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[bookmark: _Toc208491120]Purpose of this statement

1. The Town & County Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (As amended) (‘the Regulations’) set out in Regulation 12 that before a local planning authority adopts a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), they must prepare a statement (Statement of Consultation) setting out: 

i) The persons the local planning authority consulted when preparing the SPD; 
ii) A summary of the main issues raised by those persons; and 
iii) How those issues have been addressed in preparing the draft SPD.

2. This document is the Statement of Consultation for the Runnymede Borough Council draft Update to the Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and sets out the persons the Council consulted in preparing the SPD, and how their comments have been addressed following a first round of public consultation on the draft SPD and prior to a second round of public consultation. 
[bookmark: _Toc208491121]Stakeholder involvement in the draft SPD

3. Officers in the Planning Policy Team were made aware, through Development Management colleagues, that developers were finding it increasingly difficult to sell affordable housing units on s106 sites to Registered Providers. This engagement, together with the publication in December 2024 of a new National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), were key drivers for an update being made to the Council’s Affordable Housing SPD.

4. A first round of public consultation has been undertaken on the Update to the Affordable Housing SPD between 9th June 2025 and 16th July 2025. The Planning Policy Team contacted all stakeholders (neighbouring local authorities, other organisations, members of the public, businesses and amenity groups) whose email addresses are held on the Planning Policy Consultation database about the consultation. Appendix A of the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI, 2021) details the bodies registered with the Council.

5. Additionally, the Planning Policy Team sought the views of councillors on the Planning Committee on the contents of the Update to the Affordable Housing SPD at the meeting held on the 28th May 2025.

6. The Planning Policy Team also publicised the consultation on the Council’s website and distributed hard copy consultation documents in the Borough’s libraries and main office at the Civic Centre in Addlestone, in accordance with the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI).

7. In addition, as this SPD is an update to the existing Affordable Housing SPD which was adopted on 13th April 2022. Much of the text within the SPD has been consulted on previously. The details of the consultation that was undertaken on the original Affordable Housing SPD are outlined in the Statement of Consultation from April 2022. 

Summary of the main issues raised by stakeholders to the Updated Affordable Housing SPD

8. 10 representations were received from external organisations to this public consultation and some internal comments from other departments within the Council were also received. A summary of the issues raised are set out in the table below, along with a column showing how these issues have been addressed in the revised SPD, or why no changes are considered necessary. 

9. Some of the key issues raised in response to the consultation on this Update to the Affordable Housing SPD include the following:

· The issue of the inclusion of ‘additionality’ within s106 agreements, was raised. ‘Additionality’ is where Registered Providers seek to maximise the number of affordable houses being delivered on a site by purchasing larger numbers of homes than specified in a development’s s106 agreement, sometimes seeking to provide as much as 100% of the houses on a site as affordable housing. 

· This can mean that the developer is able to use Homes England grant funding to deliver these additional affordable houses. Homes England grant funding cannot however be used to cross-subsidise dwellings to be delivered in a s106 agreement and consequently, one of the representors would like changes made to the Affordable Housing SPD, which requires additional delivery to be brought inside the s106 agreement.

· Concerns were raised about the marketing requirements required in the Affordable Housing SPD with regards to vacant buildings. It was suggested that references to these marketing requirements should be deleted from the SPD.

· Concerns were raised about the viability requirements set out in the Affordable Housing SPD and in particular the fact that the SPD is asking for ‘open book viability assessments’ which the representor considers is advocating a developer specific approach, which is inappropriate and not in line with the PPG Viability requirements. 

· Concerns were raised about the introduction of a late-stage review mechanism, in paras. 3.1.21 and 3.1.22 of the SPD, as the representor didn’t consider this to be appropriate, as there is no mention of this approach in the adopted Runnymede 2030 Local Plan. 

· It was requested that the definition of affordable housing on s106 sites should also include community led housing development and Custom Self-Build development sites.  The representor suggested that custom/ self-builders get 6 months to submit an application to acquire these units and that alongside this, community led developers are given 12 months to acquire the land. Only after 12 months can Registered Providers acquire the units.

· The internal comments received to the consultation were mainly concerned with the wording of the Affordable Housing Template for the s106 and ensuring that these were the latest that they could be, and reflected those used in recent s106 agreements agreed by the Council.

Next steps

10. The Council has considered all the responses received during early engagement, and the first round of public consultation on the Update to the Affordable Housing SPD. A number of changes have been made to the Update to the Affordable Housing SPD as a result of this consultation.

11. It has been decided that, as some of the proposed changes to the SPD necessitate quite significant changes to the contents of the document, a further round of public consultation will be undertaken between 30th September and the 29th October 2025. Once this consultation is complete, this Statement of Consultation will be updated to include references to any responses received, and to set out how the Planning Policy Team intends to amend the SPD, or not, to account for these changes. 

12. Following the completion of the second round of consultation, all comments received will be carefully reviewed and any amendments will be made to the draft SPD. A final version of the SPD will be prepared and presented to the Planning Committee for consideration to adopt it. It is anticipated that the SPD will be presented at Planning Committee in late 2025, although this is subject to the volume and nature of comments received during public consultation. A further version of this Statement of Consultation will be prepared at adoption stage, as required by the Regulations.  












RBC response to main comments raised in response to the public consultation held between 9th June and 16th July 2025. 

	Representor
	Summary of Representation
	Council’s Response
	Amend SPD?

	Abri
	We support the intention of paragraph 2.1.4, but note that in the case of outline planning applications it will not always be possible to be clear on how the potential affordable housing requirement from that development will be met, as acknowledged in paragraph 4.1.6. The reference to declaring an application invalid on the basis of not setting out the details of the affordable housing delivery should be clarified to refer to those applications in which the full detail of the housing number is known.  
	Agree that we could clarify this wording to include the following “If an application for 10 units or more (net), this does not include outline applications, does not set out how the affordable housing requirement will be provided, the application will not be validated and will be returned to the applicant.
	Yes. Include additional wording as set out in red in the proceeding column in para 2.1.4.

	
	The intention for applicants to seek the latest template S106 from Legal Services is generally supported, however to lessen the burden on what is typically a very under-resourced department, it may be more useful to publish such information on the planning policy webpages.
	The Council’s Legal Services team were asked whether it would be beneficial to them to have the template s106, as a whole, i.e. not just the part that relates to Affordable Housing, put onto the Council’s website. They advised that they prefer to keep things as they are currently, and not put the s106 template onto the website.
	No change.


	

	


	[bookmark: _Hlk208318609]
	Many Registered Providers, in seeking to maximise the number of affordable homes being delivered, increasingly purchase larger numbers of homes than specified in a development’s S106 Agreement, or the entire site. This has the benefits of delivering a larger quantum of affordable homes in a shorter period of time and allowing for the use of grant funding to deliver ‘additionality’. As Homes England grant funding cannot be used to cross-subsidise dwellings to be delivered in a S106 Agreement it is important for any additional affordable homes to remain ‘outside’ the S106. This makes the Council’s reference at 2.3.11 to requiring additional delivery to be brought inside the S106 Agreement challenging.
As well as the often-lengthy delays that are incurred when seeking to vary a S106 Agreement it can be difficult to reach a mutual understanding of the reasons for keeping ‘additionality’ outside the S106, making template agreements a useful tool for all parties. Homes England provided the information appended to these comments in response to the need for general understanding on how ‘additionality’ can be captured in S106 without fettering the additional dwellings and so preventing the use of grant funding. We welcome discussion on this and suggest that the Council incorporates such wording into their template agreement for general use.
	There is no policy requirement for additionality and therefore it is not included in our draft templates. 

However, if in the determination of an application, additional weight is given to the provision of additional affordable housing by the decision maker, and it is considered that this needs to be secured through a s106 agreement, such a clause can be incorporated at the time of drafting.

Additionality also has implications regarding the provision of infrastructure and needs to be considered on a case-by-case basis. 

It is proposed to delete paragraph 2.3.11, which provides details on the s106 agreement and additionality and instead to amend the preceding paragraph (2.3.10) to make it clear that additionality cases will be decided on a case-by-case basis. 
	Delete para. 2.3.11 and add additional wording to para. 2.3.10 3rd line delete “as the tenure mix will often depend of what grant the provider is able to achieve” and replace with “due to funding arrangements” at the end of the paragraph add in the following “This will be considered by Development Management Officers on a case-by-case basis.”

	
	Abri supports the proposed revocation of the First Homes Interim Policy Statement with up to date policy in this SPD.
	Welcomed.
	No change.

	
	We note that there is a minor typographical error in paragraph 1.2.4, in which reference is made to the annual affordable housing need as dwellings per hectare instead of dwellings per annum.
	Agreed.
	Wording to be changed from ‘hectare’ to ‘annum’.

	Historic England
	No comments to make.
	Noted.
	No change.

	Private Individual 
	[bookmark: _Hlk203550257]Rather than just deleting the preferred list of registered providers the Council should open up/ extend the definition on s106 sites to include Community Led Housing Development and Custom/ Self Build Development Sites.  Once a s106 site has been designated to include affordable housing.  The Council & Developer should:
1. *Months 0 – 6 months : Give custom/self builders on the Councils’ list up to 6mths to submit an application to acquire a piece of the land for their build
1. *Months 0 – 12 months: Give Community Led Developments up to 12 months to submit an application to acquire a piece of the land for their build
1. Months 12 onwards:  Give Providers the option to progress the provision of ‘Affordable Housing’

[bookmark: _Hlk203550287]If no application of interest has been received from [1] & [2] within 3 months of notification then this option should be withdrawn & the option for ‘Affordable Housing in the traditional sense [i.e.3] bought forward.  Developers will not financially lose out under [1] & [2] as they [with the Council] will agree the cost of land to groups 1 & 2 & ensure the design of these properties are in keeping with the Developments Design Code.   Rather, this will mitigate Developer’s financial risk/exposure, whilst fulfilling a Local Housing Need.
	The National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) includes as Annex 2 a glossary. This glossary sets out what constitutes affordable housing. This definition does not identify either custom/ self-build development sites as a form of affordable housing and consequently it is not considered that this group can be given priority on sites acquired for affordable housing.
The NPPF refers to community led housing in relation to exception sites. Runnymede doesn’t have any such sites, and so it is considered that affordable housing sites in the borough should be retained for those most in need of affordable housing. 
In addition, the approach set out by the respondent would amount to the introduction of new policy, as there are no such provisions made within the adopted Runnymede 2030 Local Plan. Consequently, changes such as the ones proposed, would need to be made as part of the update to the Local Plan, and not within a Supplementary Planning Document. 



	No change.

	Bluestone Planning
	Para 2.6.2 states: “The credit does not apply when a building has been abandoned or where a building has been made vacant for the sole purpose of re-development. Certain evidence will be required from applicants to demonstrate that the form and length of the marketing campaign has been appropriate. Evidence of a good marketing campaign should include…..” and it then goes on to list marketing requirements.
This is in direct contravention of the Planning Practice Guidance and the NPPF para. 65.
	Policy IE3: Catering for Modern Business Needs of the adopted Runnymede 2030 Local Plan requires that before uses such as incubator uses, small warehousing units and small serviced office accommodation can be lost in the borough that comprehensive marketing must be carried out for ‘at least one year’. 
The requirement to carry out marketing for abandoned or vacant sites was included in the 2022 version of the SPD to bring the two into alignment, and so as to ensure that buildings were not deliberately made vacant for the sole purpose of redevelopment. 
However, given the current policy climate and the emphasis to support brownfield redevelopment, it is considered that the provisions for marketing of such sites should be removed from the Affordable Housing SPD and that instead the Council should decide each application on a case-by-case basis relying on the advice set out within the Planning Obligations PPG (particularly para. 28).
	Para. 2.6.2 it is proposed to remove the requirement to undertake marketing for sites eligible for Vacant Building Credit, and the subsequent details of what is needed to ensure a comprehensive marketing campaign will also be removed. The reference for the need for this marketing to be undertaken will also be removed from para. 2.6.3.

	National Highways
	Following a review of the Affordable Housing SPD, we are satisfied that this consultation does not directly impact National Highways or our network. However, we look forward to being consulted on any planning applications for housing schemes that have the potential to impact the safety and operation of the SRN in the future.
	Noted.
	No change.

	Natural England
	Natural England does not consider that the Updated Affordable Housing SPD poses any likely risk or opportunity in relation to our statutory purpose and so does not wish to comment further on this consultation.  
	Noted.
	No change.

	The Planning Bureau Limited on behalf of McCarthy Stone and Churchill Living 
	Paras. 3.1.12 & 14 We note that the council is seeking evidence from comparable development land sales and expect confirmation of the price paid for the property / land or the price expected to be paid together with any contractual terms or sale agreements or options agreements including overage provisions. Para 3.1.14 then confirms that the council would expect a ‘full open book viability assessment’. It is important to note that the PPG clearly states that viability is not usually specific to individual developers. The draft SPD is suggesting a developer specific approach which is not appropriate and not in line with the PPG Viability requirements.
Whilst the PPG states that an LPA may ask for detail of price paid for land, there is no obligation on an applicant to disclose that information. This is important given that price paid data is often influenced by a range of factors, some of which may be developer specific. The PPG is clear that viability assessment is not usually specific to a developer (para 021 Reference ID: 10-021-20190509). The PPG is the ‘authoritative requirement’ and simply describes a residual approach, the PPG fails to set out what should be done with price paid information if available.
Paragraphs 3 .1.12 and para 3.1.14 are therefore contrary to national policy in their request that developers should confirm the price paid for land and should be deleted.
	Disagree. The PPG (Viability para.16) sets out that “Local authorities can request data on the price paid for land (or the price expected to be paid through an option or promotion agreement).” Para. 21 of the PPG specifically states that “viability assessments should be prepared on the basis that they will be publicly available other than in exceptional circumstances …” The Council is therefore of the view that what is being suggested within these two paragraphs is in line with the wording set out within the PPG.

	No change.

	
	Paras. 3.1.21/22 We note that para 3.1.21 and 3.1.22 seeks to introduce an affordable housing review mechanism (or late-state viability review). We also note that ‘Runnymede 2030’, the adopted Local Plan does not contain such a requirement.
A review mechanism and any detail that will form part of it also needs to be considered fully and assessed through the Local Plan process. This should include the consideration of variables such as trigger points, costs, land values, how surplus is split and other definitions.
	It is considered that since the Local Plan does not say anything about ‘late-stage reviews’ and the PPG on Viability specifically states in para. 009 that “Plans should set out circumstances where review mechanisms may be appropriate” that references to these late-stage reviews should be removed from the SPD.
	These two paragraphs will be deleted from the Affordable Housing SPD i.e. 3.1.21 and 3.1.22.

	
	Section 2.6 Vacant Building Credit
Section 2.6 of the draft SPD considers Vacant Building Credit in the realms of affordable housing provision. This confirms that the credit does not apply when a building has been abandoned or that where a building has been made vacant for the sole purpose of re-development. The SPD then introduces that the council will seek a marketing campaign of a site for commercial property for at least a year to show that the building is ‘vacant’.
However, it is our view that this marketing requirements at para 2.6.2 should be deleted as it was inconsistent with national policy including Paragraph: 028 Reference ID: 23b-028-20190315 of PPG and para 65 of NPPF. The requirements in the SPD on Vacant Building Credit have not been justified with sufficient evidence.
	See the above response to Abri who make the same point as well as the Council’s response. 
	As set out above for Abri.

	Rushmoor BC
	We have no comments to make at this time, but please continue to notify us of future consultations.
	Noted.
	No change.

	SCC
	We have no comments regarding this document. 

	Noted.
	No change.

	Surrey Heartlands Health and Care Partnership
	Section 3: Viability 
Health infrastructure provision is an integral component of sustainable development – access to essential healthcare services promotes good health outcomes and supports the overall social and economic wellbeing of an area. New development should therefore make a proportionate contribution to funding the healthcare needs arising from new development. Given health infrastructure’s strategic importance to supporting housing growth and sustainable development, it should be considered at the forefront of priorities for infrastructure delivery, where the council is having to assessing viability implications on a case-by-case basis.
	The importance of providing healthcare services alongside new housing development is acknowledged and is being picked up specifically as part of the Strategic CIL work. However, it is not considered relevant to include a specific reference in the template of the affordable housing element of the Section 106, as this template relates solely to the Affordable Housing provision and not the s106 as a whole. 
	For clarity, it is proposed that the wording at paras. 4.1.5 and 4.1.6 is amended to make it clear that “A Template of the affordable housing element of the Section 106 Agreement is attached as Appendix 2 to this document.”
Para. 4.1.6 is proposed to include reference to “The full Section 106 Agreement.

	
	Appendix 2: Healthcare provision
The ICB note that the template includes definitions for infrastructure contributions, as well as affordable housing. We would request that a definition of Healthcare Contribution be added. We proposed the following definition and meaning.
	“Healthcare contributions”
		means a sum of [AMOUNT IN WORDS] 
(£AMOUNT) payable by the Owner to the 
Council and paid by the Council to the NHS Surrey Heartlands Integrated Care Board or successor bodies to be used towards the provision of health care facilities and/or associated infrastructure within the [relevant primary care network] of successor body. 




	
	



	See above. 
	Any references to infrastructure included in the template for the affordable housing section of the s106 have been removed. This includes references to SAMM and SANG contributions etc as the intention is for the template to relate solely to affordable housing. 





