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Matter 9 – District wide policies concerning housing 
 
9.2 Policy WLP8.2 – Affordable Housing 

 
a)  Is there evidence to demonstrate the need for the policy’s req uirements and   

their viability, in terms of the area-based percentage requirements and the 
tenure split? 

There is a clear need for an area based approach to the affordable housing policy and 
we welcome the general approach taken by the Council.  However, even with the 
percentages proposed it would appear that development in lower value areas is marginal 
with relatively small adjustments to costs of development having a significant impact on 
the viability of the scenarios tested. To ensure sufficient flexibility, especially in and 
around Lowestoft where the majority of development is expected to be delivered the 
Council should not seek to be overly prescriptive with regard to this policy. We would 
therefore suggest that the tenure mix and this requirement should be removed which will 
allow applicants more opportunity to deliver other requirements. 

 
b)  Is use of the word “minimum” in relation to the req uirements justif ied and   

unambiguous? 

By stating that the affordable housing requirement is a minimum the Council are not 
providing the necessary certainty that is required by both paragraph 17 and 154 of the 
NPPF. Where an application proposes to meet the stated requirement it should be 
accepted without question. Where minimums are used this raises doubt amongst the 
decision maker and applicant as to what is acceptable. The approach taken to this policy 
will also be out of date as soon as the Local Plan is published. Paragraph 57 of the revised 
NPPF states that: 

 
“Where up to date policies have set out the contributions expected from 
development planning applications that comply with them should be assumed 
to be viable.” 

 
The approach taken does not provide a clear indication that the percentages required in 
the plan are those that will be accepted without question. By stating affordable housing 
requirements as a minimum suggests that the Council may expect a higher provision if it 
considers a site has the ability to do so. The approach being taken forward by the 
Government is to ensure that there is no unnecessary testing of viability on developments 
where they are policy compliant. This approach is being implemented in order to speed 
up decision making on planning applications and limit protracted pre-application 
negotiations on affordable housing requirements. Setting a minimum target does not 
support this important aspect of revised NPPF. 
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c) Is more flexibility in the policy necessary for it to be sound? 
 

Yes. See above 
 
WLP8.3 – Self build and Custom Build. Is the policy justified and consistent with 
national policy? 

 

Firstly, and as set out in our representations, the Council’s approach places the burden 
for meeting the demands for self-build entirely on the development industry with no 
evidence as to how other approaches that are suggested by PPG as being appropriate 
have or will be considered. There would also appear to be a limited connection between 
the numbers of people seeking a self-build plot and level of delivery expected. The plan 
states that policy WLP8.3. The Plan states that 127 people and 1 group are interested  
in acquiring a self-build plot but the plan will deliver 260 plots. There is clearly the 
potential for a significant over supply of plots against what is required. Furthermore the 
Council do not appear to have taken into account the fact that self-build plots will be 
acquired outside of this policy and that this will further reduce demand. In fact we would 
expect the Council, if it is fulfilling its duty appropriately, to use its own land or identify 
specific smaller sites solely to support the demand for serviced plots. 

 
Mark Behrendt MRTPI 
Local Plans Manager – SE and E 


