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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 This Statement has been prepared by Barton Willmore LLP on behalf of our Client, Retirement 

Villages, who are promoting a site for comprehensive extra care development on land at 

Copperkins Lane, Amersham (“the Site”). 
 

1.2 Representations have been made on behalf of our Client throughout the production of the 

Local Plan.  Representations were made to the CSBDC Reg19 LP Consultation on 23 Aug 

20191. These dealt with key planning issues relevant to the “need for housing for older 

people” in the District, and some site-specific matters (Copperkins, Amersham)2. 

 

1.3 Notwithstanding the land interests of our Client, these representations have been prepared 

in recognition of prevailing planning policy and guidance, in particular the NPPF and PPG. 
 

1.4 The Local Plan was submitted following the 2019 NPPF and is therefore being examined under 

this NPPF. Reference is therefore made to NPPF 2019 in response to the Inspectors’ questions. 

 

1.5 These Representations respond to the Inspectors’ questions within Matter 2: Issue 1 “Housing 

Need” and have been considered in the context of the tests of ‘Soundness’ as set out at Para 

35 of the 2019 NPPF which requires that a Plan is: 

 
a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the 

area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other 

authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is 

practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;  

 

b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, 

and based on proportionate evidence;  

 
c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on 

cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as 

evidenced by the statement of common ground; and  

 

d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development 

in accordance with the policies in this Framework.  

 
1 Representor No/Ref: 1224428. 
2 Site Ref: CD0106 
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2.0 RESPONSE TO MATTER 2: OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING AND 
EMPLOYMENT NEEDS 

 

Matter 2: Issue 1: “Housing Needs” 

 

2.1 As part of this Hearing Statement, I seek to address the questions below in the round, rather 
than specifically to each question. I do so, in the light of recent communications3 between 

ourselves and the Inspectors (via the Programme Officer) in respect of the scheduled MIQs 

– and the absence of a specific Matter in respect of “the future need for housing for older 
people” – as referenced in the Inspectors’ IQs to CSB Councils (12 Nov 2019) [EXAM 1]. 

 

2.2 We have subsequently been advised that “there will be a day set aside in Stage 2 [Hearings] 
to consider such matters” and “the issues you identify will definitely be discussed, just not at 
Stage 1.” 
 

2.3 The issues/matters of specific concern can be summarised thus: 

 

i) The Plan’s failure to adequately identify nor address the need for older peoples’ 

housing; and  

ii) The Plan’s consequential failure to then identify the “exceptional circumstances” that 

exist to meet this specific need in plan-making terms in respect of Green Belt 

considerations. 

 
2.4 Our response to “exceptional circumstances” and the Green Belt is dealt with in the context 

of our separate response to MIQ Matter 4 (Issue 1).  Our response to the “housing needs” in 

the context of the Plan’s failure to adequately identify and/or provide for in this plan-making 

process is set out in this Statement (MIQ Matter 2: Issue 1).  

 

NB: In doing so, we are very mindful that of the Inspectors’ above response that 

our concerns and the issues we raise will definitely be discussed as part of the 

Stage 2 Hearings.  We have therefore prepared our present (pithy) response(s) 
accordingly. 

  

 
3 BW letter dated 07 Feb 2020 & Programme Officer email dated 07 Feb 2020 
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2.5 As part of this Hearing Statement, we seek the address the following Questions in the round: 

 

Q1. In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions the Councils confirmed that the Plan 
should have a strategic policy which sets out the housing requirement and how this 

need will be met. Is a Main Modification required for effectiveness and consistency 

with paragraph 20 of the Framework? 

 

Q2. In determining the housing requirement, has the Local Housing Need (‘LHN’) 

assessment been carried out correctly, and conducted using the standard method as 

required by the Framework and the PPG? 

 

Q5. The PPG states that the standard method can be used to calculate the minimum annual 
local housing need figure. Should the housing requirement be expressed as a 

minimum, and is it a gross or net figure?  

 

Q6. The PPG also states that the Government is committed to ensuring that more homes 

are built and supports ambitious authorities who want to plan for growth. It confirms 

that there will be circumstances where it is appropriate to consider whether the actual 

housing need is higher than the standard method indicates. Have the Councils 

considered whether the need for housing is higher in Chiltern and South Bucks, having 
particular regard to issues around affordability? How have these considerations 

informed the plan-making process? 

 

Q8. Does the Plan set out a housing requirement for designated neighbourhood areas 

which reflects the overall strategy for the pattern and scale of development and any 

relevant allocations, as required by paragraph 65 of the Framework? 

 

i) An Ageing Population: Strategic Policy setting out Housing Requirement 
 

2.6 With the aforementioned caveat, we are conscious this is “Stage 1” MIQs, but we would 

ordinarily expect the significant matter of housing need for older people to be suitably dealt 

with alongside wider “Housing Needs” (ie Matter 2). We consider this is a fundamental 

element of the overall strategic housing requirement, which is inextricably linked to wider 

matters of the plan-making process, not least Green Belt considerations.  
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2.7 In the UK there is a chronic undersupply of suitable housing for older people with retirement 

properties making up just 2% of the UK housing stock (approx 533,000 homes). To put this 

into perspective, the over-65 population is approximately 10 million and the over-60 
population is approximately 14 million. Evidently, the demand for suitable housing for older 

people significantly outweighs the supply, which the ‘The Top of the Ladder’4 DEMOS 

(2013) report has labelled ‘the next housing crisis’ (Relevant summary in Appendix 1). Since 

2013, this issue has remained largely unaddressed and the gap between “supply and demand” 

has continued to intensify and pose challenges for society.  

 

2.8 When putting this into context in relation to the overall housing requirement for Chiltern and 

South Bucks, the present Local Plan Evidence Base and submitted Local Plan does not 

adequately address the “unmet need” for specialist accommodation for older people. In terms 
of need, the Council’s HENA5 has demonstrated there is an essential need for older peoples 

housing in the Plan area, with an unmet backlog as of 2016, and additional ongoing future 

need throughout the Plan period. The Framework (para 20) requires that “strategic policies 
should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of development, and make 
sufficient provision for housing”.  

 

2.9 Whilst Policy DM LP7 confirms there to be a need for homes for older people, specialist and 

supported living, the Draft Plan (Policy DM LP7 or other policies) is not explicit in quantify 
that requirement needed throughout the plan period - as required by PPG [Ref ID: 63-006-

20190626], and therefore, the draft Local Plan does not “effectively” or “consistently” address 

the need for older peoples’ housing. The overall approach to housing need is too generic. 

This conflicts with the Framework (paras 20 & 61).  

 

2.10 It is not clear in the Plan presently, how this specific ‘housing need’ for housing for older 

people will be provided for as part of an adopted Local Plan. In simple terms, the Councils 

recognise that the greatest increase in their overall demographic profile lies within the 65yrs+ 
cohort, and yet the Local Plan fails to provide for any plan-led growth and specifically, 

strategic policy, in the retirement sector for older peoples’ housing.  
  

 
4 https://demos.co.uk/project/the-top-of-the-ladder/ 
 
5 CSPBLP26 

https://demos.co.uk/project/the-top-of-the-ladder/
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2.11 The Government (and recent changes to the NPPF and PPG) reflect the increasing awareness 

of the acute shortage of older peoples’ housing needs.  This was reflected in the Housing 

White Paper “Fixing Our Broken Housing Market” (Feb 2017) 6 (Relevant summary in 
Appendix 1) which urges this need to be addressed and sets out how the Government intends 

to boost the supply of housing over the long term, and the role of the planning system in 

assisting to deliver this, and in particular address the needs of older people.  

 

2.12 A further report examined related benefits in “Demonstrating the Health and Social Cost-

Benefits of Lifestyle Housing for Older People” (Oct 2017) 7 (Relevant summary in 

Appendix 1).  Specifically, by providing extra care housing greater efficiencies can be achieved 

when compared to providing care to individuals in the community, which supports the need 

for a clear policy narrative for housing for older people.  
 

2.13 The Local Plan clearly fails to adequately address the requirements of the Framework (para 

61) and the PPG [Ref ID numbers: 63-004-20190626, 63-006-20190626, 63-010-20190626, 

63-012-20190626 and 63-013-20190626]. Given the very high proportion of older persons’ 

housing need in the CSBDC area over the Plan period, it is important that this issue is an 

integral and specific part of the EiP process.  

 

2.14 With this in mind, we recommend a Main Modification is required for “effectiveness” and 
“consistency” to address the housing requirement, specifically in relation to specialist 

accommodation for older people. 

 

ii) An Ageing Population: Local Housing Need (LHN) 

 

2.15 The National standard methodology for calculating local housing need (LHN) is the main 

evidence for housing need for Chiltern and South Bucks. The combined LHN for Chiltern and 

South Bucks from 2016-2036 is 15,260 homes (763 dpa) as set out in the HELAA (Jan 2020). 
Following the GB Review, it was agreed that the Chiltern and South Bucks Housing and 

Employment needs could not be fully met and therefore the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 

(VALP) would meet up to 5,725 dwellings. An allowance for this has been included in the 

VALP on identified land which least meets the purposes of the Green Belt which can help 

meet the housing and economic needs. 

 

 
6 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/590464/Fixing_our_br
oken_housing_market_-_print_ready_version.pdf 
7 
https://www.housinglin.org.uk/_assets/Resources/Housing/Support_materials/Reports/HLIN_Keepmoat_Report_FINAL.pdf 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/590464/Fixing_our_broken_housing_market_-_print_ready_version.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/590464/Fixing_our_broken_housing_market_-_print_ready_version.pdf
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2.16 The LHN assessment has been conducted using “the standard method” as required by the 

Framework and the PPG, however, it is clear the actual housing need is higher than the 

standard method. LHN also fails to adequately recognise the specific need for older peoples’ 
housing and extra-care.  

 

iii) An Ageing Population: Housing Need is Higher than Standard Method  

 

2.17 Both Nationally and Locally, People aged 65 and over are the main driver of household growth 

and in those circumstances, I set out below where it is appropriate to consider that the actual 

housing need is higher than the standard method indicates, and the housing requirement 

should be expressed as a ‘minimum’, as the unmet need for specialist accommodation has 

not been adequately taken into account.  
 

2.18 The Chiltern and South Bucks HENA, 20198 establishes the housing needs for different groups, 

including housing for older people. Table 1 below sets out Figure 48 of the CSBDC HENA 

which summarises both the existing under supply and backlog of specialist housing as at 

2016, in addition to the future levels of need resulting from population growth in those aged 

75+ over the period to 2036, totalling 11,228 people9.  

 

Table 1: ORS Modelled Demand for Older People’s Housing in Chiltern and South 
Bucks 

 
 

2.19 Population growth in those aged 75+ over the period 2016 – 2036 would increase need by a 

total of 2,818 units, resulting in a total need (when coupled with existing unmet need/ 

backlog) for 5,347 units (as referenced in CSB Response to Inspectors’ Questions (20 Dec 

2019).  
  

 
8 CSPBLP26 
9 ORS HENA 2019, Figure 46 
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2.20 An independent assessment undertaken by Contact Consulting10 compared to the Council’s 

evidence (ORS) in respect of need for older people’s homes, shows that the findings of the 

assessments are broadly comparable methodologically (albeit Contact Consulting reports on 
need for Chiltern in isolation).  

 

2.21 However, applying the same provision rate as tested by both Contact Consulting and ORS 

(Appendix 2) would result in an additional need (resulting from population growth alone) 

of approximately +1,250 units in various forms. This is in addition to the +1,500 units 

identified by Contact Consulting as current unmet need (or backlog) (this is explained in detail 

in our original Reg 19 Representations (Aug 2019: Paras 5.7-5.28 (Table 5.3) and Appendix 

D).  

 
2.22 As such the levels of identified need calculated using provision rates per 1,000 people aged 

75+ can be considered to present a minimum level of need given the likely rise in the level 

of people aged 65 and over suffering from health and mobility outcomes and requiring 

specialised accommodation (As evidenced in further detail in Appendix 2 and more specifically 

Table 15).  

 

2.23 The figure of 5,347 units is evidently the minimum requirement, and housing need should 

be addressed more specifically, focussing on the specialist needs of older people and specific 
allocations to address these needs.  

 

2.24 In this regard, even if the overall housing numbers were high enough and land supply 

adequate overall, in purely quantitative terms, the key point here is the lack of specific sites 

suitable, available and achievable for provision of Sheltered Housing for Older People (SHOP). 

This includes being big enough, well located with respect to the needs and preferences of 

older people and, in terms of ‘available’, ideally controlled by specialist developer-operators 

or at least promoted and allocated specifically for the purpose, in order to deliver ‘fit for 
purpose’ and ‘deliverable’ housing for older people.  

  

 
10 Contact Consulting, See Appendix 2 
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2.25 This is increasingly recognised via a number of S78 appeals, and in the interests of trying to 

be helpful regarding these principles, I have appended a recent S78 Decision (West Malling, 

19 December 2018)11 that grapples with these planning considerations: 

 
- An acute shortage of need for extra-care housing; 

- The failure of the Development Plan to include a specific requirement or allocations 

for housing for older people; 

- The positive delivery of social and economic benefits; 

- Reducing pressure on local community and health facilities; and 

- The freeing-up of market housing due to the ability to downsize.   

- There are separate “needs” for different types of specialist housing and care models; 

- Other forms of housing or care homes will not necessarily meet the identified needs; 
- The retirement village concept requires a minimum number of units and site area in 

order to support the viable provision of shared on-site facilities for residents. 

 

2.26 Para 28 specifically notes that, “The Council has not sought to define a different tenure split 
or to otherwise quantify the estimated need for extra care market housing”. And Para 32 goes 

on to note that, “The sector is expanding nationally, and the latest evidence shows an active 

demand for such development in the Borough”, and yet there is “no specific provision for 
either extra care housing or other specialist housing for older people in the emerging Local 
Plan”.  

 

2.27 In addition to the above, the S78 Inspector recognised (para 39) that: 

 
It is nevertheless clear that the retirement village concept requires a 
minimum number of units and site area in order to support the viable 
provision of shared on-site facilities for residents. That of itself would limit 
the choice of suitable sites, particularly in a Borough with extensive areas 
of Green Belt. Neither is there any evidence before me of the successful 
development of retirement villages as the result of development plan 
allocations. 
 

2.28 It is the combination of these factors that lead the S78 Inspector to conclude that the absence 

of such provision in the emerging Development Plan in the face of such an acute specialist 

housing need to constitute VSCs in allowing that Appeal. 

 

 

 
11 Appeal Ref:  
 APP/H2265/W/18/3202040 Land to the rear of 237-259 London Road, West Malling, Kent ME19 5AD 
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2.29 A report by DEMOS, “Unlocking the Market: Helping First Time Buyers by helping 

Later Life Buyers”12 (Nov 2017) (Relevant summary in Appendix 1), picks up on the earlier 

Housing White Paper (Feb 2017).  This develops further discussions with stakeholders, 
including specialist retirement developers, to help develop strategies to support older people 

to make better housing choices and increase the supply in those forms of accommodation, 

therefore unlocking the housing chain. This results in the notion that “retirement housing is 
of similar value to society as affordable housing, and should be recognised as such in the 
planning regime.”  

 
2.30 Further recognised reports are increasingly recommending the need to proactively plan for 

and provide for suitable specialist housing accommodation to meet the needs of an ever 

increasing ageing population: 
 

• The Rural HAPPI Inquiry – HAPPI 4 (April 2018) (Relevant summary in Appendix 

1) recognises the challenge in ensuring provision of suitable accommodation for this 
age profile and confirms that the provision of suitable accommodation for the elderly 

in rural areas should be an integral part of the national housing strategy, every local 

authority strategic plan, Local Plan and plan-making policies.  

 

• The Government Response to the Housing for Older People Report 

(September 2018) (Relevant summary in Appendix 1) sets out the Government’s 

commitment to supporting older people. The report refers to the strengthening of the 

NPPF, requiring clear policies to be included that address the housing needs of the 

elderly. It further makes clear that Local Plans should be informed by a relevant and 

up-to-date evidence of need. 

 
iv) An Ageing Population: Overall strategy for the pattern and scale of 

development  

 

2.31 In terms of need, the Council’s HENA has demonstrated that there is an essential need for 

older peoples’ housing in the Plan area, with an unmet backlog and additional ongoing future 

need throughout the Plan period. However, it is abundantly clear that the HENA (and the 

present Local Plan Evidence Base) does not adequately address the ‘actual’ need. We will not 

rehearse this position here; but refer the Inspectors to our original Reg 19 Representations 

(Aug 2019: Paras 6.1-6.34 and Appendix D).  
 

 
12 https://demos.co.uk/project/supply-and-demand/ 
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2.32 The CSBDC “housing need” exercise is flawed, insofar as it does not go far enough and fails 

to adequately quantify and then seek to provide for the requirement for older peoples’ 

housing. This Housing Need should be addressed through a clear policy narrative and relevant 
site allocations.   

 

2.33 In this regard, Para 65 of the NPPF states an LPA housing requirement figure should show 

the extent to which their identified housing need can be met over the Plan period. Within this 

overall requirement, strategic policies should also set out a housing requirement for 

designated neighbourhood areas which reflects the overall strategy for the pattern and scale 

of development and any relevant allocations. 
 

2.34 It is evident that there are no specific positive allocations in terms of specialist 

accommodation within the submitted CSBDC Local Plan. The Inquiry into Decent and 

Accessible Homes for Older People (Summer 2019) (Relevant summary extracts in 
Appendix 1) specifically quotes The Retirement Homes Builders Group, which advised the 

Inquiry that: 

 

…at local level we need to see forward-looking local planning 
policies that predict, monitor and encourage the supply of 
retirement housing. Planning authorities should be required to 
publish a strategy explaining how they intend to meet needs of 
older people in their area alongside a target housing number for 
older people in their Local Plan. 

 

2.35 It is essential that housing for older people be located close to where residents are likely to 
move from or, where the need originates. The principle of meeting the localised need for 

elderly housing has been established through an increasing number of S78 Appeals. 

 

2.36 Whilst the need for general market housing might be met where the bulk of new provision 

will be in the south of the Local Plan Area as demonstrated by the site allocations in the 

CSBDC Local Plan, this pattern of development (which sees the dispersal of new housing in 

an uneven way) would fail to meet the localised (and Districts’) housing needs of older 

persons.  
 

2.37 On this basis provision elsewhere in the Local Plan area or in adjacent Boroughs would not 

adequately meet the local need for older peoples’ housing.  Specific allocations should be 

made to meet the housing needs and acute housing shortage of housing for older people.  

 

2.38 The allocation of sites for retirement housing must be treated as a matter of urgency, given 

the evidence of the current and future need for this type of development within the District(s).  



 

 

APPENDIX 1 

 

RETIREMENT HOUSING NEED OVERVIEW 

BW SUMMARY NOTE, FEBRUARY 2020 
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APPENDIX 1 

SUMMARY OF RETIREMENT/SPECIALIST ACCOMMODATION PAPERS AND STATEMENTS  

 
1.0 Top of the Ladder (September 2013)  

 

1.1 Published by DEMOS, “Top of the Ladder” explores the rapidly ageing population in England and 

the chronic undersupply in specialist accommodation for older people vs demand. Significantly it 

labels this as “the next housing crisis”.  It identifies that “a lack of choice of suitable homes to 
downsize into is having a negative effect not just on older people’s health and wellbeing, but on 
the rest of the housing chain, as 85 per cent of larger family homes owned by older people only 
become available when someone dies.”  

 
1.2 Despite the obvious and growing need for specialist accommodation the report explores why such 

a chronic undersupply continues to prevail and why such few older people in the UK live in 

specialist accommodation. In considering obstacles to supply, it identifies three key areas, 

including a lack of understanding over the need outside of affordable provision; planning rules 

and the capital investment required by providers. In particular it notes that: 

 
We know that many older people want to remain home-owners, and 
yet more than three-quarters of the current retirement properties 
on offer are for rent. Building more council-owned or social housing 
tenancies is less urgent than encouraging private providers to 
improve the supply of homes to buy. 

 
1.3 The report considers the wider social, health and wellbeing benefits including better health 

outcomes which will result in savings to social care and the NHS. It also considers the benefit of 

providing greater choice for older people to downsize into, freeing up family housing, which has 

wider benefit for the housing chain.  

 

1.4 The report significantly notes that “Without fully appreciating the benefits of retirement housing 
to individuals, the housing market and the wider economy, encouraging policy statements are 
made without adequate follow-through. The Government’s strategies and guidance on the need 
for more retirement housing remain unclear, and several bodies have made similar suggestions of 
ways to address this.” 
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1.5 The report includes a no. of recommendations to increase supply including changes within the 

planning system, advocating developing quotas for local provision, putting land aside specifically 

for retirement housing and operating with a presumption that planning should be granted.  
 

2.0 Housing White Paper: Fixing Our Broken Housing Market (February 2017)  

 

2.1 The Housing White Paper sets out how the Government intends to boost the supply of housing 

over the long term and the role of the planning system in assisting to deliver this. The paper sets 

out the ways in which it will seek to achieve this aim, which includes addressing the 

accommodation needs for older people. The paper is relevant in setting out the direction of travel 

for the planning system and housing delivery.  

 
2.2 The paper sets out early the need to correctly assess the need for housing as part of the plan 

making process and in particular address the needs of older people. However, it goes onto state 

that:  

 
“Whatever the methodology for assessing overall housing 
requirements, we know that more people are living for longer. We 
propose to strengthen national policy so that local planning 
authorities are expected to have clear policies for addressing the 
housing requirements of groups with particular needs, such as older 
and disabled people.” 
(para 1.16) 

 

2.3 The paper goes on to consider how Government will help people now tackle the issue of the 

housing shortage. Section 4 states (para 4.42-4.44) that: 

 
“Offering older people a better choice of accommodation can help 
them to live independently for longer and help reduce costs to the 
social care and health systems. We have already put in place a 
framework linking planning policy and building regulations to 
improve delivery of accessible housing. To ensure that there is more 
consistent delivery of accessible housing, the Government is 
introducing a new statutory duty through the Neighbourhood 
Planning Bill on the Secretary of State to produce guidance for local 
planning authorities on how their local development documents 
should meet the housing needs of older and disabled people. 
 
Helping older people to move at the right time and in the right way 
could also help their quality of life at the same time as freeing up 
more homes for other buyers. However there are many barriers to 
people moving out of family homes that they may have lived in for 
decades. There are costs, such as fees, and the moving process can 
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be difficult. And they may have a strong emotional attachment to 
their home which means that where they are moving to needs to be 
very attractive to them and suitable for their needs over a twenty 
to thirty year period. There is also often a desire to be close to 
friends and family, so the issues are not straightforward.  
 
The Government is committed to exploring these issues further and 
finding sustainable solutions to any problems that come to light. To 
do this we will draw on the expertise of a wide range of 
stakeholders including housebuilders (both specialist and 
mainstream); mortgage lenders; clinical commissioning groups; 
housing associations and local authorities; and most importantly 
older people and the groups that represent them. We want to build 
on the evidence that already exists to help deliver outcomes that 
are best for older people. This conversation will generate a range 
of ideas for incentives and other innovations for the Government to 
consider: improved information and advice for older people about 
housing choices, including advice on adaptations; supporting 
custom build for older people; looking at how community living 
could work; as well as innovative models of housing with support 
available. These will sit alongside the Government commitments to 
fund and develop supported housing, including sheltered, step 
down and extra care housing, ensuring that the new supported 
housing funding model continues to provide the means for older 
people to live independently for longer while relieving pressure on 
the adult social care system.”  

 

3.0 Demonstrating the Health and Social Cost-Benefits of Lifestyle Housing for Older People 

(October 2017) 

 

3.1 The report is prepared by Housing Learning and Improvement Network (LIN) for Keepmoat 
Regeneration/EGNIE. The report sets out the case for developing specialist retirement housing for 

people aged 55yrs+. In particular it looks at the health and cost saving benefits of specialist 

accommodation, including extra care housing. 

 

3.2 The report identifies health benefits such as overcoming loneliness and isolation, promoting 

wellbeing and reducing demand for care. In respect of the latter, in the case of extra care, research 

found that people living in these environments had fewer admissions into a care home, fewer 

deaths and GP appointments fell. Such benefits were identified to have significant cost savings for 
health care provision and also to the NHS. It also considers that by providing extra care housing 

greater efficiencies can be achieved when compared to providing care to individuals in the 

community, in addition to providing other social benefits.  
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4.0 Unlocking the Market (November 2017)  

4.1 Prepared by DEMOS, this paper picks up on the Housing White Paper (Feb 2017) which alludes to 

a conversation with stakeholders, including specialist retirement developers, to help develop 
strategies to support older people to make better housing choices and increase the supply in those 

forms of accommodation. To achieve this, the report considers a number of different types of 

retirement housing, including extra care.  

 

4.2 As with other reports, it identifies that retirement housing is important to unlocking the housing 

chain; provides financial benefits to older people, for example by freeing up cash in their home 

and provides improvements to health, social care and associated cost savings. In considering these 

points it also draws on “Top of the Ladder”.  

 
4.3 In considering how to improve the supply the report noted that “There are two main barriers to 

supply in the current market: lack of recognition of the housing needs of older people in local 
plans and a planning charges regime that renders retirement developments inherently 
uncompetitive against general needs housing and retail developments. The result is that retirement 
developers are often out-bid for land for their sites or spend excessive amounts of time and money 
negotiating and appealing planning decisions and/or affordable housing contributions.” (pg2) 

 

4.4 In its concluding remarks it states that “The health and social care savings and housing chain 
stimulation that can be generated by boosting the supply of retirement housing suggests that 
retirement housing is of similar value to society as affordable housing, and should be recognised 
as such in the planning regime.” 

 

5.0 Housing for Older People (February 2018)  

 

5.1 In February 2018 Communities and Local Government Committee released its second session 

report examining whether the housing on offer for older people now and in the future is suitable. 
It is hoped that the report would feed into the Government’s stated intention to explore issues 

surrounding older persons accommodation, as set out in the Housing White Paper. 

 

5.2 The report considers four key topic areas looking at the link between housing and health; housing 

options available; issues around staying put; barriers to moving homes (including and the planning 

and supply of homes for older people). The report was informed by evidence received in 2017 

from a variety of groups including local authorities, housing developers and providers.  
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5.3 A key summary of the report is that the matter is broad and complex and “calls for a national 
strategy which brings together and improves the policy on housing for older people”. 

 
5.4 The report included a no. of key recommendations including: 

 

“The National Planning Policy Framework should be amended to 
emphasise the key importance of the provision of housing for older 
people and the new standard approach to assessing need should 
explicitly address the housing needs of older people. 
 
To facilitate the delivery of new homes, specialist housing should 
be designated as a sub-category of the C2 planning classification, 
or be assigned a new use class. 
 
Councils should publish a strategy explaining how they intend to 
meet the housing needs of older people in their area and, in their 
Local Plans, identify a target proportion of new housing to be 
developed for older people along with suitable, well-connected 
sites for it.” 

 

6.0 The Rural HAPPI Inquiry – HAPPI 4 (April 2018)  

 

6.1 This fourth HAPPI report focuses on the challenges faced by older people within the rural context 

and access to suitable accommodation. The report follows on from the findings published in the 

“Housing for Older People” Report.  

 

6.2 The forward of the report, written by Lord Best, noted that “Our underlying concerns is with the 
growing numbers of older people in rural communities who will face a huge challenge to their 
independence and wellbeing if their homes are no longer suitable ….. Our recommendations, 
therefore, seek to remove barriers to more and better homes for the aging population in rural 
areas”. 

 
6.3 The report references the 2016 “Housing our Ageing Population, Positive Ideas’” Report which it 

notes found that “despite many innovative and positive initiatives to enhance the range of purpose-
built, specialist housing for people in later life, there was still an urgent need to transform supply 
and scale-up delivery. It may come as no surprise that, two years on and in our focus on rural 
housing for older people, we have reached similar conclusions.” (pg5) 
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6.4 Section 8 of the report considers the significant issues raised during the Inquiry relating to the 

planning system and land supply in rural communities. Mark Thompson, Head of Planning at the 

Campaign for the Protection of Rural England (CPRE) reflected that there is a need for a clearer 
distinction between: 

 

“Age inclusive: Accessible, adaptable general needs housing built 
to HAPPI design principles – age friendly, downsizer homes, and 
 
Age-exclusive: purpose-built housing only for ‘older people that 
can accommodation support or care needs specialist housing such 
as extra care, assisted living or retirement villages for older 
people.” (pg39)  

 

6.5 The report also draws on the Local Government Association Report which: 

 

“estimates a substantial shortfall in housing and care provision by 
2035 of nearly 400,000 units of purpose built housing for older 
people. It calls on councils to be better equipped to fully 
understand the needs of older people across all types of housing 
and tenures in their areas in order to facilitate a more consistent 
implementation of locally of agreed planning priorities and plans 
for housing their ageing populations.” (pg40) 

 

6.6 The report confirms that the provision of suitable accommodation for the elderly in rural areas 

should be an integral part of the national housing strategy, every local authority strategic plan, 

local plan and plan policy.  

 
6.7 The report includes a series of recommendations across a number of Government departments, 

including for Local Authorities which seek to improve the supply of such accommodation in rural 

areas. A key recommendation is that:  

 

“every Strategic and Local Plan ensures specific sites are allocated 
for the housing of older people across all tenures, thereby enabling 
provision which cannot be achieved through open market 
competition for sites”. (pg10) 

 

6.8 In considering specific needs of older people the report also reflects on a Market Insight report 

published by Strutt and Parker which identified that by 2033 60% of household growth in the UK 

would be headed by those aged over 65 and the sole occupiers would make up 41% of all 

households in the UK. When translated to the older population this amounts to approximately 3.8 

million people, of which 70% are women. The report therefore recognised the challenge in 

ensuring provision of suitable accommodation for this age profile. 
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7.0 Government Response to the Housing for Older People Report (September 2018)  

 
7.1 This report sets out the Government’s response to the “Housing for Older People Report” and 

confirms that Government’s commitment to supporting older people.  

 

7.2 Under the Housing Options section of the report the Government confirms that it wants to provide 

access to as many housing options as possible. As part of this it confirms:  

 
“We are committed to promoting supply and investment in extra 
care housing. We recognise the importance it plays in helping older 
people live safely and prevent more intensive interventions. We 
expect local authorities to plan for this type of provision in their 
area”. (pg17) 

 

7.3 Under the section on “Planning and Supply of Homes for Older People” it asserts that changes to 
the NPPF (2018) has been strengthened requiring clear policies to be included that address the 

housing needs of the elderly. It further makes clear that Local Plans should be informed by a 

relevant and up-to-date evidence of need. 

 

7.4 The Report was not supportive of the proposed redefining of the Use Classes Order. However, the 

Government’s response goes onto confirm that its strategy is to ensure that the housing market 

works for all parts of the community including older people and that more of the right types of 

homes for older people are provided.  
 

8.0 Tackling Intergenerational Unfairness (April 2019)  

 

8.1 Published by the Select Committee this paper considers Intergenerational Fairness and Provision 

looking particularly at the relationship between older and younger generations. The paper was 

commissioned by the House of Lords for the consideration of Government and provides within it a 

number of recommendations.  

 
8.2 The paper identifies early on in its introductory paragraphs that: 

 

“The generation born between 1946 and 1965 is substantially 
larger than subsequent or preceding ones. We have heard that there 
is an inadequate supply of housing that is adaptable or specialised 
to meet the needs of this larger cohort as their care needs 
increase.” (para 15) 
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8.3 The report goes on to identify that: 

 
“The supply of adequate housing is clearly a key issue for 
intergenerational fairness. This impacts young people through 
rising housing costs and impacts older people through a lack of 
suitable housing.” (para 72)  

 

8.4 The report also acknowledges written evidence supplied by the Associated Retirement Community 

Operators (ARCO) and quotes the following:  

 
“The cost of providing lower level social care in a Retirement 
Community has been found to be £1,222 (17.8 per cent) less per 
person per year than providing the same level of care in the wider 
community. The cost of providing higher level social care has been 
found to be £4,556 (26 per cent) less per person per year. NHS costs 
reduce by 38 per cent for those moving into Retirement 
Communities, an average saving of £1,114.94 per person per year. 
This relates to GP visits, nurse visits, and hospital visits.” (para 107)  

 

8.5 In its series of recommendations it considers that Local Plans should include policies that address 

the needs of older people. In the event the current changes in the NPPF fail to do this, then 

Government must take more direct action. It also recommends that guidance is issued clarifying 

the extra care retirement communities fall within Use Class C2, recognising the inconsistencies in 

approach across authorities and the barriers this presents to delivery.  
 

9.0 Inquiry into Decent and Accessible Homes for Older People (Summer 2019)  

 

9.1 The report was published by the APPG after pursuing an “in-depth inquiry to understand the 
detrimental impact of poor housing on older people’s physical, mental and social wellbeing”. In its 

opening remarks, the report highlights that “One of the recurring themes that has come up time 
and again throughout this APPG inquiry is the link between housing, health and care. Living in 
poor quality inaccessible homes, whether owned or rented, has a detrimental impact on older 
people’s physical and mental wellbeing.”  

 
9.3 As with other reports it acknowledges the link between poor housing and the increased strain this 

puts on the NHS and cites supported and retirement housing options which can provide excellent 

services for people. However, it is acknowledged that these developments remain a very small 

part of the housing market. The report includes 13 recommendations. Key areas include: 
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• Planning and Housing Strategies: Wanting to make sure that the housing requirements 

for older people are a much stronger component of the NPPF; 

• Extending Housing Options Available to Older People: Calls for planning reforms to 

increase the availability of housing with care, including extra care in both the private and 

affordable sectors.  

9.5 In considering ensuring the delivery of housing for older people it considers that “Overall, 
specialist housing for older people still represents a relatively small proportion of older people’s 
housing. Given this, there is a strong case for more provision and especially for schemes that offer 
a care element.” (pg14) The report also specifically quotes The Retirement Homes Builders Group, 

which advised the Inquiry that “a local level we need to see forward-looking local planning policies 
that predict, monitor and encourage the supply of retirement housing. Planning authorities should 
be required to publish a strategy explaining how they intend to meet needs of older people in 
their area alongside a target housing number for older people in their Local Plan. 
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1 The demography of the older population of Chiltern 
 

1.1 There is a projected rise in the total population of around forty-nine 
percent for those people aged 65 years and over within the Chiltern district up to 
the year 2035. Within this overall growth there is a steeper rate of increase within 
the oldest cohorts, the number of those ninety years of age or more projected to 
more than double over the period to 2035. 
 
Table One Population aged 65 and over, projected to 2035 (Chiltern DC) 
 2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 
People aged 65-69 5,300 4,900 5,600 6,300 6,200 

People aged 70-74 5,300 5,500 4,700 5,400 6,000 

People aged 75-79 3,800 4,200 5,000 4,400 5,000 

People aged 80-84 3,100 3,300 3,700 4,400 3,900 

People aged 85-89 2,000 2,100 2,500 2,900 3,500 

People aged 90 and over 1,200 1,300 1,700 2,100 2,700 

Total population 65 and 
over 

20,700 21,300 23,200 25,500 27,300 

(Source: Oxford Brookes IPC www,poppi.org.uk Office of National Statistics Census Crown 
Copyright 2016) 
 
1.2 In the period to 2035 the youngest cohort, those aged between sixty-five 
and sixty-nine initially falls very slightly before climbing to an increase of 900 
people over the whole period. The rate of increase is higher in succeeding cohort 
to peak at 125% among those ninety years of age and more. Table Two plots the 
percentage increase in each age band from the 2017 base. 
 
Table Two  Population aged 65 and over, projected to 2035 (Chiltern DC) 
 % Change 
 2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 
People aged 65-69 0 -8% 6% 19% 17% 

People aged 70-74 0 4% -11% 2% 13% 

People aged 75-79 0 11% 32% 16% 32% 

People aged 80-84 0 6% 19% 42% 26% 

People aged 85-89 0 5% 25% 45% 75% 

People aged 90 and over 0 8% 42% 75% 125% 

Total population 65 and 
over 

0 3% 12% 23% 32% 

(Source: Oxford Brookes IPC www,poppi.org.uk Office of National Statistics Census Crown 
Copyright 2016) 
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1.3 Table Three shows the projected increase in the total population for the 
Chiltern district from 94,600 in 2017 to 102,300 in 2035, set against the increase 
in the numbers of people who are over sixty-five years of age and over eighty-
five years of age. These two threshold ages are used because sixty-five 
represents the general point of exit from paid employment and eighty-five is, as 
will be shown in the next section, a significant threshold for needing specialised 
accommodation and services.  
 
1.4 The proportion of the population sixty-five years of age or over in Chiltern 
is significantly above the national average for England and maintains that 
differential throughout the period to 2035.  For those eighty-five years of age and 
above the proportion in Chiltern district is higher than the average for England 
and the differential widens over the period to 2035. This is an elderly population 
overall and it is characterised by a higher than average proportion of people in 
advanced old age. 
 
Table Three Total population, population aged 65 and over and 

population aged 85 and over as a number and as a 
percentage of the total population, projected to 2035    
(Chiltern DC) 

  2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Total population 94,600 95,800 98,100 100,100 102,300 

Population aged 65 
and over 

20,700 21,300 23,200 25,500 27,300 

Population aged 85 
and over 

3,100 3,400 4,200 5,000 6,200 

Population aged 65 
and over as a 
proportion of the 
total population 

21.88% 22.23% 23.65% 25.47% 26.69% 

Population aged 85 
and over as a 
proportion of the 
total population 

3.28% 3.55% 4.28% 5.00% 6.06% 

 (Source: Oxford Brookes IPC www,poppi.org.uk Office of National Statistics Census Crown 
Copyright 2016) 
 
 
1.5 Table Four gives the numbers and percentages for England to provide a 
comparison. 
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Table Four Total population, population aged 65 and over and   
  population aged 85 and over as a number and as age of the  
  total population, projected to 2035 – England 
  2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 
Total 
population 

55,640,400 56,862,300 58,769,500 60,524,200 62,104,300 

Population 
aged 65 and 
over 

10,063,400 10,608,700 11,727,200 13,166,900 14,459,300 

Population 
aged 85 and 
over 

1,369,700 1,479,000 1,757,700 2,148,600 2,770,700 

Population 
aged 65 and 
over as a 
proportion of 
the total 
population 

18.09% 18.66% 19.95% 21.75% 23.28% 

Population 
aged 85 and 
over as a 
proportion of 
the total 
population 

2.46% 2.60% 2.99% 3.55% 4.46% 

(Source: Oxford Brookes IPC www,poppi.org.uk Office of National Statistics Census Crown 
Copyright 2016) 
 
1.6 The significance of these threshold ages is to be found in the convergence 
of dependency and chronological age. At age sixty-five the lifetime risk of 
developing a need for care services to assist with personal care tasks is 65% for 
men and 85% for women1. The incidence of need for assistance increases 
substantially with age and is highest for those eighty-five years of age and above. 
As the tables in the following section modelling levels of dependency and need 
for service demonstrate this increase in the ageing of the population has a direct 
impact on the need for care and support services and appropriate 
accommodation.  
 
 
 

                                      
1 David Behan, Director General for Adult Social Care, Department of Health, presentation to a King’s 
Fund Seminar 21st July 2009 
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Section summary 
 

• The profile of the Chiltern district in relation to the age of its population is 
above the national average, with those sixty-five years of age making up 
more than a quarter of the local population by 2035, an additional 6,600 
older people. 

 
• Those in the oldest cohorts will increase as a proportion of the total 

population to 6.06%, and in absolute numbers by 3,000 people through 
the period to 2035.   

 
• In the absence of appropriate, contemporary accommodation options 

pressures will increase on higher-end services, such as Registered Care 
Homes providing Personal Care and Registered Care Homes providing 
Nursing Care. 
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2 The profile of need 
 
2.1 Table Five shows the modelling of those older people who are likely to 
experience difficulty with at least one task necessary to maintain their 
independence. As is clearly seen the incidence of difficulty rises sharply with age 
and is projected to increase over time as the population of those in the highest 
age groups increases. Between 2017 and 2035 the number of those 
experiencing such difficulties is projected to increase by around 43%. 
 
Table Five  People aged 65 and over unable to manage at least one  
   domestic task on their own, by age group projected to  
   2035  (Chiltern DC) 
  2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Males aged 65-69 unable to manage 
at least one domestic task on their 
own 

400 368 432 480 464 

Males aged 70-74 unable to manage 
at least one domestic task on their 
own 

525 525 462 525 588 

Males aged 75-79 unable to manage 
at least one domestic task on their 
own 

612 720 828 720 828 

Males aged 80-84 unable to manage 
at least one domestic task on their 
own 

533 574 656 820 697 

Males aged 85 and over unable to 
manage at least one domestic task 
on their own 

816 884 1,156 1,428 1,768 

Females aged 65-69 unable to 
manage at least one domestic task 
on their own 

784 728 812 924 924 

Females aged 70-74 unable to 
manage at least one domestic task 
on their own 

1,120 1,160 1,000 1,120 1,280 

Females aged 75-79 unable to 
manage at least one domestic task 
on their own 

1,092 1,196 1,404 1,248 1,404 

Females aged 80-84 unable to 
manage at least one domestic task 
on their own 

1,139 1,273 1,340 1,675 1,474 
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Females aged 85 and over unable to 
manage at least one domestic task 
on their own 

1,640 1,722 2,050 2,378 2,952 

Total population aged 65 and over 
unable to manage at least one 
domestic task on their own 

8,661 9,150 10,140 11,318 12,379 

(Source: Oxford Brookes IPC www,poppi.org.uk Office of National Statistics Census Crown 
Copyright 2016) 
Tasks include: household shopping, wash and dry dishes, clean windows inside, jobs involving 
climbing, use a vacuum cleaner to clean floors, wash clothing by hand, open screw tops, deal 
with personal affairs. 
 
2.2 Table Six suggests that the number of those who will be unable to 
manage at least one personal care task will also increase by approximately 43% 
between 2017 and 2035 to over ten thousand older people.  
 
Table Six  People aged 65 and over unable to manage at least one  
   personal care task on their own, by age group projected  
   to 2035 (Chiltern DC) 
 
  2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 
Males aged 65-69 unable to 
manage at least one self-care 
activity on their own 

450 414 486 540 522 

Males aged 70-74 unable to 
manage at least one self-care 
activity on their own 

475 475 418 475 532 

Males aged 75-79 unable to 
manage at least one self-care 
activity on their own 

493 580 667 580 667 

Males aged 80-84 unable to 
manage at least one self-care 
activity on their own 

429 462 528 660 561 

Males aged 85 and over unable 
to manage at least one self-
care activity on their own 

612 663 867 1,071 1,326 

Females aged 65-69 unable to 
manage at least one self-care 
activity on their own 

588 546 609 693 693 

Females aged 70-74 unable to 
manage at least one self-care 
activity on their own 

840 870 750 840 960 
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Females aged 75-79 unable to 
manage at least one self-care 
activity on their own 

819 897 1,053 936 1,053 

Females aged 80-84 unable to 
manage at least one self-care 
activity on their own 

901 1,007 1,060 1,325 1,166 

Females aged 85 and over 
unable to manage at least one 
self-care activity on their own 

1,480 1,554 1,850 2,146 2,664 

Total population aged 65 and 
over unable to manage at 
least one self-care activity on 
their own 

7,087 7,468 8,288 9,266 10,144 

(Source: Oxford Brookes IPC www,poppi.org.uk Office of National Statistics Census Crown 
Copyright 2016) 
Activities include: bathe, shower or wash all over, dress and undress, wash their face and hands, 
feed, cut their toenails 
 
2.3 In the past few years social care services funded from public funds have 
focused on supporting those who have difficulty with tasks of personal care. The 
projected increase in the numbers of older people experiencing difficulty 
therefore impacts directly on the likely demand for services.  
 
Table Seven  People aged 65 and over with a limiting long-term   
   illness, by age, projected to 2035 (Chiltern DC) 

 2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 
People aged 65-74 whose day-to-
day activities are limited a little 

1,764 1,730 1,714 1,947 2,030 

People aged 75-84 whose day-to-
day activities are limited a little 

2,022 2,198 2,550 2,579 2,608 

People aged 85 and over whose 
day-to-day activities are limited a 
little 

951 1,043 1,289 1,534 1,902 

Total population aged 65 and 
over with a limiting long term 
illness whose day-to-day 
activities are limited a little 

4,737 4,971 5,552 6,060 6,540 

People aged 65-74 whose day-to-
day activities are limited a lot 

845 829 821 932 972 

People aged 75-84 whose day-to-
day activities are limited a lot 

1,254 1,363 1,581 1,600 1,618 
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People aged 85 and over whose 
day-to-day activities are limited a 
lot 

1,159 1,272 1,571 1,870 2,319 

Total population aged 65 and 
over with a limiting long term 
illness whose day-to-day 
activities are limited a lot 

3,258 3,464 3,973 4,402 4,909 

(Source: Oxford Brookes IPC www,poppi.org.uk Office of National Statistics Census Crown 
Copyright 2016) 
 
2.4 An increase in the proportion of the population living into advanced old 
age also impacts on the demands made upon health services.  Table Seven 
projects an increase in the numbers of those experiencing a long-term limiting 
illness. This shows an overall increase for those over sixty-five years of age 
whose day-to-day activities are affected a lot is more than 50%.  
 
2.5 Table Eight below highlights that in all age cohorts above sixty-five there 
will be a marked increase in those within the population that are unable to 
manage at least one mobility activity on their own.  
 
Table  Eight People aged 65 and over unable to manage at least one   
  mobility activity on their own, by age, projected to 2035 –  
  (Chiltern DC) 

  2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 
People aged 65-69 unable to 
manage at least one activity on 
their own 

452 418 477 537 529 

People aged 70-74 unable to 
manage at least one activity on 
their own 

698 714 620 698 792 

People aged 75-79 unable to 
manage at least one activity on 
their own 

645 723 843 744 843 

People aged 80-84 unable to 
manage at least one activity on 
their own 

727 803 868 1,085 944 

People aged 85 and over 
unable to manage at least one 
activity on their own 

1,420 1,505 1,845 2,185 2,710 

Total population aged 65 and 
over unable to manage at 
least one activity on their 

3,942 4,163 4,653 5,249 5,818 
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own 

Office of National Statistics Crown copyright 2014. Activities include: going out of doors and 
walking down the road; getting up and down stairs; getting around the house on the level; getting 
to the toilet; getting in and out of bed 
 
 
2.6 Table Nine shows that the predicted increase between 2017 and 2035 in 
those over sixty-five years of age that will be living with dementia to be around 
59%. This is below the projected rate of increase for England as a whole, which 
stands at 70%. This reflects the current high rate of prevalence when compared 
with a national average, rooted in the significantly older than average population 
in the Chiltern district. 
 
Table Nine People aged 65 and over predicted to have dementia, by age  
  and gender, projected to 2035 (Chiltern DC) 
 
  2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 
People aged 65-69 predicted to 
have dementia 

66 61 70 78 77 

People aged 70-74 predicted to 
have dementia 

145 147 128 145 164 

People aged 75-79 predicted to 
have dementia 

223 252 293 258 293 

People aged 80-84 predicted to 
have dementia 

359 396 429 537 466 

People aged 85-89 predicted to 
have dementia 

400 439 500 556 695 

People aged 90 and over 
predicted to have dementia 

357 385 474 650 767 

Total population aged 65 and 
over predicted to have 
dementia 

1,549 1,679 1,894 2,223 2,461 

(Source: Oxford Brookes IPC www,poppi.org.uk Office of National Statistics Census Crown 
Copyright 2016) 
 
2.7 Table Ten shows the number projected for England for the purpose of 
comparison. 
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Table Ten People aged 65 and over predicted to have dementia, by age  
  and gender, projected to 2035 (England) 
  2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 

People aged 65-69 
predicted to have 
dementia 

35,909 34,647 38,247 43,895 44,650 

People aged 70-74 
predicted to have 
dementia 

71,239 77,208 71,833 79,619 91,750 

People aged 75-79 
predicted to have 
dementia 

106,553 118,898 149,309 140,017 155,983 

People aged 80-84 
predicted to have 
dementia 

164,556 177,043 203,640 258,807 245,451 

People aged 85-89 
predicted to have 
dementia 

173,896 184,498 214,509 254,492 328,677 

People aged 90 and 
over predicted to have 
dementia 

149,886 165,166 201,233 255,896 327,908 

Total population 
aged 65 and over 
predicted to have 
dementia 

702,039 757,461 878,771 1,032,725 1,194,419 

(Source: Oxford Brookes IPC www,poppi.org.uk Office of National Statistics Census Crown 
Copyright 2016) 
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Section summary 
 

• Those having difficulty with one or more domestic tasks will increase 
between 2017 to 2035 from 8,661 to 12,379.  A failure to manage these 
tasks often persuades older people, or their relatives, of the need for a 
move to a high care setting, such as a Registered Care home, when their 
needs would be better met in specialised accommodation, such as that 
proposed in this application. 
 

• Similarly those experiencing difficulty with at least one task of personal 
care are projected to rise from 7,087 in 2017 to 10,144 in 2035.  This may 
contribute to additional demand for specialised accommodation but will 
have a direct impact on demand for care home places. 

 
• The number of those sixty-five years of age and over who find at least one 

mobility activity difficult or impossible rises from 3,942 in 2017 to 5,818 in 
2035. This is a key indicator when looking at the transition in to 
specialised accommodation and will have an impact upon demand for 
specialised accommodation and support services. 

 
• Throughout the period to 2035 there is predicted to be a 59% increase in 

the population aged sixty-five and above that have dementia; with around 
115% increases in the 90 years of age cohort. These significant rises will 
again place increasing demand on care and accommodation places. 
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3 The tenure profile of the older population 
 
 
3.1 Next to demographic trends toward an ageing of society the most 
significant factor shaping the future of provision for older people is the shift in 
tenure pattern. Owner-occupation has become the tenure of the majority of older 
people.  
 
3.2 Traditionally local authorities have been primarily focused on the provision 
of social rented housing. Although the past two decades have seen a shift away 
from direct provision by local authorities concerns for this sector have tended to 
dominate thinking and resources.  
 
3.3 There has been an implicit assumption that older people who are 
homeowners can, through the deployment of the equity represented by their 
current home, make provision themselves for their accommodation in old age.  
 
3.4 Table Eleven demonstrates the very significant levels of owner occupation 
now to be found among older people in Chiltern district. The level of home 
ownership in the district is around ten percentage points above the national 
average owner-occupiers with high levels maintained even into the oldest age 
group where it fall slightly to 77.68%.       
 
3.5 The fall in ownership in the older cohorts is explained principally by the 
limited range of options available to homeowners in these cohorts who have 
needed to find specialist accommodation and care have not had opportunities 
available to them that allowed them to maintain their tenure. 
 
Table Eleven Proportion of population by age cohort and by tenure, 

year 2011 (Chiltern DC)) 
  

People aged 
65-74 

People aged 
75-84 

People aged 
85 and over 

Owned 86.56% 84.23% 77.68% 

Rented from council 1.23% 1.56% 2.20% 

Other social rented 8.77% 11.09% 13.80% 

Private rented or living rent 
free 

3.45% 3.12% 6.32% 

Figures may not sum due to rounding. (Source: Oxford Brookes IPC www,poppi.org.uk Office of 
National Statistics Census Crown Copyright 2016) 
 
 
3.6 Table Twelve gives the average levels for England. The difference widens 
in the two older age cohorts. 
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Table Twelve Proportion of population aged 65 and over by age and 
tenure, i.e., owned, rented from council, other social 
rented, private rented or living rent free, year 2011 – 
England 

  People aged 
65-74 

People 
aged 75-84 

People aged 
 85 and over 

Owned 76.34% 74.84% 68.20% 

Rented from council 9.54% 10.42% 11.99% 

Other social rented 7.75% 8.79% 11.66% 

Private rented or living rent 
free 

6.36% 5.95% 8.14% 

(Source: Oxford Brookes IPC www,poppi.org.uk Office of National Statistics Census Crown 
Copyright 2016) 
 
3.7 Home ownership, is the tenure of choice of the overwhelming majority of 
the older people of Chiltern district, a tenure the majority will wish to maintain in 
accommodation and care facilities are available to them in advanced old age. 
 
Section Summary 
 

• Chiltern district follows but the national trend toward owner-occupation as 
the dominant tenure for older people. Levels of owner-occupation among 
older people in the borough are very significantly above national averages 
at 86.56% for those between 65 and 74 years of age.  
 

• In the older age groups the differential is maintained with 84.23% home 
ownership among those aged between 75 and 84, compared with the 
average for England in this age cohort of 74.84%. In the oldest age 
category: those 85 years of age and over, the level of home ownership 
may be depressed by lack of options for owner-occupation in specialised 
accommodation but remains close to 77.68%. 
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4 The current supply of specialised accommodation for older 
 people 

 
 
4.1 The profile of the current supply of specialised accommodation for older 
people within Chiltern district is of a limited level of supply overall with a level of 
social rented provision below the national average. There is a higher level of 
leasehold provision of Retirement Housing than national averages.  This pattern 
is readily explained by the overwhelming dominance of home ownership as the 
tenure of choice among older people within the area. The number of units in each 
style of provision and tenure are set out in Table Thirteen. 
 
4.2 Taking the various forms of sheltered and retirement housing offered 
either to rent or to buy there appear to be currently just under a thousand units of 
accommodation. To achieve comparability this supply has been expressed as a 
ratio to the size of the population of older people in the district.  
 
4.3 Various thresholds have been used but that which is generally recognised 
as having the greatest relevance is that for the number of people seventy-five 
years of age or older. There are around 97.3 units in any tenure per thousand of 
the population in this age category in Chiltern district.  
 
4.4 This compares with benchmark figures derived from the data base of the 
Elderly Accommodation Counsel, which is the source relied upon by the 
Department for Communities and Local Government.  These provide a national 
average ratio of provision of 141.5 per thousand of those 75 years of age and 
over. 
 
4.5 There is a marked disparity in the availability of specialised housing for 
older homeowners compared with the supply available to older people in other 
tenures.  
 
4.6 With just 467 units of retirement housing of all types for sale for a 
population of home owners of seventy-five years of age or more of approximately 
8,298 the ratio of provision for retirement housing for sale per thousand is 56.3.2  
 
4.7 The comparative figure for those seventy-five years of age or more who 
are in rented tenures the ratio per thousand is 286.3 (516 units for approximately 
1,802 persons seventy-five years of age or more in tenures other than home 
ownership.)   
 

                                      
2 Among persons 75-84: 6,900 persons, of whom 84.23% are home owners + persons 85+: 3,200 
persons, of whom 77.68% are home owners = 8,298 home owners 75+. 
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Table Thirteen Provision of place for older people in (Chiltern DC) 2018   
 Number of 

units/places 
Per 1,000 of 

the 
population 65 

years and 
over (20,700) 

Per 1,000 of 
the 

population 75 
years and 

over (10,100) 

Per 1,000 of 
the 

population 85 
years and 

over (3,200) 
Age Exclusive 
to rent 

11 0.53 1.09 3.44 

Sheltered 
Housing to 
rent 

497 24.01 49.21 155.31 

Enhanced 
Sheltered 
Housing to 
rent 

9 0.43 0.89 2.81 

Extra Care 
Housing to 
rent 

0 0 0 0 

Total housing 
to rent - all 
types 

516 24.93 51.09 161.25 

     
Age Exclusive 
for leasehold 
sale 

0 0 0 0 

Retirement 
Housing for 
leasehold sale 

307 14.83 30.39 95.94 

Enhanced 
Retirement 
Housing for 
leasehold sale 

84 4.06 8.32 26.25 

Extracare 
Housing for 
leasehold 

76 3.67 7.52 23.75 

Total Housing 
for Leasehold 
- all types 

467 22.56 46.24 145.94 

Total 
Sheltered - all 
tenures 

983 47.49 97.33 307.19 

     
Registered 
Care places 
offering 
personal care 

548 26.47 54.26 171.25 
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Registered 
Care places 
offering 
nursing care 

213 10.29 21.09 66.56 

(Source: EAC Database, Re-formatted by Contact Consulting)  
 
4.8 It is clear from the levels of home ownership in succeeding cohorts that 
the level of those in old age who are homeowners will be maintained.  The 
majority of those entering old age as homeowners will wish to maintain that 
tenure and there are sound economic arguments for the individual and for the 
public purse to support that. 
 
4.9 To enable older people to exercise that choice, to meet the needs of older 
people for specialist accommodation in their tenure of choice, and to encourage 
older people to make a capital investment in their accommodation in old age the 
local authority needs to facilitate increased leasehold provision of suitable 
accommodation. 
 
4.11 Places in Registered Care Homes offering personal care per thousand in 
Chiltern district are above average levels of provision for England, with 548 beds, 
or 54.26 per thousand of the population seventy-five years of age and over, 
compared with the average for England of 45.86.   
 
4.12 In Registered Care Homes offering nursing care the ratio of places to 
population is very substantially below the average for England (21.09 per 
thousand 75 years of age or over compared with the national average of 45.0). 
 
4.13 Table Fourteen provides the reference ratios for England drawn from the 
Elderly Accommodation Database, the source used by the Department for 
Communities and Local Government and the Department of Health. These do 
not differentiate between Age Restricted accommodation, which is often 
accommodation built and formerly operated as sheltered housing but now with 
reduced levels of on-site service, conventional sheltered or retirement housing 
and enhanced forms of sheltered housing that are something less than Extra 
Care.  
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Table Fourteen Provision of places for older people in England 
 
Categories of provision Number Ratio of 

provision per 
1,000 

persons 75 
years of age 

and over 
Sheltered housing for rent 
 

351,935 80.4 

Retirement Housing for leasehold sale 
 

111,074 25.37 

All Sheltered / Retirement Housing 
 

463,009 105.77 

Extra Care Housing for Rent 
 

43,293 9.89 

Extra Care Housing for leasehold sale 
 

12,004 2.74 

All Extra Care Housing 
 

55,297 12.63 

Registered Care Home beds offering Personal 
Care 

200,769 45.86 

Registered Care Home beds offering Nursing 
Care 

196,988 45.00 

 (Source: EAC Database, Re-formatted by Contact Consulting) 
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Section summary 
 

• Taking tenures together and comparing with the whole population it would 
appear that levels of provision of specialised housing for older people are 
below national averages.  

 
• Whilst there is a better supply of leasehold retirement housing than the 

national average this comes nowhere near reflecting the dominance of 
owner-occupation among the older population of Chiltern district. There is 
a consequent shortfall in the level of provision needed achieve an 
adequate supply for older homeowners wishing to maintain their tenure 
when transferring to specialised accommodation. For those older people 
who are owner-occupiers the ratio of provision for retirement housing for 
sale per thousand is 56.3. Whilst for those older people who are renters 
the comparable ratio per thousand is 286.3.  
 

• Chiltern district is overly dependent on Registered Care Home beds 
providing Personal Care; but lacks capacity in Registered Care Home 
beds providing Nursing Care for those with higher levels of dependency. 
 

• There is currently no provision of Extra Care for those requiring rented 
accommodation and a limited supply of Extra Care for those who wish to 
maintain their tenure of ownership: just one scheme opened in 2018 and 
another under construction. 
 

• The provision of a more adequate supply of retirement accommodation of 
all kinds for homeowners will provide an environment of choice in which 
independence can be sustained and transfer to expensive Registered 
Care postponed or avoided. The development proposed by Retirement 
Villages will contribute toward this more adequate level of provision for 
older homeowners. 
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5 The future pattern of provision to which this development  
 contributes 
 
5.1     The current pattern of provision in Chiltern district, as in the rest of the 
country, developed not in response to assessed need but rather in response to 
short-term demand and provider perceptions of what will be popular and 
fundable. Public policy has substantially shaped the pattern of provision in recent 
years. 
 
5.2 Moving to a pattern with a more rational base that seeks to place 
individual elements of provision within a wider context inevitably appears 
threatening to some. In seeking to look forward and to encourage a shift from the 
current pattern to one which offers a range of options to older people and is 
reflective of key characteristics of the older population it will be important to take 
into account a number of factors: 
 

• Demand for rented conventional sheltered housing is likely to decline in 
Chiltern as in other parts of the country 

• The suitability of the older stock for letting provides a challenge in a 
climate of limited funding. 

• The potential for leasehold retirement housing will continue to grow. 
• Some existing schemes will lend themselves to refurbishment and 

remodelling to provide enhanced sheltered housing to support rising levels 
of frailty, and a number of those opportunities have already been taken 
locally. 

• Extra Care housing should be provided for sale and rent. 
• Provision of Registered Care both for Personal and Nursing Care will need 

to be distributed so that it is more nearly matched to need within local 
populations. 

• The challenges of maintaining viability in smaller Registered Care Homes 
will continue to drive change in provision with an increase in larger, 
purpose-built developments. 

• Housing-based models for dementia care will provide an alternative to 
nursing home based strategies for meeting the needs of those living  with 
moderate to severe dementia3 

 
The clear consequence is that there will be more of some styles of provision and 
less of others.  
 
5.3 In the publication “Housing in Later Life”4 we updated the guidance that 
we originally prepared for the publication “More Choice Greater Voice” for the 

                                      
3 More Choice, Greater Voice, a toolkit for producing a strategy for accommodation with care for 
older people, Nigel Appleton, CLG & CSIP, 2008 
4 Housing in later life – planning ahead for specialist housing for older people, December 2012, 
National Housing Federation and the Housing Learning and Improvement Network. 
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Department for Communities and Local Government and the Care Services 
Partnership (CSIP) at the Department of Health. That model assumed that a 
“norm” for conventional sheltered housing to rent would be around 50 units per 
1,000 of the population over 75 years of age and around 75 units per 1,000 of 
leasehold retirement housing. This deliberately inverted the current levels of 
provision in most places but in doing so sought to reflect the rapidly changing 
tenure balance.  
 
5.4 Although we believe the stock of rented sheltered housing will continue to 
decline as the older stock becomes increasingly hard to let, the rate of its 
reduction may be rather slower than predicted as a consequence of the scarcity 
of capital funding to carry out re-provision. The same factors will inhibit the 
development of the general rented stock and the desire to release under-
occupied housing by transfer into sheltered housing will have a greater priority, 
sustaining demand for the rented sheltered stock. 
 
5.5 After a period of uncertainty in the middle of the last decade, demand for 
leasehold retirement housing has grown more strongly and we would therefore 
revise upward our targets for leasehold retirement housing, especially in areas 
where owner-occupation levels among older people are high and property values 
facilitate the move to such accommodation. 
 
5.6 When we framed our targets in late 2007/ early 2008 Extra Care Housing 
was still little known, in many areas there were no developments at all and the 
initial targets reflected the difficulty of bringing forward developments on a model 
that was unfamiliar to many professionals and virtually unknown to the general 
public.  The Department of Health and Homes and Communities Agency capital 
investment programmes have accelerated the rate of Extra Care Housing 
developments and the increasing number of commercially developed Retirement 
Villages and Continuing Care Retirement Communities, especially across the 
South of England have made the concept much better known. 
 
5.7 The targets offered for Extra Care provision in the 2008 publication were 
very much a “toe in the water” at a time when it was still difficult to judge the 
acceptability of the model to older people or to those who advised them.  That 
situation has now changed and we would propose not only an increased target 
overall but a shift in the tenure balance to reflect the increasing recognition of the 
needs of older home owners for Extra Care style options. 
 
5.8 The continuing drive among Adult Social Care authorities to shift from 
policies that rely heavily on Registered Care homes toward Extra Care Housing 
solutions also shifts the balance and supports an increase in targets either side 
of this divide. 
 
5.9 When analysed in relation to the proportion of older people in the district 
who are owner-occupiers there is a marked under-supply of retirement housing 
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offered on a leasehold basis. The local authority has a role in encouraging the 
identification of sites, in influencing the style of provision and through the Local 
Development planning process to facilitate an increase in this provision. 
 
5.10 It is widely recognised nationally that a proportion of the conventional 
sheltered housing stock for rent does not meet current standards for space and 
facilities. Some of the stock will find other uses but some will need to be de-
commissioned.  
 
5.11 Some conventional sheltered schemes may lend themselves to 
enhancement through additional services and facilities so that they provide a 
suitable environment for frailer older people. The addition of service and facilities, 
together with work to ensure high standards of accessibility in individual 
dwellings and in common parts will provide a future use for some of those 
sheltered units for rent that might otherwise prove increasingly difficult to let.  
 
5.12 Some stock may be suitable to move in the opposite direction. There is a 
recognised and increasing need for small manageable accommodation for single 
person households in late middle age or very early old age. Some of these 
people with have a range of other needs or vulnerabilities. Being accommodated 
in conventional sheltered housing with people of more advanced years is not 
suitable for either party. Some current sheltered blocks might be re-modelled to 
accommodate this category of need with communal facilities more suitable to the 
age group, a concierge service in place of a sheltered housing manager and 
access to appropriate support and care workers.  
 
5.13 Extra Care Housing offers the possibility of housing a balanced community 
of people with relatively limited care needs through to those who might otherwise 
be living in residential care. Our modelling suggests provision of around 450 units 
of Extra Care in total, divided between rented (about one third) and leasehold 
and shared ownership tenures (about two thirds) will be required in the short to 
medium term.   

 
5.14 Within the model a modest provision is made for the development of 
housing forms to provide a context for the care of those people with dementia 
who cannot be supported in their existing home but require an alternative to 
residential or nursing home care, the norm here is 6 places per 1,000. 
 
5.15 Table Fifteen summarises the current levels of provision and the 
adjustments that may be indicated to bring them to the levels that some would 
see as a benchmark for the future. How much specialised accommodation may 
be needed in total? Previous estimates of the requirements for sheltered housing 
tended to look mainly at the need for social rented provision, rather than at the 
overall potential demand.  

5.16 The emergence of owner-occupation as a significant factor in old age has 
shifted the balance between estimates of need and response to demand. The 
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benefits of providing more leasehold retirement housing, for example, may be 
seen in its effect in releasing family sized accommodation into the market, 
alongside its more significant impact in meeting the particular needs of those who 
move into it.  

5.19 The “norms” reflect national patterns and priorities and will necessarily 
need to be moderated to take account of the rate of change that would be 
required to meet them. The pattern projected is for the medium to long-term and 
may need to be adjusted as newer forms are developed and mature. In particular 
the significant reduction in the most basic form of rented sheltered housing may 
not materialise if lack of suitable alternatives artificially sustains demand. 
 
Table Fifteen Indicative levels of provision of various forms of   
   accommodation for older people in Chiltern district 

 Current 
provision 

Current 
provision 
per 1,000 
of 
Population 
75+ 

Increase 
or 
decrease 

Resulting 
number of 
units 

Provision 
per 1,000 
of 
Population 
75+ 
(10,100) 

Conventional sheltered 
housing for rent  

497 49.21 +109 606 60 

Leasehold sheltered 
housing 

307 30.39 +905 1,212 120 

Enhanced 
Sheltered/
Retirement 
Housing 

To Rent 
 

9 0.89 +92 101 10 

To Buy 84 8.32 +17 101 10 

Extracare 
sheltered 
housing 

To Rent 0 0 +151 151 15 
To Buy 76 7.52 +226 302 30 

(Source: Contact Consulting) 
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Section Summary 
  

• With the exception of Enhanced Retirement Housing for sale there are 
deficits in all styles of specialised accommodation and across tenures. 
However, given the overwhelming dominance of home-ownership among 
older people in Chiltern district and the very limited supply of appropriate 
and attractive accommodation to meet their needs, it is here that the most 
pressing need for expansion in provision is to be identified. 
 

• The stock of leasehold retirement housing and leasehold Extra Care, 
whilst greater than the national average, come nowhere meeting potential 
demand. There is enormous scope for development to meet the needs of 
older people who are homeowners. 

 
• The most pressing priority, driven by demography, need, tenure, and 

policy imperatives is to increase the availability of all categories of 
specialised accommodation for older homeowners.  The development 
proposed by Retirement Villages makes a significant contribution to 
meeting that priority.  
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6 Findings in summary and conclusions 
 
1. The profile of the Chiltern district in relation to the age of its population is 

above the national average, with those sixty-five years of age making up 
more than a quarter of the local population by 2035, an additional 6,600 older 
people. 

 
2. Those in the oldest cohorts will increase as a proportion of the total 

population to 6.06%, and in absolute numbers by 3,000 people through the 
period to 2035.   

 
3. Those having difficulty with one or more domestic tasks will increase between 

2017 to 2035 from 8,661 to 12,379.  A failure to manage these tasks often 
persuades older people, or their relatives, of the need for a move to a high 
care setting, such as a Registered Care home, when their needs would be 
better met in specialised accommodation, such as that proposed in this 
application. 

 
4. Similarly those experiencing difficulty with at least one task of personal care 

are projected to rise from 7,087 in 2017 to 10,144 in 2035.  This may 
contribute to additional demand for specialised accommodation but will have 
a direct impact on demand for care home places. 

 
5. The number of those sixty-five years of age and over who find at least one 

mobility activity difficult or impossible rises from 3,942 in 2017 to 5,818 in 
2035. This is a key indicator when looking at the transition in to specialised 
accommodation and will have an impact upon demand for specialised 
accommodation and support services. 

 
6. Throughout the period to 2035 there is predicted to be a 59% increase in the 

population aged sixty-five and above that have dementia; with around 115% 
increases in the 90 years of age cohort. These significant rises will again 
place increasing demand on care and accommodation places. 

 
7. Chiltern district follows but the national trend toward owner-occupation as the 

dominant tenure for older people. Levels of owner-occupation among older 
people in the borough are very significantly above national averages at 
86.56% for those between 65 and 74 years of age.  
 

8. In the older age groups the differential is maintained with 84.23% home 
ownership among those aged between 75 and 84, compared with the 
average for England in this age cohort of 74.84%. In the oldest age category: 
those 85 years of age and over, the level of home ownership may be 
depressed by lack of options for owner-occupation in specialised 
accommodation but remains close to 77.68%. 
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9. Taking tenures together and comparing with the whole population it would 
appear that levels of provision of specialised housing for older people are 
below national averages.  

 
10. Whilst there is a better supply of leasehold retirement housing than the 

national average this comes nowhere near reflecting the dominance of owner-
occupation among the older population of Chiltern district. There is a 
consequent shortfall in the level of provision needed achieve an adequate 
supply for older homeowners wishing to maintain their tenure when 
transferring to specialised accommodation. For those older people who are 
owner-occupiers the ratio of provision for retirement housing for sale per 
thousand is 56.3. Whilst for those older people who are renters the 
comparable ratio per thousand is 286.3.  

 
11. Chiltern district is overly dependent on Registered Care Home beds providing 

Personal Care; but lacks capacity in Registered Care Home beds providing 
Nursing Care for those with higher levels of dependency. 

 

12. There is currently no provision of Extra Care for those requiring rented 
accommodation and a limited supply of Extra Care for those who wish to 
maintain their tenure of ownership: just one scheme opened in 2018 and 
another under construction. 

 
13. With the exception of Enhanced Retirement Housing for sale there are deficits 

in all styles of specialised accommodation and across tenures. However, 
given the overwhelming dominance of home-ownership among older people 
in Chiltern district and the very limited supply of appropriate and attractive 
accommodation to meet their needs, it is here that the most pressing need for 
expansion in provision is to be identified. 
 

14. The stock of leasehold retirement housing and leasehold Extra Care, whilst 
greater than the national average, come nowhere meeting potential demand. 
There is enormous scope for development to meet the needs of older people 
who are homeowners. 

 
Conclusions 
 
The most pressing priority, driven by demography, need, tenure, and policy 
imperatives is to increase the availability of all categories of specialised 
accommodation for older homeowners.  The development proposed by 
Retirement Villages makes a significant contribution to meeting that priority.  

 
The provision of a more adequate supply of retirement accommodation of all 
kinds for homeowners will provide an environment of choice in which 
independence can be sustained and transfer to expensive Registered Care 
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postponed or avoided. The development proposed by Retirement Villages will 
contribute toward this more adequate level of provision for older homeowners. 

 
The Chiltern district is already overly dependent on Registered Care Home beds 
providing Personal Care.   
 
In the absence of appropriate, contemporary accommodation options pressures 
will increase on these higher-end services, such as Registered Care Homes 
providing Personal Care and Registered Care Homes providing Nursing Care. 
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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry Held on 4-7 December 2018 

Site visit made on 7 December 2018 

by Robert Mellor  BSc DipTRP DipDesBEnv DMS MRICS MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 19 December 2018 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/H2265/W/18/3202040 
Land to the rear of 237-259 London Road, West Malling, Kent ME19 5AD 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Retirement Villages West Malling Ltd against the decision of 

Tonbridge & Malling Borough Council. 

 The application Ref TM/17/00506/OA, dated 23 February 2017, was refused by notice 

dated 13 November 2017. 

 The proposal is an outline application for an extra care development of 79 units 

(comprising of apartments and cottages) all within Use Class C2; associated communal 

facilities; provision of vehicular and cycle parking together with all necessary internal 

roads and footpaths; provision of open space and associated landscape works; and 

ancillary works and structures. 
 

 

DECISION 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for an extra care 
development of 79 units (comprising of apartments and cottages) all within Use 

Class C2; associated communal facilities; provision of vehicular and cycle parking 
together with all necessary internal roads and footpaths; provision of open space 
and associated landscape works; and ancillary works and structures on land to 

the rear of 237-259 London Road, West Malling, Kent ME19 5AD in accordance 
with the terms of the application, Ref TM/17/00506/OA, dated 23 February 2017, 

subject to the conditions set out on the attached schedule. 

POLICY CONTEXT 

2. I am required by statute to determine the appeal in accordance with the 

provisions of the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.  The development plan currently includes the Tonbridge and Malling 

Borough Core Strategy (2007) (the CS), and the Tonbridge and Malling Managing 
Development and the Environment Development Plan Document (2010)(the 
DPD).  

3. It is a material consideration that the Council is preparing a new Local Plan which 
will replace the existing development plan and which has recently been the 

subject of a Regulation 19 public consultation prior to its submission to the 
Secretary of State for Examination.  However only limited weight may be 

accorded to that emerging plan as there have been relevant objections to the 
draft plan and the policies may change before the Plan is adopted as part of the 
development plan. 
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4. The National Planning Policy Framework (2018) (the Framework) is another 

important material consideration.  

MAIN ISSUE 

5. Since the planning application was determined there have been further 
negotiations between the Appellant and the Council.  As a result the Council now 
advises that Reasons for Refusal 2 and 3 have been overcome.  In accordance 

with the use as defined in the completed Section 106 legal agreement the Council 
now accepts that this would be a Use Class C2 development (Residential 

Institution) and not a Use Class C3 development (Dwellinghouses).  A 
recalculated open space financial contribution has been agreed in the Section 106 
agreement.  Notwithstanding CS Policy CP17, the Council also now accepts that it 

is unnecessary to provide the affordable housing required by the development 
plan.  Whether or not that is a correct interpretation of CS Policy CP17, the more 

up-to-date Framework at paragraph 64 is a material consideration and also seeks 
to preclude such specialist housing for the elderly from a requirement to provide 
affordable housing. 

6. Reason 4 related to the effect of the development on the ecology of the site and 
bio-diversity.  A revised indicative layout was submitted after the application was 

determined.  It shows how some of the buildings could be relocated to reduce the 
impact on wildlife habitat.  The Council now considers that this objection has also 
been overcome subject to the application of suitable planning conditions setting 

out clear parameters.  

7. I agree with the Council’s conclusions on the above agreed matters. Apart from 

the access the site is in the Green Belt.  The parties also agree that the 
development would be inappropriate in the Green Belt as defined by national 
policy to which Policy CP3 here defers.  At the Inquiry the parties’ witnesses also 

agreed that there would be harm to the openness which is an essential 
characteristic of Green Belts as well as encroachment into the countryside.  

However the extent of that harm is disputed.   

8. The main outstanding issue is thus whether the harm to the Green Belt by reason 
of inappropriateness and any other harm, including harm to openness and 

encroachment into the countryside, would be clearly outweighed by any other 
considerations. 

THE SITE 

9. The appeal site is an approximately level area of land that was last used for 
agriculture.  It stands to the rear of a row of detached houses in deep plots that 

front London Road (A20).  The appeal site is open and undeveloped except for a 
track which provides access to a backland dwelling at 237 London Road. To the 

east is low density residential development on rising land between the site and 
Town Hill.  That residential area lies within the defined settlement boundary for 

West Malling, which line also here defines the Green Belt boundary.  The southern 
half of the site is largely covered with self-seeded trees and shrubs.  It adjoins a 
low railway embankment.  Beyond the railway is mainly open land including 

allotments and a sports field.  To the south west is other open land of rural 
character forming part of the extensive curtilages of dwellings at Brickfields and 

beyond which are open fields in agricultural or similar uses.  
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REASONS 

Green Belt 

10. CS Policy CP3 is the most relevant development plan policy and it provides that 

national Green Belt policy will be applied here.  That national policy is currently 
expressed in the Framework which was revised as recently as July 2018.  

11. It is not disputed that the development would be inappropriate in the Green Belt 

as defined by the Framework (and hence also the development plan) in that it 
does not qualify as any of the listed exceptions that define what development is 

not inappropriate.  National policy requires that substantial weight be accorded to 
the harm of inappropriate development to the Green Belt and that very special 
circumstances would be needed to clearly outweigh that and any other harm 

including the harm to openness and of encroachment on the countryside. 

12. As a substantial built development on undeveloped land the proposal would 

inevitably reduce the openness which national policy describes as an essential 
characteristic of the Green Belt.  However the extent of that harm is disputed.  
The Appellant acknowledges that there is spatial harm but there is disagreement 

as to whether that is compounded by perceived visual harm to openness and, if 
so, the extent of that harm.  In particular, the Appellant relies on the site’s visual 

containment in views from public places.   

13. It is likely that the development would be little visible from London Road or Town 
Hill and that the setback from the railway and partial screening by retained or 

reinforced planting would mitigate other visual impacts in public views.  
Nevertheless, the several substantial 2-3 storey apartment blocks indicated in the 

submitted proposals would be seen from the adjoining residential areas to the 
north and east and from more distant buildings on Town Hill such as Malling 
House.  They are also likely to be partially visible in public views both from the 

railway and from the public footpath that passes close to the site’s western 
boundary.  The scale of the built development and associated parking areas and 

the associated reduction in openness would also be very apparent to the many 
residents, staff and visitors at the development itself.  That visual and spatial 
harm to openness would therefore constitute significant additional harm to the 

Green Belt. 

14. That the built development would be on undeveloped land, formerly in 

agricultural use, outside the defined settlement, and adjoining other open land to 
the south west and beyond the railway also means that the development would 
result in encroachment into the countryside contrary to one of the Framework’s 5 

defined purposes of the Green Belt.  

15. Harm to openness and encroachment into the countryside must nevertheless be 

distinguished from other landscape and visual effects to which the Council does 
not here object. Based on the indicative layout and scale of buildings I agree with 

the parties that the site’s relative containment and the opportunities for retained 
and improved landscaping mean that there need be no significant harm to 
landscape character.  In relation to visual effects, whilst there would be some 

adverse impacts on the currently open and undeveloped views as seen from 
adjoining residential areas, the railway and the public footpath, I do not consider 

that these would be significantly or unacceptably harmful.  
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16. Neither, subject to appropriate conditions and the final design, need there be 

significant harm to bio-diversity or associated policy conflict.  

Other Considerations 

17. National policy provides that the identified harm to the Green Belt may be 
weighed with any other material considerations in order to determine if there are 
very special circumstances which may justify inappropriate development.  A 

number of matters have been cited by the Appellant and the main considerations 
are examined below. 

Housing Supply 

18. At the Inquiry it was not disputed that the residential units to be provided as part 
of the proposed C2 residential institution would still count as housing provision 

for the purposes of housing land supply calculations. 

19. The Council acknowledges that it cannot identify the minimum 5 year supply of 

housing land against objectively assessed housing needs that is required by 
Section 5 of the Framework.  The most recent figure of 4.7 years supply was 
assessed in October 2017 but was based on figures as at March 2017.  That data 

is now 20 months old and the current supply position may be different.  
Nevertheless there is no evidence to demonstrate that the housing supply 

position has improved since then, and it may have worsened.  In these 
circumstances it is material that Paragraph 11 and Footnote 7 of the Framework 
provide amongst other things that where a 5 year supply of housing land cannot 

be demonstrated then the most important development plan policies for 
determining the application should be considered out of date and planning 

permission for the proposal should be granted.  However different considerations 
apply in some circumstances.  

20. CS Policy CP14 defines the settlement boundary for West Malling.  It seeks to 

protect the countryside outside that boundary from unsuitable development.  The 
appeal proposal does not qualify as an exception under that policy.  However that 

boundary was defined in the context of a different and now outdated assessment 
of housing needs derived from the withdrawn South East Regional Strategy and 
its evidence base.  For that reason, whereas the proposed development is in 

conflict with Policy CP14, the Council accepts that, because of the shortfall 
against the 5 year supply, that conflict would not be a reason to refuse planning 

permission and it did not do so in this case. 

21. The Appellant has suggested that the Green Belt boundary was also defined in 
relation to housing land needs and should similarly be discounted as out of date.  

However one of the essential characteristics of Green Belts is their permanence.  
Whilst national policy does permit the alteration of their boundaries in exceptional 

circumstances it also seeks that they should otherwise be set to endure beyond 
the plan period.   

22. There is no evidence before me that the current Green Belt boundaries were 
directly related to local housing needs.  Moreover before considering changes to 
the Green Belt there would have been the opportunity in Tonbridge and Malling to 

direct necessary development to those parts of the Borough to the east of West 
Malling that are beyond the Green Belt.  But in any case I am aware that the 

former Regional Strategy did not seek to exactly match housing needs and supply 
within each local planning authority.  Rather it sought the redistribution of 
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housing supply from constrained areas, including the Green Belt, to less 

constrained parts of the region.  

23. The Framework goes on to provide at Paragraph 11(d) (i) and Footnote 6 that 

specified Framework policies to protect areas and assets of particular importance, 
including the Green Belt, can still provide a clear reason for refusing the 
development proposal if the Framework policies would be breached.  

Notwithstanding the housing land supply shortfall it would thus remain necessary 
to establish that very special circumstances existed in order for inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt to proceed. 

24. The parties have drawn attention to Written Ministerial Statements of 1 July 2013 
and 17 December 2015 which provide in summary that an unmet demand for 

housing: ‘is unlikely to clearly outweigh harm to the Green Belt and any other 
harm so as to establish very special circumstances.’  However that wording would 

not preclude that an unmet demand for housing may still be weighed against the 
harm to the Green Belt, whether on its own or in combination with other factors. 

25. I conclude that the overall shortfall in housing supply is one significant factor to 

be weighed in the balance but is unlikely on its own to clearly outweigh the harm 
to the Green Belt. 

Housing Needs of Older People 

26. Paragraph 60 of the Framework provides that local planning authorities should 
prepare a local housing need assessment.  Paragraph 61 provides that, amongst 

other things, the amount and tenure of housing needed for different groups 
should be assessed and reflected in planning policies including housing for older 

people and people with disabilities.  The latter provision is relevant insofar as 
Extra Care housing seeks to address the needs of older people who are in need of 
care due to a reduced ability to perform some tasks. 

27. The Council produced a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) in 2014 as 
part of the evidence base for the emerging Local Plan.  Amongst other things it 

seeks to estimate the need for specialist housing for older persons both now and 
in the period leading up to the year 2030.  At Table 59 it identified a total need in 
2014 for 193 affordable extra care units, rising by 177 units to create a total 

identified need for 370 units by 2030.  By contrast, and relying on the on-line tool 
provided by the Housing Learning and Improvement Network, it estimates the 

current need for extra care market housing (such as the appeal scheme) as 0 in 
2014 and 0 by 2030.  Nevertheless paragraph 9.28 explains that the tenure split 
between market and affordable extra care housing should be treated as only 

indicative in that it is influenced by the area’s current tenure of specialist housing 
for older persons.  This implies that there had been an absence of extra care 

market housing in the Borough in 2014 when the SHMA was prepared.  The 
paragraph goes on to recognise that a demand for market extra care housing is 

nevertheless to be expected in Tonbridge and Malling ‘particularly given the level 
of savings and equity of many older households’.  However, unhelpfully, this is 
not quantified in the SHMA estimates. 

28. The Council has not sought to define a different tenure split or to otherwise 
quantify the estimated need for extra care market housing.  Instead, for the 

purposes of the Inquiry, its non-expert witness based his assessment on the 
overall need identified in the SHMA for 370 extra care dwellings.  He has 
identified that 184 units had already been provided since 2014, leaving an 
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identified need for 186 units of all tenures by 2030.  That may well under-

estimate the overall need and demand for extra care accommodation because an 
increased provision of open market units for sale may attract current home-

owners to move to extra care accommodation.  But that would not necessarily 
result in a reduced demand from non-home-owners for units to rent, whether 
affordable or otherwise.  

29. The Planning Statement submitted in support of the application included a revised 
estimate of the need for extra care housing in the Borough, again based on an 

on-line tool (as recommended in national Planning Practice Guidance) but with 
the application of a reasonably justified split of 35% rented units to 65% leased 
units for purchase (such as the appeal scheme).   That resulted in a modestly 

increased estimated overall future need for 420 units by 2030 of which 273 would 
be the estimated need for leased units.  

30. For the Inquiry the Appellant’s expert witness submitted further evidence 
suggesting a significantly greater need to provide an additional 590 extra care 
units in the Borough between 2018 and 2035 of which 499 would be for sale (on 

lease).  Whilst acknowledging the witness’s experience in this field, I accord 
limited weight to these precise figures.  The chosen period extends well beyond 

the period for the emerging Local Plan.  Also the Council did not present an 
expert witness of its own to test the underlying assumptions.  Nevertheless the 
Appellant’s expert evidence provides additional support for the contention that 

the SHMA figures seriously underestimate the future need in the Borough for 
extra care housing and especially the likely demand for units for sale.  In 

particular this is agreed to be an affluent area with significant numbers of home-
owning older people for whom their current homes are likely to become 
increasingly unsuited to their needs.  

31. Whilst the Appellant’s estimates of need exceed those of the Council, their expert 
witness still only expects 4.5% of people in relevant age groups to be 

accommodated in extra care schemes, divided between 3% in leased units for 
sale and 1.5% in rented units.  These are lower percentages than occur in other 
countries such as the United States and Australia and may reflect the fact that 

this is a relatively novel and high cost concept with relatively luxurious units, and 
that significant annual service charges and lease assignment fees have to be paid 

to the operator.  The great majority of older people are thus likely to remain 
within their own homes although some will move to sheltered housing schemes or 
to residential care homes.  That there are already some other types and tenures 

of specialist housing for the elderly in West Malling does not negate the need in 
the Borough for this type of extra care market housing or render West Malling an 

unsuitable location. 

32. Whereas the SHMA estimated a zero need for extra care market units (albeit with 

qualifications) that was based on the previous lack of provision.  The sector is 
expanding nationally and the latest evidence shows an active demand for such 
development in the Borough.  In addition to the 24 shared ownership (affordable) 

extra care units for sale at Rosewell House in Tonbridge, 27 of the extra care 
units permitted at The Orpines, Wateringbury are to be made available for 

outright leasehold sale.  That would however make only a small contribution to 
the overall level of need identified in the Planning Statement, let alone that in the 
evidence of the Appellant’s expert witness.  Neither is there any specific provision 

for either extra care housing or other specialist housing for older people in the 
emerging Local Plan. 
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33. That the Council has previously accepted that there is an unmet need for extra 

care housing in the Borough is demonstrated by its grant of planning permission 
in 2016 for that development at The Orpines, Wateringbury (Council Ref 

TM./16/00920/FL).  That development is similarly to be located in the Green Belt.  
As in the present case, that was judged to be inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt; it being disproportionately larger than the care home which it 

replaced and also harmful to openness.   

34. The Officer Report for that development misinterpreted the conclusions of the 

SHMA by wrongly citing the identified need for 410 care home bedspaces as part 
of the justification for the development.  In fact there would have been the direct 
loss of such bedspaces arising from the demolition of a care home, albeit offset 

by the development of 51 extra care units.  Nevertheless that identified shortage 
of 410 care home bedspaces can itself contribute to the need for alternative 

provision for those in need of care which may include extra care developments. 

35. The Wateringbury report did conclude that there is a clear need for 
accommodation for the growing older population and that this is not only 

quantitative but also qualitative.  The report acknowledges that: ‘ … a general 
recognition exists that there is also a shortage of high quality and purpose-built 

facilities which meet the evolving needs of older people in the UK.’  In that case 
the development was judged to meet part of such needs and that was the main 
contribution to the report’s conclusions that the harm to the Green Belt was 

clearly outweighed by that need such that very special circumstances existed to 
permit the development. 

36. Notwithstanding its approach to the Wateringbury scheme and that 
acknowledgement of a shortage of such accommodation in the UK, at the Inquiry 
the Council has suggested that there is now not a local need for extra care 

developments.  This was on the basis that the relative numbers of people in older 
age groups or who own their own properties in those age groups are not 

markedly different in Tonbridge and Malling from the national averages in 
England.  However there is widespread evidence of a general under-provision of 
housing of all types across England of which the rapidly worsening affordability 

ratio is clear evidence and is especially marked in Tonbridge and Malling.   

37. That there are national shortages both of general housing and also of high quality 

purpose-built accommodation to meet the needs of older people does not 
diminish the identified need for local provision but rather confirms it.  Moreover, 
housing needs assessments must necessarily allow for cross border movements 

and in this case, whilst there is evidence that a significant proportion of 
prospective purchasers will either already live locally or will have family or friends 

that do, the location of the appeal scheme close to the Borough boundary would 
be likely to attract some residents from other authority areas. 

38. The Council suggested at the Inquiry that what it identified as a more modest 
need for extra care housing of unspecific tenure could be addressed either by 
development on sites to be allocated for general housing in the emerging Local 

Plan or as windfall development at the rate of 20 or so a year.  However, because 
extra care developments need to be of a sufficient size to support the shared 

facilities they are unlikely to come forward on small sites or at that rate.  The 
Appellant has submitted a sequential site assessment to support their view that 
there are no sequentially preferable sites available to come forward in the short 

term.  This evidence has not been challenged by the Council.   

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/H2265/W/18/3202040 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          8 

39. The Appellant also claims that for viability reasons it rarely succeeds in obtaining 

suitable larger sites when in competition with general housing developers and 
normally instead seeks out sites which are less attractive to such developers 

because of some policy or other constraint.  These claims were not substantiated 
by examples or by any financial information.  It is nevertheless clear that the 
retirement village concept requires a minimum number of units and site area in 

order to support the viable provision of shared on-site facilities for residents.  
That of itself would limit the choice of suitable sites, particularly in a Borough 

with extensive areas of Green Belt.  Neither is there any evidence before me of 
the successful development of retirement villages as the result of development 
plan allocations. 

40. I conclude that there is a local need for residential accommodation of this type 
and tenure for which the current and emerging development plan does not make 

adequate provision and that the development would make a significant 
contribution towards meeting such needs.  

Freeing up General Housing 

41. One consequence of the national and local housing shortages and of the 
associated past rise in property values, including in Tonbridge and Malling, are 

that those older people who purchased their existing homes many years ago are 
likely to hold substantial equity as the result of rising property values and 
because they may have paid off their mortgages.  Some of those homes are likely 

to have been purchased originally to accommodate families and may be poorly 
suited to the present needs of their occupiers due to their size, internal layout, 

large gardens, or a location remote from necessary services and facilities.  
However their occupiers are likely to be cautious about moving to a rented 
property if it means relinquishing the security of their home ownership and the 

wealth stored in it.  On the other hand, and as the SHMA recognises, in an 
affluent area they may have the equity and savings which provide the means to 

purchase specialist property such as extra care housing which is more suited to 
their needs and which can continue to be a source of security and equity.   

42. As the Government has recognised in paragraphs 4.42 to 4.44 of the White Paper 

‘Fixing our broken housing market’, helping older people to move at the right 
time and in the right way can help their quality of life as well as freeing up more 

homes for other buyers.  Under-occupied homes could then be released onto the 
market where they would be particularly attractive to those in younger age 
groups in need of larger houses to raise families.  The provision of specialist 

housing more suited to the needs of older persons is likely to encourage them to 
move and would make a valuable contribution to overall housing needs which 

should be weighed in the balance.   

Health and Well-Being Benefits 

43. I acknowledge the Appellant’s evidence, which the Council does not dispute, that 
the development would be likely to provide health and well-being benefits 
including:  the care package;  monitoring of the residents’ well-being; facilities to 

encourage activity and mobility; and reduced isolation.   The on-site support 
would be likely to reduce the need for residents to make use of primary health 

care services or social services as well as relieving pressure on hospital bed-
spaces.  Whilst local residents report current pressures on GP services in West 
Malling, the Appellant’s evidence suggests that such pressures are to be 
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addressed as part of new provision of services at Kings Hill, whether or not the 

appeal proposal goes ahead. 

44. I conclude that there are likely to be overall benefits to health and well-being to 

be weighed in the balance.  

The Emerging Local Plan 

45. A very relevant consideration is that the emerging Local Plan includes a proposal 

to remove the appeal site from the Green Belt and to allocate it for the 
development of an estimated 110 dwellings.   

46. That proposal has the support of the Council’s officers and members.  However it 
is likely to have been the subject of representations in the recent consultation  
including objections from the Parish Council and others.  The content and nature 

of those representations has yet to be processed by the Council and is not before 
me.  The Local Plan has yet to be submitted for examination and it may be 

modified prior to its adoption as part of the development plan.  Therefore only 
limited weight can be accorded to these draft changes to the Green Belt or the 
draft allocation.  Nevertheless it is relevant to consider the evidence base which 

contributed to the decision to include those changes and the extent to which the 
appeal proposal would accord with the Council’s objectives or otherwise.    

47. The Council’s Green Belt Study in 2016 reviewed the existing Green Belt and 
tested it against the criteria set out in the then Framework which have generally 
been carried forward in the current version.  This included a strategic assessment 

of the Green Belt in the vicinity of West Malling, albeit without the scoring of 
individual parcels of land against criteria that was a feature of the Rushcliffe 

study referred to by the parties.   

48. The Stage Two Report of August 2018 considered whether exceptional 
circumstances justified changes to the Green Belt boundary.  One important 

consideration was whether Green Belt sites should be released to increase the 
supply of housing as a means of addressing the worsening affordability ratio in 

the Borough, as well as making additional provision for affordable housing, whilst 
also promoting a sustainable pattern of development.  The study concluded that 
exceptional circumstances would justify the removal of the appeal site and 

another smaller site at West Malling from the Green Belt:  ‘to ensure that a 
degree of development comes forward in order to promote local growth and make 

a reasonable contribution to the economic well-being of [West Malling] … and … 
provide for sustainable locations for living’. 

49. The Study also proposes that additional land to the east of West Malling be added 

to the Green Belt to protect the setting and special character of the historic town 
and to prevent towns merging, functions which the appeal site does not perform. 

50. The draft housing allocation policy does not specify the form that housing should 
take on the appeal site.  The Council does not dispute that extra care housing 

would qualify in terms of providing units of housing to contribute to the Borough’s 
housing supply.   

51. The appeal scheme would provide 79 units.  The emerging Local Plan’s higher 

estimate of site capacity is 110 dwellings and is based on a standard application 
of a density of 30 dwellings per hectare to this and other sites in the emerging 

Plan.  That does not appear to take account of the on-site constraints and 
especially the wildlife habitat.  If that habitat were to be protected in the manner 
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indicated in the appeal scheme then it is likely that a general housing 

development would need to have a similar layout with apartments predominating 
but reduced communal facilities.  Even so the estimated capacity of 110 units 

appears ambitious and may be unachievable, not least because of the greater 
requirements for on-site parking and amenity space.  General housing would also 
be likely to generate significantly more vehicle movements, especially at peak 

hours.  That would have implications for the operation of the junction with the 
A20 and would be likely to require a wider access road within the site. 

52. Were the site to be developed instead with the typical 2-3 storey houses with 
gardens that some neighbouring residents say they would prefer then its likely 
capacity in terms of dwelling numbers would be much reduced if a similar area of 

the site were to be set aside to protect wildlife and the landscape. 

53. At the Inquiry the Council’s witness suggested that the development would not 

accord with the emerging Local Plan because it would not include affordable 
housing.  The parish council would also prefer that if the site is developed it 
should include low cost housing for young people and families.  However the draft 

Local Plan allocation does not specify what form housing on this site should take 
and does not specifically require that it is to be developed for affordable or family 

housing. 

54. Whereas CS Policy CP17 generally seeks the provision of affordable housing and 
paragraph 6.3.25 would include retirement housing in those requirements, the 

Council has agreed that Use Class C2 should here be exempt from a requirement 
for affordable housing.  In any case the more up-to-date Framework at Paragraph 

64 now seeks to exempt specialist housing for the elderly from such 
requirements.  In the same way, whilst draft Local Plan Policy LP39 would 
specifically seek that extra care housing should include affordable housing 

provision that Plan has yet to be examined and may similarly prove to be 
inconsistent with the Framework in that regard.   

55. The Framework would allow for the first time that affordable housing may come 
forward on unallocated sites in the Green Belt to address local needs.  Thus the 
development of this site need not be the only means of providing affordable 

housing in the parish. The proposed release of the site from the Green Belt is 
itself partly with the object to improve overall housing supply to address 

affordability concerns more widely.  

56. The Council did not refuse planning permission on the grounds of prematurity to 
the Local Plan and I do not consider that the circumstances set out in paragraph 

49 of the Framework exist here to justify dismissal for that reason. 

57. My attention has been drawn to the Secretary of State’s decision at Tewkesbury 

to permit a large housing development in the Green Belt on a site which had been 
included in the Local Plan previously submitted for examination but which was 

subject to objections and before the examination of that Local Plan had been 
concluded (ref APP/G1630/V/14/2229497).  That case differs in that the 
Tonbridge and Malling Local Plan has yet to be submitted for examination and is 

at an earlier stage.  Nevertheless it is an example of a case where the need for 
the development on a site which the local planning authority proposed for release 

from the Green Belt was considered by the Secretary of State to qualify as very 
special circumstances that clearly outweighed the harm to the Green Belt.   
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58. It is not disputed that the site is in a sustainable location adjacent to the built up 

area of West Malling which is defined as a rural service centre.  The attractive 
high street and its many facilities would be within walking distance for more 

mobile residents.  There are public transport services and the S106 agreement 
includes provision for a mini-bus service for residents.  There is evidence that 
many primary residents would be in their 80s when they purchase their units and 

that, whilst some may bring cars when they move in, their use and ownership of 
cars is likely to be modest.  The maximum ownership and use of cars is likely to 

occur when the development is first fully occupied and to decline with time as the 
average age range of the occupiers is extended.  

59. I conclude that the development would accord with the objectives of the Green 

Belt Study to promote local growth in West Malling, contribute to its economic 
well-being and provide a sustainable location for living.  It would also accord with 

the site’s draft allocation for residential development in the emerging Local Plan. 
Site constraints indicate that the higher estimated dwelling capacity for the site 
estimated in the emerging plan is unlikely to be realised.  Whilst the development 

would not include affordable housing, and would therefore not accord with draft 
policy LP39 in the emerging Local Plan, that consideration is outweighed by the 

apparent inconsistency of Policy LP39 with the Framework in that regard.   

CONDITIONS AND PLANNING OBLIGATIONS 

60. The submitted S106 Legal Agreement includes a suitable definition of the 

proposed development as Use Class C2 and an appropriate financial contribution 
to off-site provision of open space as well as other relevant provisions.  The S106 

Unilateral Undertaking includes a justified and appropriate contribution to the 
library services needed to serve the future residents and appropriate financial 
provision for monitoring the Travel Plan.  Both documents satisfy the legal tests 

for S106 planning obligations. 

61. Draft planning conditions were submitted by the Appellant and the Council and 

were the subject of discussion at the Inquiry where some changes were agreed to 
add necessary provisions or to remove unnecessary conditions.  I have made 
further minor changes to the wording and the order of the conditions.  The 

reasons for each condition are included on the attached schedule.  Having regard 
to what I saw on site including the existing background noise from London Road, 

the set back of the London Road dwellings from the access track and the existing 
fencing there, I do not now consider that it is necessary to require the provision 
of the acoustic fencing that was discussed at the Inquiry.    

CONCLUSIONS 

62. For the above reasons I conclude that the development would be in conflict with 

CS Policy CP14 in respect of development in the countryside outside the 
settlement boundary for West Malling.  However that conflict is outweighed by 

the failure of the Council to demonstrate that it has at least a 5 year supply of 
housing land.  The lack of affordable housing provision, if it does conflict with CS 
Policy CP17, is outweighed by the provision in the more up-to-date Framework at 

paragraph 64 that specialist housing for the elderly should not be subject to such 
requirements. 

63. For the purposes of CS Policy CP3 and the national policy to which it defers, the 
development would be inappropriate in the Green Belt, harmful to its openness 
and would cause encroachment onto the countryside, contrary to a main purpose 
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of the Green Belt.  Substantial weight is accorded to the overall harm to the 

Green Belt albeit that the harm to openness and encroachment is mitigated by 
the site’s visual containment and limited public visibility.  Nevertheless there are 

a number of other considerations to weigh against that harm. 

64. I accord significant weight to the contribution that the development would 
make to general housing supply given the lack of a 5 year housing supply in the 

Borough, including through the likely consequential release on to the market of 
family housing as older residents move to the proposed development. 

65. I accord substantial weight to the contribution that the development would 
make towards the need for specialist extra care housing for sale to older people 
which was not accurately estimated in the SHMA and for which the current and 

emerging development plan does not make adequate provision. 

66. I accord significant weight to the health and well-being benefits for the future 

occupiers of the development.   

67. I accord limited weight to the emerging local plan and to its evidence base 
whereby the Council has concluded that exceptional circumstances justify the 

proposed release of the appeal site from the Green Belt for residential 
development in order to promote local growth in West Malling in a sustainable 

location and to improve overall housing supply and affordability.  

68. My overall conclusion is that these other considerations cumulatively clearly 
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and as such qualify as very special 

circumstances.  As the demonstration of very special circumstances accords with 
national policy the proposed development does accord with CS Policy CP3 and the 

other identified conflicts with the development plan are outweighed by other 
material considerations.  The appeal should therefore be allowed. 

Robert Mellor  

INSPECTOR 
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FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Mr Christopher Young  of Queen’s Counsel, instructed by Mr Iain Warner 
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Mr James Donagh 
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SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS 

1) Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale, (hereinafter 
called "the reserved matters") shall be submitted to and approved in writing 

by the local planning authority before any development takes place and the 
development shall be carried out as approved. 

Reason:  In pursuance of Section 92(2) of the Town and Country Planning 

Act 1990. 

2) Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the local 

planning authority not later than three years from the date of this 
permission. 

Reason:  In pursuance of Section 92(2) of the Town and Country Planning 

Act 1990. 

3) The development hereby permitted shall be begun either before the 

expiration of 3 years from the date of this permission, or before the 
expiration of 2 years from the date of approval of the last of the reserved 
matters to be approved, whichever is the later.  

Reason:  In pursuance of Section 92(2) of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990. 

4) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out within the site 
defined by the red line on the Site Local Plan Ref RETI150716 SLP-02 
Revision C. 

Reason: In the interests of certainty as to the extent of the site. 

Access 

5) The development shall not be occupied until measures for the modification 
of the existing access at the A20 London Road have been implemented as 
set out on the Proposed Highway Arrangement Drawing Ref PL01 Revision 

A. 

Reason:  In the interests of highway safety. 

6) The development shall not be occupied until traffic islands have been 
constructed within the A20 London Road in general accordance with the 
recommendations of the Stage 1 Safety Audit November 2006 (Alpha 

Consultants) in order to facilitate safe vehicle turning movements and safe 
pedestrian crossing movements adjacent to the site access.  

Reason:  In the interests of highway safety. 

7) At or before the time of the first submission of Reserved Matters pursuant 
to Condition 1, details relating to the following shall be submitted for 

approval in writing by the Local Planning Authority: 

a) Provision of a section of passing bay of a width of 5.5m to allow for any 

incidences when an entering and exiting service vehicle may 
concurrently occur over the length of the access road; 

b) Provision of a pedestrian link between the site proper and the A20 
London Road; 

c) Internal swept path analyses demonstrating efficient refuse collection, 

servicing and emergency access; 
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d) The location of underground services/service strips suitable for 

maintenance to avoid disruption to the access; and 

e) Provision of surface water drainage from the access road to avoid 

discharge onto the A20 London Road. 

Reason:  In the interests of safety and traffic flow. 

Travel Plan 

8) The development shall not be occupied until a Travel Plan in accordance 
with the sustainable development aims and objectives of the National 

Planning Policy Framework, and in general accordance with the 'Framework 
Travel Plan' document dated February 2017 has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority  

The approved Travel Plan shall be implemented prior to occupation and for 
each and every subsequent occupation of the development by a new 

occupier. 

Reason: To encourage sustainable travel modes in accordance with local 
and national policy. 

Levels 

9) No development shall take place until a plan showing the proposed finished 

floor level of the new buildings and finished ground levels of the site in 
relation to the existing levels of the site and adjoining land have been 
submitted for the written approval of the Local Planning Authority.  The 

works shall be carried out in strict accordance with the approved details. 

Reason:  To ensure that the development does not harm the character of 

the area or visual amenity of the locality. 

Ecology 

10) At or before the time of the first submission of Reserved Matters pursuant 

to Condition 1, a revised ecological impact assessment report shall be 
submitted for the written approval of the Local Planning Authority.  The 

report shall include updated dormice, reptile and badger surveys and a 
detailed mitigation strategy to safeguard protected species, their habitats 
and local biodiversity.  The development shall be undertaken in strict 

accordance with the recommendations, mitigation and enhancements 
features detailed in the approved updated ecological report. 

Reason: In the interests of minimising the impacts of the development on 
the wildlife habitats on the site and to local biodiversity. 

11) At or before the time of the first submission of Reserved Matters pursuant 

to Condition 1, a plan that sets out the parameters of the built form of the 
development to include an ecological buffer in general accordance with 

drawing 3822-LLB-XX-XX-DR-L-0001-S03/P01 dated 11 June 2018 and the 
recommendations of the revised ecological impact assessment report shall 

be submitted for the written approval of the Local Planning Authority.  The 
layout and landscaping details submitted pursuant to condition 1 shall 
accord with the approved parameter plan. 

Reason: To ensure that badgers, dormice and reptiles found on site and 
their habitat are adequately protected and that there is a landscape buffer 

at the edge of the built up area. 
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12) No development shall take place until a detailed scheme for the 

translocation of reptiles has been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority.  The scheme shall include: 

a) a methodology for the collection of reptiles and measures to prevent 
reptiles returning to the site prior to and during the development; 

b) surveys to confirm that the translocation site is currently not holding 

a significant population of reptiles; 

c) details of how the translocation will be enhanced and be in a suitable 

condition to support the likely number of animals which will be 
moved, prior to any animals being captured for transportation; and 
details of the management of the translocation site in perpetuity. 

The translocation shall be undertaken in strict accordance with the 
approved details and the development shall not commence until a 

verification report has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority confirming that the reptiles have been removed 
from the site. 

Reason: To ensure that reptiles are protected and are not adversely 
impacted by the proposed development. 

Landscape and Trees 

13) No development above ground shall take place until there has been 
submitted for the written approval of the Local Planning Authority a scheme 

of hard and soft landscaping and boundary treatment.  The approved 
scheme of landscaping shall be in general conformity to the indicative 

landscape drawing (ref 3822-LLB-XX-XX-DR-L-0001-S03/P01 dated 11 June 
2018).  The landscaping details shall include an implementation programme 
for all planting, seeding and turfing.  Any trees or shrubs removed, dying, 

being seriously damaged or diseased within 5 years of planting shall be 
replaced in the next planting season with trees or shrubs of similar size and 

species, unless the Authority gives written consent to any variation.  The 
approved hard landscaping works shall be implemented prior to first 
occupation of those parts of the development to which they relate. 

Reason:  Pursuant to Section 197 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 and to protect and enhance the appearance and character of the site 

and locality. 

14) The landscaping details of the reserved matters submission shall include a 
further arboricultural report to be submitted for the written approval of the 

Local Planning Authority that: 

a) identifies the trees and shrubs to be retained;  

b) provides a comprehensive assessment of the impact of the 
development on the existing trees on the site and on adjoining land; 

and 

c) includes measures to protect the retained trees and shrubs during 
the construction of the development in accordance with 

BS5837:2012.  

The existing trees and shrubs shown to be retained, shall not be lopped, 

topped, felled, uprooted or wilfully destroyed other than where indicated in 
the approved arboricultural report, without the prior written consent of the 
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Local Planning Authority, and any planting removed with or without such 

consent shall be replaced within 12 months with suitable stock, adequately 
staked and tied and shall thereafter be maintained for a period of 5 years. 

Reason:  Pursuant to Section 197 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 and to protect the appearance and character of the site and locality. 

Materials 

15) No development above ground shall commence until details and samples of 
all materials to be used externally have been submitted to and approved in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority, and the development shall be 
carried out in accordance with the approved details.   

Reason:  To ensure that the development does not harm the character and 

appearance of the area or the visual amenity of the locality. 

Boundary treatment 

16) The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until details of all 
fencing, walling and other boundary treatments have been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The boundary 

treatment shall be implemented in full in accordance with the approved 
details and in accordance with a programme to be agreed in advance in 

writing by the local planning authority. 

Reason: To protect the character and appearance of the area, to safeguard 
residential amenity, and to control access to the adjacent railway line in the 

interests of safety. 

Construction Management Plan 

17) No development hereby permitted shall commence until a Construction 
Transport Management Plan, to include details of: 

(a) parking for vehicles of site personnel, operatives and visitors 

(b) loading and unloading of plant and materials 

(c) storage of plant and materials 

(d) programme of works (including measures for traffic management) 

(e) measures to prevent the deposit of materials on the highway 

(f) on-site turning for construction vehicles 

(g) measures to ensure protection of protected species and habitats during 
construction access arrangements 

has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. Only the approved details shall be implemented during the 
construction of the development. 

Reason:  In the interests of parking, highway safety, neighbouring 
residential amenity and the character of the area. 

Foul Drainage 

18) Foul water shall be disposed of directly to the mains sewer. 

Reason:  To prevent pollution of groundwater. 

Sustainable Drainage 
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19) Development shall not begin until a detailed sustainable surface water 

drainage scheme for the site has been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the local planning authority.  The detailed drainage scheme shall be 

based on the principles recommended within the FRA Thomasons Ltd 
(January 2017), and shall demonstrate that the surface water generated by 
this development (for all rainfall durations and intensities up to and 

including the climate change adjusted critical 100yr storm) can be 
accommodated and disposed of through infiltration features located within 

the curtilage of the site. 

Reason: To ensure that the principles of sustainable drainage are 
incorporated into this proposal and to ensure ongoing efficacy of the 

drainage provisions. 

20) Development shall not begin until details of the implementation, 

maintenance and management of the sustainable drainage scheme have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. 
The scheme shall be implemented and thereafter managed and maintained 

in accordance with the approved details.  Those details shall include: 

a) a timetable for its implementation, and 

b) a management and maintenance plan for the lifetime of the 
development which shall include the arrangements for adoption by 
any public body or statutory undertaker, or any other arrangements 

to secure the operation of the sustainable drainage system throughout 
its lifetime. 

Reason: To ensure that the principles of sustainable drainage are 
incorporated into this proposal and to ensure ongoing efficacy of the 
drainage provisions. 

21) Where infiltration is to be used to manage the surface water from the 
development hereby permitted, it will only be allowed within those parts of 

the site where it has been demonstrated that there is no resultant 
unacceptable risk to controlled waters and/or ground stability.  The 
development shall only then be carried out in accordance with the approved 

details. 

Reason:  To protect vulnerable groundwater resources. 

Lighting 

22) No development above the ground shall take place until details of a lighting 
scheme has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority.  The development shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approved lighting scheme. 

Reason:  To protect the visual amenity and ecology of the rural locality. 

Refuse/Waste 

23) The development shall not be occupied until a scheme for the collection and 
storage of refuse for the development has been submitted to and approved 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The approved scheme shall be 

provided in accordance with the approval details prior to first occupation of 
the development. 

Reason: To facilitate the collection of refuse and preserve visual amenity. 
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Noise 

24) No development above the ground shall take place until a noise report 
detailing the current noise climate at the site due to the close proximity of 

the development to both the A20 and railway line and a scheme of noise 
attenuation measures for the development having regard to the relevant 
standards outlined in BS8233:2014, have been submitted to and approved 

in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The approved scheme shall be 
implemented prior to first occupation of any part of the development and 

shall be retained at all times thereafter. 

Reason: To protect the amenities of the residential occupiers of the 
development. 

Contamination 

25) (a) If during development work, significant deposits of made ground or 

indicators of potential contamination are discovered, the work shall cease 
until an investigation/ remediation strategy has been agreed with the Local 
Planning Authority and it shall thereafter be implemented by the developer. 

(b) Any soils and other materials taken for disposal should be in accordance 
with the requirements of the Waste Management, Duty of Care Regulations. 

Any soil brought onsite should be clean and a soil chemical analysis shall be 
provided to verify imported soils are suitable for the proposed end use. 

(c) A closure report shall be submitted by the developer relating to (a) and 

(b) above and other relevant issues and responses such as any pollution 
incident during the development. 

Reason: In the interests of amenity and public safety. 

Security  

26) No development above the ground shall take place until details of measures 

to minimise the risk of crime according to the principles and physical 
security requirements of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 

(CPTED) have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.   

27) The approved measures shall be implemented before the development is 

occupied and thereafter retained. 

Reason for the condition: In the interest of Security, Crime Prevention and 

Community Safety. 

Archaeology 

28) No development shall commence until the landowner, or their agents or 

successors in title, has secured and implemented: 

a) archaeological field evaluation works in accordance with a 

specification and written timetable which has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority; and  

b) further archaeological investigation, recording and reporting, 
determined by the results of the evaluation,  in accordance with a 
specification and timetable which has been submitted to and approved 

in writing by the Local Planning Authority 

Reason:  To ensure that features of archaeological interest are properly 

examined and recorded. 
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