in flood zone 1, the area at least risk of flooding.
	5.9 The Appeal Site is located with the New Forest SSSI Impact Zone. It is also with 2kms of the following designations:
	 New Forest SAC;
	 Lymington River SSSI;
	 Lymington Reedbeds SSSI;
	 Lymington-Keyhaven Marshes LNR;
	 Boldre Foreshore LNR;
	 Solent and Isle of Wight Lagoons SAC;
	 Solent and Southampton Water SPA;
	 Hurst Castle and Lymington River Estuary SSSI; and
	 Solent Maritime SAC and RAMSAR.
	The Local Area

	5.10 Stanford Hill (A337) is a main route into Lymington from the west. It leads directly to the main town centre via St. Thomas Street.
	5.11 Lymington High Street (including St Thomas Street) provides access to immediate services and facilities required for day to day living within a range of 170m to 1km walking distance from the Appeal Site.
	5.12 Details of local services and facilities in close proximity to the site are set out in section 3 of the main Statement of Common Ground (SoCG), Core Document 7.12.
	Sustainability and Context

	5.13 The Appeal Site is in a sustainable location, being located within the existing built up area of Lymington and in close proximity to the town centre and a range of services, as set out above. The site therefore represents an excellent location fo...
	5.14 Stanford Hill has dedicated on-road cycle lanes and frequent bus services pass the Appeal Site. Lymington railway station is approximately 1.6km from the Appeal Site.
	5.15 The sustainability of the Appeal Site, the development opportunity and the benefits of the scheme, should also be considered relative to the context of the New Forest District, whereby 68%0F  of the land mass falls within the National Park, and o...
	5.16 Paragraph 2.11 of the Local Plan (Core Document 4.1) states:
	"The extent of restrictive designations and significant policy constraints effectively means that much of the Plan Area is either an inappropriate location for built development, and/or should only be considered for development in exceptional circumst...
	 12% is within a National or International Nature Conservation site designated for its nature conservation significance
	 28% is designated an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)
	 21% is Green Belt
	 17% is already built-up, with relatively limited opportunities for brownfield redevelopment other than at the former Fawley Power Station site
	 Around 15% is at risk of flooding or erosion (Flood Zones 2 or 3)".

	5.17 In the context of these constraints in the Plan area, the site must be considered a highly sustainable site, and an excellent opportunity, for development.

	6. PLANNING POLICY AND MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS
	The Development Plan
	6.1 The adopted Development Plan for the Council consists of:
	 Local Plan 2016-2036 Part 1: Planning Strategy (Adopted July 2020)
	 Saved policies (CS7, CS19 and CS21) of the Local Plan Part 1: ‘Core Strategy’ (Adopted in October 2009); and
	 Saved Local Plan Part 2: ‘Sites and Development Management' (Adopted in April 2014).

	6.2 The relevant policies are set out in the Statement of Common Ground and the most relevant policies to this appeal are as follows:
	 Policy STR1: Achieving Sustainable Development;
	 Policy STR3: The strategy for locating new development;
	 Policy STR4: The settlement hierarchy;
	 Policy STR5: Meeting our housing needs;
	 Policy ENV1: Mitigating the impact of development on International Nature Conservation sites;
	 Policy ENV3: Design quality and local distinctiveness;
	 Policy HOU1: Housing type, size, tenure and choice; and
	 Policy HOU3: Residential accommodation for older people.

	6.3 The Local Plan Part 2: ‘Site and Development Management' (Adopted in April 2014) policies pertinent to the proposals are set out below.
	 Policy DM1:  Heritage and Conservation;
	 Policy DM2:  Nature Conservation, Biodiversity and Geodiversity; and
	 Policy DM3:  Mitigation of Impacts on European Nature Conservation Sites.
	National Planning Policy Framework

	6.4 The following paragraphs are most pertinent to the appeal:
	 Paragraph 8:  Achieving sustainable development;
	 Paragraph 11: Presumption in favour of sustainable development;
	 Paragraph 59: Supporting the Government's objective to boost the           supply of housing;

	 Paragraph 61: Planning housing for the needs of different groups;
	 Paragraphs 91: Creating healthy, inclusive and safe places;
	 Paragraphs 117: Making effective use of land;
	 Paragraph 122: Efficient use of land;
	 Paragraph 127: Principles of good design;
	 Paragraph 170: Minimising impacts on biodiversity;
	 Paragraph 175: Key biodiversity principles for new developments;
	 Paragraph 193: Conservation of heritage assets; and
	 Paragraph 196: Less than substantial harm vs. public benefits.

	6.5 The NPPF is supported by National Planning Practice Guidance which provides more detailed guidance on a range of topics including Housing for Older and Disabled People. The appellant will refer to the NPPG in evidence, including:
	 Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 63-001-20190626
	 Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 63-004-20190626
	 Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 63-010-20190626
	 Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 63-012-20190626
	 Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 63-016-20190626
	Supplementary Planning Guidance

	6.6 The following SPDs are most relevant to the assessment of the proposals and this appeal:
	 Mitigation Strategy for European Sites SPD;
	 Housing Design, Density and Character SPD; and
	 Lymington Local Distinctiveness SPD.
	Lymington Conservation Area Appraisal (July 2002) (Core Document 4.5)

	6.7 The appeal site lies immediately adjacent to, but outside the Conservation Area.
	6.8 The Conservation Area Appraisal, whilst now somewhat dated, sets out detailed guidance for the Lymington Conservation Area. It divides the Conservation Area into zones with the Appeal Site adjacent to 'Zone D - Western'. Page 21 of the Appraisal d...
	6.9 Criteria for new development are identified based around modern design, materials, detailing, relationship to space, utilities/infrastructure, focal points and views, as well as open spaces, landscape and negative features.
	Advice on Achieving Nitrate Neutrality in the Solent Region- Version 5 (June 2020), Nitrogen Budget Calculator and Non-Technical Summary (produced by Natural England)

	6.10 These documents set out guidance on how nitrate neutrality can be achieved to prevent harmful effects on the Solent protected habitats, based on joint working between the Environment Agency, Natural England and Partnership for Urban South Hampshi...
	Other Legislation

	6.11 Beyond the requirements of the chief planning legislation (Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004) the following are of relevance to this application:
	The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) (the Habitats Regulations)
	6.12 Regulation 63 of the Habitats Regulations establishes that the Council is required to undertake a Habitats Regulation Assessment where proposed plans or projects relate to conservation sites which have been selected and designated on scientific c...
	6.13 The HRA comprises several distinct stages. The first stage of the HRA process includes formally screening a proposed plan or project to decide whether it is likely to have a significant effect on a European designated site. If, at the screening s...
	6.14 Section 66 sets out the duty of decision makers in determining applications affecting a listed building or its setting, to have special regard to desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or h...
	6.15 Section 72 confers a similar duty upon decision makers in respect of land within conservation areas.
	6.16 Regulation 122 sets out limitations on the use of planning obligations as follows:
	"(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
	(b) directly related to the development; and
	(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development."

	7.  HOUSING LAND SUPPLY
	7.1 The issue of housing supply is a critical issue, both nationally and locally, given past persistent under delivery of housing in the District and the need to increase the supply of housing in response to changing patterns and types of need.
	7.2 The Council has confirmed at paragraph 5.3 the SoCG (Core Document 7.12) and its Statement of Case (at paragraph 3.5) that it cannot demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable housing land.
	7.3 Policy STR5 of the Local Plan confirms a requirement to provide at least 10,420 additional homes in the Plan Area in the period 2016 to 2036. This should include at least 800 homes on sites of 10 or more dwellings at the towns and large villages, ...
	7.4 The Council has not published any information or public consultation regarding preparation of the Part 2 Local Plan and there is, as of yet, no Neighbourhood Plan in place covering Lymington.
	7.5 An allowance is made within policy STR5 for an estimated 924 homes to come forward from small site windfalls and affordable housing exception sites.
	7.6 The Proposal will contribute toward meeting the overall minimum housing target identified by policy STR5, and at a location that supports the Local Plan strategy, particularly with regard to policies STR3 and STR4.
	7.7 Policy HOU1 seeks to ensure that the type and mix of housing delivered addresses the housing needs of local people. The Proposal will accord with this policy, by providing more housing, and in particular, housing to meet the needs of older people....
	7.8 Prior to the Council conceding that it is unable to demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable housing land, the Appellant had progressed a draft Proof of Evidence in relation to housing land supply.
	7.9 The draft Proof concludes that only a 2.5 year supply exists. The Council has not offered an alternative figure.
	7.10 The Appellant does not intend to call its 5 year housing land supply witness at the Inquiry, but maintains the position set out in the draft Proof and reserves the right to call its author, should the Council change its position.
	APPENDIX 1: DRAFT PROOF OF EVIDENCE: HOUSING LAND SUPPLY

	8. NEED FOR AND BENEFIT OF OLDER PERSON'S HOUSING
	Need
	8.1 The ageing population of the UK mirrors that in many other European countries. It is partly a consequence of the age structure of the population alive today, in particular the ageing of the large number of people born during the 1960's 'baby boom'.
	8.2 The Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 63-001-20190626) confirms that "the need to provide housing for older people is critical" (my emphasis).
	8.3 As referenced at paragraph 7.10 (page 18) of the appellants SoC, the Local Plan Part 1 acknowledges that the number of people aged 75 or older is set to increase by 65% by 2036.
	8.4 Local Plan Part 1 Policy HOU3 set out a strategy to enable older people to continue to live independently. This strategy includes:
	 "Ensuring that new housing provision includes housing types designed to be suitable for older people".
	8.5 In its Statement of Case, the Council accepted that there is a "significant need" for sheltered housing. This is supported by evidence.
	New Forest District Council Demographic Projections Final Report (July 2017)
	8.6 JG Consulting prepared a report (see Appendix 9, page 168 of the SoC, or,  Core Document 4.8) that forms part of the Council's evidence base for the adopted Local Plan Part 1.
	8.7 Using a Housing LIN derived methodology, which uses national prevalence rates for different types of housing, (see figure 4.6, page 44) the report identified:
	 a current need for 2,450 units of older persons housing (excluding registered care) in New Forest District; and
	 a future need for 3,048 additional units (excluding registered care) by 2035.
	8.8 Included within that total need, is a current requirement for 1,081 market sheltered housing units, and a need for an additional 1,589 market sheltered housing units by 2035. Thus, the total need is for 2,670 sheltered market homes.
	8.9 The Proposal will help meet the current backlogged need.
	8.10 Using a different methodology that uses 2014-based household projections, the report goes on to identify (figure 4.8, page 46) a need for an additional 2,175 units of specialist housing (all types but excluding registered care) for older people i...
	8.11 Of these units, there is a need for an additional 1,134 sheltered market units.
	8.12 I consider the figure of 2,175 units (including 1,134 sheltered market units) to be a low estimate of need. This is because:
	 Paragraph 4.14 of the Demographic Projections report says that "Whilst the Housing LIN data is useful, it is not entirely clear how well it reflects actual local needs; being based, as it is, on a series of national prevalence rates. The use of thes...
	 The figure only deals with future population change, and ignores the current need. Paragraph 4.14 of the Demographic Projections report confirms that "…In more recent studies than the 2014 SHMA, analysis has been carried out based on demographic pro...
	8.13 The market for, and uptake of older persons housing is growing, encouraged by wider social care and health policy support, planning policy, and a growing public interest and acceptance of such housing products by prospective residents.
	8.14 The appellant commissioned Nigel Appleton of Contact Consulting to prepare its own assessment of the need for older persons housing.
	8.15 Mr Appleton's evidence concludes that there is a very large need for specialist housing for older people and identifies a current shortfall (at 2020) of 1,806 Market sector 'age exclusive and retirement' homes in New Forest District. By 2035, thi...
	8.16 Across all types and tenures of specialist housing for older people, the report identifies a total need for 6,864 units of accommodation by 2035.
	8.17 As the report explains, this growing need is driven by factors including the very substantial forecast rise in the population of elderly people, an appreciation of the overall health of older people, including any struggles with day-to-day tasks,...
	Council’s Position
	8.18 I note that paragraph 3.6 of the Council's Statement of Case states:
	"The Council recognises that the scheme would provide housing for the elderly, but not the sheltered and specialist care accommodation for which there is a significant need".
	8.19 The Council recognises there is a "significant need" for sheltered and specialist care accommodation. Therefore, it is surprising that the Council considers the Proposal will not meet this need. The Council has determined the application on the b...
	8.20 Planning practice guidance (Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 63-010-20190626) provides the following definition:
	"Retirement living or sheltered housing: This usually consists of purpose-built flats or bungalows with limited communal facilities such as a lounge, laundry room and guest room. It does not generally provide care services, but provides some support t...
	8.21 The Proposal includes for a guest suite, buggy store, owners lounge, office and on- site concierge assistance. I consider that the Proposal falls in line with this PPG definition of retirement living or sheltered housing.
	8.22 Paragraph 6.27 of the Local Plan 2016-2036 (Core Document 4.1), which provides supporting text to Policy HOU3 states:
	"Specialist older persons’ accommodation should also include features such as level access without steps, increased storage including for mobility vehicles, a ground floor bath/shower room, a guest bedroom for visiting family, stairwells that can acco...
	8.23 The Proposal provides these facilities, and will be delivered by one of the market leaders in the provision of such accommodation.  It is therefore clear that the Proposal will meet the type of specialist need that the Development Plan specifical...
	Supply
	8.24 In relation to supply, the Council does not publish data relating to the delivery of housing specifically for older people in its most recent Housing Land Supply Report (September 2020). However, based on the policies of the Local Plan 2016-2036 ...
	8.25 In preparing its new Local Plan, Policy 18 'Residential Accommodation for Older People' (draft policy 18 became policy HOU3), the Council intended that site specific Strategic Site Allocations should refer to a requirement to provide self-contain...
	8.26 However, paragraph 118 of the Inspectors Report on the Examination of the New Forest District Local Plan (see page 101 of the SoC) states:
	"Policy 18 sets out a justified approach to the provision of residential accommodation for older people which is consistent with national policy. However, in order to be effective and consistent with the modified Policy 16, it is necessary to remove r...
	8.27 As a result of this modification, adopted policy HOU3 is a non-specific and generic policy which encourages that homes are adaptable. Frankly, the policy has no teeth, and cannot alone be considered a proactive strategy for ensuring that the acco...
	8.28 Even if the 6,000 homes identified at the Strategic Site Allocations do offer up some accommodation for older people, each site would need to provide around one third of all units as housing for older people, to meet what I consider to be the Cou...
	8.29 In short, there is a rapidly ageing population, an existing unmet and rapidly growing and significant need for housing for older people in New Forest District; and a lack of robust proactive planning policies that will ensure the housing needs of...
	8.30 It is therefore important that schemes come forward via the development management application process, if the significant need for housing for older people is to be met.
	8.31 As evidence of the slow delivery, I have reviewed the planning pipeline of new older persons housing in the District. This is provided at Appendix 11 (page 276) of the SoC. Given that there are no allocations for older persons housing, the emergi...
	8.32 It is evident that in (approximately) the last 5 years, the Council has granted planning permission for an average of approximately 27 units of older persons accommodation per year. On the basis of the lower figure for 2,084 homes for older peopl...
	8.33 In addition, in deciding a S78 planning appeal in April 2019 for a site at Hythe, in the same District, (see appendix 20, page 593 of the SoC/ Core Document 6.5), the Inspector concluded at paragraph 54 that:
	"There are no alternative sites identified by the Council, in Hythe and Dibden or elsewhere, on which the need for retirement housing can be met".
	8.34 The adoption of the Local Plan has done little to change this situation, and the Council remains unable to demonstrate how this unmet and growing significant need will be delivered.
	8.35 In summary, it is very clear that there is an existing local need for specialist housing for older people which is not being met. The Council acknowledges that the need is "significant".
	8.36 This situation is in fact worsening, because insufficient supply is coming forward. Need is growing faster than supply.
	8.37 This proposal will help to address the current and growing "significant" need, and this benefit should be given significant weight in the planning balance.

	9. WIDER BENEFITS OF OLDER PEOPLE’S HOUSING
	9.1 The Appellants SoC (section 9, page 32 on) provides detail of the wider benefits of older people's housing. To avoid duplication, such benefits are summarised below:
	Construction Economy

	 Up to 20 roles on-site per annum over the estimated build programme of 18 months.
	 Across the wider construction supply chain (indirect employment), up to a further 34 jobs could be supported each year locally and across the wider region through indirect and induced effects during the construction phase.
	Revitalising the Housing Market

	 Freeing-up large or under-occupied homes, and aiding first time buyers.
	 Under occupation is particularly prevalent locally. Paragraph 3.61 of the SHMA 2014 identifies that:
	"All of the sub-areas in the New Forest District experience levels of under-occupation which are at or above the Hampshire average (75%); however, the issue is particularly acute in the National Park Authority Area where just under 85% of homes are un...
	Savings to the NHS and Social Care Services

	 A report by WPI Strategy for Homes for Later Living (page 19, appendix 15 of the SoC) establishes that on average each person living in a home for later living enjoys a reduced risk of health challenges, contributing to fiscal savings to the NHS and...
	 The Planning Practice Guidance also confirms that older persons housing reduces costs to the social care and health system (Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 63-001-20190626).
	Local Spending

	 Older people are more inclined to shop locally and support the vitality and viability of local centres. A specialist retirement development of 55 residents spends approximately £610,000 in local shops per year (see page 27, Appendix 16 of the appell...
	 This is further corroborated by a report (see Appendix 3 of this Proof) which found that the residents of a typical 45-unit retirement development generate £550,000 of spending per year, £347,000 of which goes to local shops, supporting retail jobs ...
	APPENDIX 3: SILVER SAVIOURS FOR THE HIGH STREET
	 More generally, spending by those aged 65 and over increased by 75% between 2001 to 2018, compared with a 16% fall in spending by those aged 50 and under during the same period, according to an ILC report Maximising the Longevity Dividend (Appendix ...
	 Pegasus Group has estimated that once built and fully occupied, the new households are estimated to generate total expenditure in the region of up to £1.6million per annum (Appendix 12, page 278 of the Soc).
	Mental and Physical Wellbeing

	 Specialist elderly housing helps to reduce anxieties and worries experienced by many elderly people living in housing which does not best suit their needs in retirement by providing safety, security and reducing management and maintenance concerns. ...
	 Specialist elderly housing is a form of housing which addresses the on-set and increasing problems of mobility/frailty through maintaining health and general well-being. On a selection of national well-being criteria such as happiness and life satis...
	 This form of development provides companionship and a self-contained community which helps to reduce isolation, loneliness and depression. The impact of loneliness on one’s health can be significant and is well documented, having a detrimental impac...
	Environmental Sustainability

	 Older persons housing – including this proposal – is typically sustainably located because of the need for good access to services, which reduces the need to travel by private car. There are excellent opportunities for the promotion of sustainable t...
	 Modern specialist accommodation is built to modern design, building and sustainability standards, so is far more favourable compared with the equivalent number of traditional homes in meeting energy reduction targets.
	Delivering Benefits Locally
	9.2 The Council recognises the benefits of the proposal at section 4.6 and 4.7 of its Statement of Case. The Council state that these benefits are not unique to the Proposal and do not outweigh the harm that they allege, but that does not mean that th...
	9.3 There is no requirement for the recognised benefits of the Proposal to be unique to the Proposal.
	9.4 Some third parties have suggested that homes may not be occupied by local people. The Knight Frank Senior Living Survey (2019) (see appendix 7, page 151 of the Statement of Case) shares the results of its survey of 2,000 over-65s on their behaviou...
	9.5 Whilst there is often a perception that seaside locations may attract in-migration of retirees from more urban locations, clearly, this research highlights the importance of local connections and the likelihood of local need being met.
	9.6 The report titled Chain Reaction (at Appendix 13, page 281 of the SoC) explains that older people are often at the top of the housing chain and have typically tended to 'stay put' once they reach 65 years of age. Providing attractive 'down-sizing'...

	10.  PLANNING ASSESSMENT: MATTERS AT ISSUE
	10.1 Having regard to the Committee Report, the reasons for refusal and the Council's Statement of Case, it is considered that the points at issue in this appeal may be identified as follows:
	1) Sustainable development;
	2) Design;
	3) Heritage;
	4) On-Site Ecology;
	5) Impact on the SPA – Nitrates;
	6) Neighbour amenity; and
	7) Third Party Representations.
	Sustainable Development

	10.2 The Council asserts, in reason for refusal 1, that "The proposed development is not considered to constitute sustainable development as set out in NPPF section 2 and Policy STR1 of the Local Plan Part One: Planning Strategy (2016-2036). The propo...
	10.3 The refusal reason refers to the three overarching objectives or facets of sustainable development as economic, social and environmental (NPPF paragraph 8) and contends that the proposal would provide; only limited economic and social benefits, a...
	10.4 In its Statement of Case, the Council does not identify why the proposal is not sustainable. Section 4.6 of the Council’s Statement of Case identifies some of the benefits of the Proposal.
	Policy STR1
	10.5 Policy STR1 describes how the Plan expects development to contribute toward sustainable development. I consider that the proposal will positively address all the aims, objectives and criteria set out under the policy. This includes:
	 Development in the settlement boundary;
	 Meeting housing need in sustainable and accessible locations;
	 Helping to address the full spectrum of housing needs at all stages of life;
	 Providing high quality design;
	 Achieving environmental net gain (i.e. 10% biodiversity net gain); and
	 Contributing to a thriving local economy.
	Other Key Local Plan Policies
	10.6 Policy STR3 sets out a strategy to direct new development to accessible locations that help sustain the vitality and viability of the towns and villages.
	10.7 Policy STR4 confirms that the 'Towns', including Lymington, are at the top of three tiers of settlements in the District. It makes clear that the Towns are the most sustainable locations for development.
	10.8 The proposal accords with policies STR4 and STR3.
	NPPF
	10.9 The proposals will achieve objectives of sustainable development referenced at paragraph 8 of the NPPF, including:
	 Ensuring land of the right type is available to support growth;
	 Ensuring a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided;
	 Well designed and safe built environment with accessible services and open spaces;
	 Support communities' health, social and cultural well-being;
	 Protect the natural, built and historic environment;
	 Make efficient use of land;
	 Help improve biodiversity; and,
	 Mitigation and adapting to climate change.
	The Disagreement
	10.10 I note that the officer's Committee Report (page 48) (Core Document 3.1) and paragraph 4.6 of the Council's Statement of Case appear to confirm that the Appeal Site is in a sustainable location which is suitable for the type of development propo...
	10.11 My interpretation is that the Councils' conclusion that the proposals do not constitute sustainable development is in effect a consequence of the Council’s conclusion on design and heritage matters, and also its failure to appropriately acknowle...
	10.12 For reasons set out within this and accompanying Proofs of Evidence on behalf of the Appellant, the Council’s position on design and heritage matters is not justified, and this Proof will explain why the benefits of the proposal clearly outweigh...
	Design

	10.13 Reason for Refusal 2 can be summarised as the alleged failure of the Proposal to respond sympathetically or contribute positively to the local character and distinctiveness.
	10.14 The Committee Report (Core Document 3.1) clarifies that the concerns of the Council have evolved via joint commentary from the urban design and conservation officer. The following criticisms are made in respect of design (excluding heritage addr...
	(i) The size of the building in this particular location is not appropriate (i.e. it is too large);
	(ii) The scheme represents a panopoly of different design styles without any coherence;
	(iii) The extent of building frontage and the depth of the floor plan;
	10.15 Paragraph 127 of the NPPF sets out how decisions should ensure that development achieves well-designed places.   This includes that it should function well and add to the overall quality of the area (bullet a)), be visually attractive (bullet b)...
	10.16 NPPF paragraph 130 says that poor design that fails to take opportunities to improve character and quality, taking into account any local design policy, should be refused. And conversely, where design accords with clear expectations, design shou...
	10.17 Policy ENV3 states that development should achieve high quality design and sets out a number of design based criteria that new development is required to meet. I consider that these criteria broadly reflect established principles of good design ...
	10.18 Mr Marlow's Proof on behalf of the Appellant demonstrates that the starting position has been to deliver the sheltered accommodation with an approach that can be appropriately accommodated by, and within the character of the area. It demonstrate...
	10.19 Mr Williams' Proof on behalf of the Appellant demonstrates that, through a full and thorough analysis of local character, urban form and sense of place, the Proposal is an appropriate response to both its immediate and wider context. Section 5.4...
	10.20 Having regard to my own knowledge and appreciation of the Site and its surroundings, and moreover, the detailed evidence of Mr Marlow and Mr Williams, I consider that the Proposal accords with policy ENV3 and the Lymington Local Distinctiveness ...
	Heritage

	10.21 The third reason for refusal claims:
	 The proposal does not preserve or enhance the setting of the Conservation Area or nearby Listed Buildings contrary to the tests at Sections 66 and 72 of the Listed Buildings and Conversation Areas Act 1990;
	 The proposal causes 'less than substantial harm' which is not offset by any public benefits, contrary to the NPPF; and
	 The proposal is contrary to the development plan - New Forest Local Plan (2016-2036) Policy ENV3, New Forest Local Plan, Part 2 Policy (2014) DM1, the Lymington Local Distinctiveness SPD, and with government advice as set out in the NPPF 2019.
	10.22 The statutory ‘tests’ contained at Section 66(1) and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 are duties placed upon the decision maker to have regard to listed buildings and conservation areas.
	10.23 In my opinion, policy DM1 echoes guidance contained in the NPPF. For example, that the significance of a designated heritage asset must be considered (as per NPPF paragraph 194) and that public benefits should outweigh any less than substantial ...
	10.24 Mr Clemons' evidence on behalf of the Appellant concludes that overall, the Proposal has a neutral impact and therefore causes no harm to designated heritage assets.
	10.25 The Council alleges that the Proposal results in less than substantial harm to heritage assets. If the Inspector were to agree with that conclusion, then the harm/benefits test that is set out at paragraph 196 of the NPPF must be considered. Par...
	"Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable...
	10.26 This balancing exercise is considered below at Section 11, albeit for reasons set out in Mr Clemons evidence, it is a balance that need not take place due to the appeal proposal causing no harm to designated heritage assets.
	On-Site Ecology

	10.27 Reason for refusal 4 alleged that the proposal had a direct impact on protected wildlife species within the appeal site without demonstrating compliance with the relevant tests of the Habitats Regulations.
	10.28 The way that Reason 4 was framed was based on a failure of the Proposal to meet the derogation requirements pursuant to the Habitats Regulations. This is a matter for Natural England to determine when the appellant applies for an EPS license.
	10.29 The Council had misdirected itself on the correct approach that it should take to the Habitats Regulations and EPS licensing in light of R. (Morge) v Hampshire CC [2011] UKSC 2; [2011] Env. L.R. 19. It was not the Council’s duty to step into Nat...
	10.30 The Council has since confirmed that it will not be seeking to defend Reason 4.
	10.31 It is common ground that Reason 4 will be addressed through the imposition of an appropriate planning condition that secures the proposed mitigation.
	Impact on the Solent SPA and SAC

	10.32 The 5th reason for refusal concerns the potential impact on the Solent SPA and SAC as a result of nitrates discharge into the Solent catchment area. Given the way that Reason 5 is framed, and given the context of the Committee Report and corresp...
	10.33 Through ongoing joint working with the PUSH authorities, Natural England and the Environment Agency - nitrate mitigation mechanisms have, or are, being put in place in the near future to secure financial contributions which can then be pooled fo...
	10.34 However, at the time of this planning application, and indeed this appeal, no such programme was in place.
	10.35 The appellant therefore explored on-site options to reduce nitrates discharge, but the Council has confirmed that dealing with the issue on site will not provide the necessary mitigation. This is because it is the discharge from the treatment wo...
	10.36 The appellant has therefore pursued its own off-site proposals, by using a nitrate offsetting scheme involving land on the Isle of White (IoW Mitigation), owned and manage by Heaton Farms (the Heaton Farm Scheme). Natural England has confirmed t...
	10.37 In terms of the mitigation to be secured via the Heaton Farm Scheme:
	 Natural England have confirmed that the Heaton Farm Scheme is sufficient to mitigate the impacts of developments which discharge wastewater within the same catchment of Pennington WWTW (which the Proposal does) (see Appendix 24, page 659 of the Soc).
	 before issuing the Decision, Natural England had not provided specific confirmation that the Heaton Farm Scheme was appropriate to mitigate the impacts of the Proposal. However, since issuing the Decision, Natural England have provided specific conf...
	 the Council have accepted the principle that the Heaton Farm Scheme is sufficient to mitigate the impacts of the Proposal
	 Isle of Wight Council (IWC) have confirmed that they will monitor the Heaton Farm Scheme
	10.38 The appellant sought to progress a Section 106 Agreement with the Council before the determination of the application in order to secure the mitigation via the Heaton Farm Scheme but the Council refused to engage with it. The appellant provided ...
	 Option 1: This option comprised two separate agreements. The:
	o first was an agreement between Mr Heaton, NFDC and IWC which secures the mitigation scheme at Heaton Farm (an overarching agreement). This is substantially based on a draft of agreement that has been negotiated and agreed between Mr Heaton, Fareham ...
	o second is an agreement between Lifestory (a Renaissance Retirement company) (and the relevant owners) and NFDC which obliges Lifestory to acquire credits and restricts the use of the Development Land.
	 Option 2: This comprises one composite agreement. This draft is substantially based on an agreement that Fareham Borough Council has entered into and which the Council had provided.
	 Either Option 1 of Option 2 would have provided appropriate mechanisms to secure nitrates mitigation.
	10.39 In effect, Option 1 regulated the wider mitigation scheme as part of the Heaton Farm Scheme and allowed Lifestory to acquire credits in that scheme, whereas Option 2 regulated specific mitigation land as part of the Heaton Farm Scheme.
	10.40 IWC have subsequently advised that they are not prepared to engage in section 106 agreements on an application by application basis, and that they are only prepared to engage on an overarching agreement to regulate the entire Heaton Farm Scheme.
	10.41 The Council, IWC and the owner of the Heaton Farm Scheme are currently negotiating the overarching agreement to regulate the Heaton Farm Scheme. However, it is unlikely that this will have been completed before the Inquiry.
	Use of a Grampian Condition
	10.42 Given that this cannot be resolved by an Appeal specific section 106 agreement, it is appropriate for a Grampian condition to be included on the planning permission. This is an agreed matter in the SOCG (paragraph 5.16, Core Document 7.12). This...
	10.43 Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 21a-010-20190723) confirms that "in exceptional circumstances, a negatively worded condition requiring a planning obligation or other agreement to be entered into before certain developmen...
	10.44 I consider that exceptional circumstances exist to justify the use of a Grampian condition.  This is a complex development and issue, not least because, off-site mitigation is required for the Proposal to achieve nitrate neutrality. The appellan...
	10.45 Nitrate neutrality in the Solent is an issue of strategic importance, and provides a challenge to the requirement set out by the NPPF to significantly boost the delivery of housing. This challenge exists in New Forest District and surrounding lo...
	10.46 It is agreed common ground with the Council that the use of a Grampian condition is appropriate. That position is reflects the Council's adopted 2019 Position Statement on nutrient neutral development. Paragraph 3.35 of the Position Statement co...
	APPENDIX 2: NFDC POSITION STATEMENT ON NUTRIENT NEUTRAL DEVELOPMENT
	Neighbour Amenity

	10.47 Reason for refusal 6 alleged that the proposals were contrary to Policy ENV3 of the Local Plan (Part 1) which requires an acceptable relationship between a proposed development and its neighbours. Specifically, it states that:
	"The proposal is considered to have a detrimental impact on neighbouring amenity in particular with regard to the position of an electricity sub-station close to the boundary of Nos. 14 and 15 Bucklers Mews, together with the close proximity of car pa...
	10.48 The proposals have been sensitively designed in respect of its relationship with No.s 14 and 15 Bucklers Mews, having regard to the orientation of facades and offset distances for example.
	10.49 The plans and reports submitted with the application and appeal demonstrate the satisfactory relationship between the proposed building and No.s 14 and 15 Bucklers Mews. These properties back onto the appeal site, close to its boundary, but have...
	10.50 The Council's committee report (report page 53/PDF page 13, Core Document 3.1) demonstrates that the Council assessed the impact of the Proposal on surrounding dwellings and concluded that there would be no significant harm to amenity. Therefore...
	10.51 The precise nature of the harm and the Council's concern was not clear from the decision notice or the committee report. However, a noise report was submitted as part of the the appeal (see appendix 27, page 669 of Appellants SoC) which confirms...
	10.52 Having subsequently reviewed the noise report submitted with the appeal, the Council has confirmed that it will not be defending Reason 6.
	10.53 I consider that the Proposal has responded to site constraints appropriately and will not result in any significant impact on neighbor amenity, and therefore accords with policy ENV3.
	Third Party Representations

	10.54 A number of third parties, including Lymington & Pennington Town Council and local people from the surrounding area have made representations objecting to the appeal. A larger number of representations, mostly objections, were submitted to the C...
	10.55 The representations raise a number of issues that can broadly be categorised as matters including design, visual harm impact on the conservation area, increase in traffic, lack of parking provision, harm to the amenity of neighbouring properties...
	10.56 Some of these issues (for example, parking provision and highway safety) are matters that are agreed with the Council to be acceptable. Others, such as design and impact on the Conservation Area are areas of disagreement with the Council, and ke...
	10.57 With regard to the availability of existing properties, a degree of market churn is to be expected. The Covid-19 pandemic has also created additional pressures and restrictions that has affected the property market, and wider economy. The appell...

	11. The Balance
	Heritage Balance
	11.1 Notwithstanding the Appellant’s position that there is no harm to any designated heritage assets, if the Inspector were to conclude that there would be less than substantial harm to a heritage asset, then the Courts have confirmed that the decisi...
	11.2 In making its decision, the Council has failed to both properly consider and weigh, the public benefits of the scheme.  In terms of the approach to considering the public benefits, the Council's Statement of Case states at paragraph 4.6 that:
	"…However, such benefits are not unique to the elderly accommodation proposed, do not outweigh the detrimental impact arising from the proposed development on the distinctiveness, character and appearance of the area and the significance of heritage a...
	11.3 And at paragraph 4.7;
	"Furthermore it is considered that the identified benefits of the scheme could occur whilst equally achieving environmental and social benefits of preserving the character and appearance of the area and significance of heritage assets"
	11.4 These statements suggest that the Council is seeking to reduce the significance of the public benefits that the scheme would deliver, on the basis that they are not unique to the Proposals or that another hypothetical scheme could deliver these b...
	11.5 It is noted that the Council's Statement of Case (at paragraph 4.6) acknowledges the following benefits:
	 Delivery of new home in the urban area,
	 Delivery of homes in close proximity to services and facilities,
	 Deriving economic benefit during construction and residents spend locally,
	 Environmental benefits of reduced reliance on the private car, and
	 Social benefits of on site support networks and social groups locally.
	11.6 Given that the Council accepts the Proposal will deliver these benefits, I am of the opinion that the Council has not applied enough weight to these benefits as part of this appeal, and failed to consider them when making its decision.
	11.7 In my opinion, these are all public benefits, that should be considered as part of the heritage balance exercise at NPPF paragraph 196. A proper application of this test will lead to a conclusion that the public benefits of the Proposal far outwe...
	Appeal Decisions
	11.8 There are a number of appeal decisions that are relevant to the application of the heritage balance for this Proposal.
	11.9 Of particular relevance is an April 2019 appeal decision for a similar retirement housing scheme in Hythe (see Appendix 20 of the SoC), in the same District as the Site. Here, the Inspector acknowledged (see paragraph 84 of the decision) the need...
	11.10 At paragraphs 53 to 57 of the decision, the Inspector concluded that the following public benefits would be delivered:
	 provision of housing,
	 the provision of sheltered market housing for older people where a need exists,
	 reducing demand on healthcare, freeing up family housing,
	 economic benefits, including increased spending in local shops, and
	 making efficient use of land to provide housing close to services and facilities.
	11.11 Such benefits are acknowledged by the Council to be present in the current appeal.  At paragraph 53 of the Hythe decision (Core Document 6.5), the Inspector concluded that these social and economic public benefits were 'significant' and outweigh...
	11.12 It is therefore unclear why the Council attaches lesser weight to the benefits of this Proposal, which are substantively the same in many regards.
	11.13 Other appeal decisions for schemes for specialist housing for older people at sites at Chester, Westergate and nearby Brockenhurst (appendices 21-23 in the SoC, Core Documents 6.6 to 6.8) demonstrate the benefits of housing for older people and ...
	11.14 For clarity, the public benefits of the current Proposal include:
	 The provision of housing where the Council cannot demonstrate a deliverable 5 year supply of housing land;
	 Providing specialist housing for older people where there is an identified significant need for such accommodation;
	 Reducing demands on healthcare and savings to the NHS;
	 Promoting the physical and mental health of future residents, including reducing loneliness;
	 Freeing up family housing;
	 Economic benefits, including increased spending in local shops;
	 Economic benefits through construction and throughout the lifetime of the development;
	 Making efficient use of land to provide housing close to services and facilities; and
	 An on-site biodiversity net gain.
	11.15 I conclude that the significant public benefits of the Proposal, would in this case far outweigh any less than substantial harm if the Inspector found that there were such harm to designated heritage assets.
	The Planning Balance
	11.16 At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (February 2019) is the ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’, as set out in Para. 11. For decision taking this means:
	“approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay [often referred to as a ‘straight balance’]; and where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, granting permission unless:
	– any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or
	– specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted [often referred to as a ‘tilted balance’].”
	11.17 The circumstances in which policies are deemed 'out of date' is confirmed in footnote 7, which include, for applications involving the provision of housing, where (as is the case here) a LPA cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable h...
	11.18 Exclusions to this rule are confirmed in paragraph 11d of the NPPF and footnote 6, which states that the circumstances in which policies in the NPPF 'provide clear reason for refusing' a proposed development (such that the presumption does not a...
	"The policies referred to are those in this Framework (rather than those in development plans) relating to: habitats sites (and those sites listed in paragraph 176) and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green B...
	11.19 In respect of impacts on local habitat sites specifically, Paragraph 177 confirms that the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where "the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on a habitats site (eith...
	11.20 In respect of designated heritage assets, the correct approach, confirmed by the Courts, is that it is only if the less than substantial harm to the significance of the heritage asset is outweighed by the public benefits that the decision maker ...
	11.21 Notwithstanding our conclusion that there is no harm to heritage assets, as the public benefits of the Proposal would clearly outweigh any less than substantial harm that the Council alleges would result, the 'tilted balance' is engaged and the ...
	'Tilted' Balance
	11.22 The Council has confirmed that it cannot demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply and I consider that the heritage test (paragraph 196), if engaged, would be met. I consider that the tilted balance and the presumption in favour of sustainable de...
	11.23 In addition to the assessment of the Proposal toward meeting national and local objectives for delivering sustainable development referred to earlier in this Proof, including accordance with Policy STR1, I consider that the proposal will create ...
	Social
	Net increase of new homes to address a deficit in the Council’s  Very Significant
	HLS  Benefit
	Provision of new housing in a sustainable location       Significant Benefit
	Provision of specialist housing to meet an identified             Significant Benefit
	'significant' need
	Promoting physical and mental wellbeing of residents Moderate Benefit
	Economic
	Increased local spending     Moderate Benefit
	Employment generated by construction   Moderate Benefit
	Employment generated during operational phase  Moderate Benefit
	Economic benefits to NHS and government services Moderate Benefit
	arising from improved health of residents
	Boosting the housing market & freeing up family homes Moderate Benefit
	Environmental
	Re-use of a (part) brownfield site    Moderate Benefit
	Focusing development at a sustainable location  Moderate Benefit
	Accessible location reducing reliance on the car  Minor Benefit
	On-Site landscaping and open space   Minor Benefit
	On-Site Biodiversity net gain    Minor Benefit
	Achieving High Quality Design    Minor Benefit
	Impact on Solent SPA     Neutral
	Heritage Impact      Neutral
	Other environmental impacts    Neutral
	Additional transport movements    Minor Adverse Impact
	11.24 The three dimensions of sustainable development have been assessed and it is concluded that not only do the adverse impacts not significantly or demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies in the NPPF as a whole, but ve...
	11.25 As stated earlier in this Proof, the Council (see paragraph 4.6 of its Statement of Case) has suggested that the benefits of the Proposal are "…not unique to the elderly accommodation proposed...". This does not mean that they are not benefits t...
	Development Plan Conformity
	11.26 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchased Act 2004 requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the Development Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
	11.27 I consider that the Proposal is in accordance with the Development Plan. However, in my opinion even if there is found to be non-accordance with the Development Plan, material considerations clearly indicate that permission should nonetheless be...

	12. MATTERS NOT AT ISSUE
	12.1 Having regard to the Committee Report and the Council's Statement of Case, it is considered that the following matters are not in dispute with the Council:
	  The Appeal Site is accessibly located.
	 There is no objection to the principle of development in this location within the settlement boundary.
	 There is no objection in principle to the demolition of the 4 no. existing dwellings.
	 The Proposal would make efficient use of the Appeal Site.
	 The Proposal will secure new housing which will contribute to meeting the Council's housing delivery targets, including the indicative target for around one-fifth of all new homes to be for older people.
	 The impact on the local highway network is acceptable.
	 The level of parking to be provided on-site is acceptable.
	 The proposed surface water strategy is acceptable.
	 There is no requirement for the provision of or contribution to off-site public open space (other than the habitat mitigation identified below).
	 There is no objection in relation to arboriculture and the impact of the proposals on the existing trees.
	 The scheme is unable to provide affordable housing.
	 The proposal will be CIL liable.


	13. CONCLUSION
	13.1 This Proof of Evidence has been prepared on behalf of Renaissance Retirement to support an appeal against the refusal of the Council to grant planning permission for the development of 44 no. sheltered apartments for older people at the Appeal Si...
	13.2 The Proposal represents sustainable development as defined by the NPPF, and Policy SRT1. The Appeal Site is located within a highly accessible location within the settlement boundary of Lymington, where there is excellent access to a range of fac...
	13.3 In the context of the Council being unable to demonstrate a deliverable 5 year housing land supply, the Proposals will make a vital contribution to the Council’s housing supply. More specifically, in delivering high-quality accommodation specific...
	13.4 Whilst Mr Clemons' evidence says that there is no harm to designated heritage assets, I conclude that if the paragraph 196 heritage test is engaged, the various public social, economic and environmental benefits of the Proposal would far outweigh...
	13.5 Given that the Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply, paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF is engaged, and the ‘tilted’ balance subsequently applied has been shown to support the scheme.
	13.6 This Proof also demonstrates that the Proposal is compliant with the Development Plan.
	13.7 Even if there is found to be non-accordance with the Development Plan, material considerations clearly indicate that permission should nonetheless be granted.


