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MID SUSSEX DISTRICT COUNCIL SITE ALLOCATION DPD  

MATTER 3 HEARING STATEMENTS  
SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF RETIREMENT VILLAGE DEVELOPMENTS LTD & NOTCUTTS LTD 

 

3.1 New Homes Quantum  

 

(i) Is the updated Minimum Residual Requirement for Mid Sussex, which has been 
reduced from 2,439 units in Policy DP4 of the District Plan to 1,280 units in the 
submitted Plan, supported by Evidence.  

 

1.1 No. As set out in response to Matter 3.8 the residual housing figure fails to take account of 
any qualitative housing assessment and consequently does not make provision to meet the 

identified need for specialist care accommodation, specifically leasehold extra care (C2). 

Whilst it is acknowledged that the housing figure is expressed as a “minimum”, the housing 

requirement makes no specific provision for specialist accommodation.  

 

1.2 In the Appeal Decision at Albourne (Former Hazelden Nursery) (Appendix 1 to Matter 1), the 

Planning Inspector found at para 93 that in the case of leasehold extra care housing: 

 

• Evidence indicates there is a significant level of current unmet need; 

• The need will significantly increase over the plan period, which has not been helped 

by the slow progress with the Site Allocations Plan; and  

• The Council has failed to recognise an unmet need which is clearly evident.  

 

1.3 TP4 substantially “recycles” the Council’s evidence to the Albourne Inquiry and has concluded 

again that there is no evidence of need. We address the Council’s evidence and position on 

need under Matter 3.8 and find it unjustified, particularly in light of the Appeal decision 

referenced above. The Council’s position that the current local policy framework would 

address the need is also unjustified, an approach that is evidently failing. Allied to which, it 

cannot be assumed that sites allocated for residential would feasibly come froward for 
alternative forms of specialist accommodation (see response to Matter 3.9 below).  
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1.4 On this basis and in the context of the recent Albourne Decision, the reduction in housing 

numbers is not justified by the evidence and must be increased to address the need for 

specialist accommodation, specifically C2 extra care, in order for the Plan to meet the 
soundness tests of “Justified”, “Effective” and “Consistent with National Planning Policy” in 

accordance with the NPPF (para 35).  

 

(ii) Does the increased housing provision amount to a sufficient buffer to ensure there 
is enough flexibility or housing land over the Plan period. If the Plan is found to 
be insufficiently flexible in this regard, what further steps should the Council take 
to rectify this? Are there sound arguments to support the notion that the amount 
of buffer is too great or has been incorrectly applied? Is the buffer excessive in 
relation to the requirements of para 73 of NPPF?  

 
1.5 No. For the reasons set out in response to Matters 3.8 and 3.9 below, planned housing land 

makes insufficient provision for specialist accommodation. The buffer is therefore not 

sufficient to ensure that the need for specialist housing is addressed. It must be increased 

so the Plan is flexible and therefore “Effective” in meeting identified significant needs for 

specialist housing which should be planned for to be “Consistent with National Planning 

Policy” (NPPF 59 & 61, NPPG ID:63- Housing for Older and Disabled People).  

 
(iv)  The Council places significantly high reliance on the implementation of strategic 

sites in Policies DP9, DP10, DP11 and DP12, to enable the delivery of the District’s 
objectively assessed need over the Plan period. These four strategic sites are 
expected to deliver a total of 5,800 dwellings or 35.4% of the minimum District 
requirement of 16,390 dwellings. Is this total realistically deliverable within the 
Plan period, and if not, does the Council need to allocate further additional sites 
in this Plan.  

 

1.6 Yes, the Council does need to allocate further sites. Allocated sites DP9-DP12 do not provide 
for any leasehold extra care for which there is an identified and significant need. The Council 

relies on a single similarly strategic scale allocation1 (SA20) in this Plan to deliver a 

component of C2, which may include leasehold extra care 2. This single allocated site on its 

own cannot meet the significant need for specialist housing within the Plan period, as 

identified in our representations for Matter 7 as at least 665 additional extra care units 

 
1 Site SA20 is for 550 homes, where Site DP11 in the adopted Local Plan is for 500 homes 
2 Refer the Reg 19 representations submitted by DMH Stallard representing Welbeck – proposals include an indicative scheme 
for 141 units of which 109 will potentially be extra care (C2).  
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(Use Class C2) are needed by 2030, of which at least 570 should be leasehold. The 

strategic sites, which make up a significant proportion of the Council’s total OAN (6,350 

homes or 38.7% including S20), therefore fail to address the significant identified need for 
extra care (see response to 3.8 below). Further sites must therefore be allocated to address 

the need and to ensure it can be realistically addressed within the Plan period, to be 

“Effective” and “Consistent with National Planning Policy” (NPPF, para 61and NPPG, ID63 - 

Housing for Older and Disabled People).  Those sites must be of sufficient size to meet the 

minimum requirements of retirement operators. In our experience affordable extra care is 

typically viable from around 50 units and optimally 100 units in the private sector. These can 

be developed on medium sized sites, speeding up delivery and thus making an important 

contribution to meeting the specialist housing requirements within the District, in accordance 
with the NPPF (para 68).  

 

3.6  Bearing in mind the above considerations, and the requirement of paras 67 
and 68 of the Framework, should the plan identify an increased number of 
specific deliverable sites in the form of housing allocations?  

 

 

1.7 Yes. The Site at the Former Hazelden’s Nursery is a “medium” size site and its allocation (see 

response to 3.9 below) would make an important contribution to meeting the need for 

leasehold extra care (see 3.8 also below). In addition, it would contribute to promoting a 
good mix of sites in accordance with the NPPF (para 68).  

 

3.8  Qualitative aspects of housing supply – Is there a need for any qualitative 
parameters for housing provision of older persons accommodation (C2).  

 

1.8 Yes. As established under Matter 1: 

 

• It falls within the scope of this Plan to address the need and any shortfall in the 

provision of specialist accommodation including extra care housing (C2), as set out in 

Local Plan Policies DP25 and DP30; and  

• For the Plan to address the need and/or shortfall it follows that there must be an 

assessment of need. The assessment of need must be relevant and up-to-date (Policy 

DP30 and NPPF, para 31) 
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1.9 The accompanying note (Appendix 1) provides a review of TP4 “Housing for Older People”, 

in the context of the recent Albourne Appeal decision3. Critically, it establishes that the 

Council’s assessment of need and policy approach is fundamentally flawed because:  
 

• The Council’s own assessment in TP4 identifies a need (para 6); 

• The Albourne Appeal Inspector did not agree with the Council’s provision rate and on 

the Council’s own assessment of need, the need for leasehold extra care increased 

(9); 

• There has been no material change in circumstances, either in the supply or pipeline 

within the District since the Albourne Appeal decision (para 13); 

• The Inspector concluded that the evidence indicated a significant level of unmet need, 

which would only increase over the Plan period (para 17);   

• Moreover, the “Council’s riposte that it is not being inundated by enquiries or 
applications does not seem to me to be a very robust or objective yardstick on which 
to rely” (para 17). 

 

1.10 In light of the need, ultimately the Inspector concluded “that the provision of extra care units 
by the appeal development to be a matter of substantial weight” (our emphasis) (para 93 of 

the Appeal decision4). As such, the Council’s position that “the evidence indicated no 

immediate need” (para 1.61 of TP4) is untenable and is not a sound evidence basis on which 
the Plan should rely. 
 

1.11 As established in our previous representations, there is an identified need for “at least” 665 

additional extra care units (Use Class C2) by 2030, of which at least 570 should be leasehold.   

 

1.12 Allied to this (as rehearsed at in the Reg 19 Reps), since the Adoption of the Local Plan, the 

NPPF (para 61) has only strengthened its guidance around the requirement to assess and 

reflect in planning policies the need for older persons accommodation, amongst other housing 
types. Additionally, the NPPG has been expressly updated, introducing a new section 

“Housing for older and disabled persons”, crucially establishing that: 

 
3 Topic Paper 4 on “Housing for Older People” is dated December 2020 and thus not available for comment at the time the Reg19 Plan was 
consulted on.  
4 Appendix 1 to Matter 1 Statement  
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• The need to provide accommodation for older people is critical [Para 001 Ref ID: 63-

001-20190626]; 

• Plan-making authorities should set clear policies to address the housing needs of 
groups with particular needs such as older and disabled people. [Para 006 Ref ID: 

63-006-20190626] (our emphasis); 

• Policies can set out how the plan-making authority will consider proposals for the 

different types of housing that these groups are likely to require. They could also 

provide indicative figures or a range for the number of units of specialist housing for 

older people needed across the plan area throughout the plan period. [Para: 006 Ref 

ID: 63-006-20190626]; and  

• Recognises that site allocations for specialist housing for older people can provide 
greater certainty and encourage provision, especially where there is an unmet need. 

[Para: 013 Ref ID: 63-013-20190626].   

 

1.13 To comply with the requirements of the Adopted Development Plan (Policies DP25 and DP30) 

and to be “Consistent with National Policy” the Plan must address the identified shortfall for 

extra care provision and the following policy is proposed:  
 
There is an identified need for at least 665 additional extra care 
units (Use Class C2) by 2030, of which at least 570 should be 
leasehold. The Council will support proposals that will contribute 
to meeting this need. Such developments will be permitted 
within towns and villages within the defined built-up-area 
boundaries, having regard to Local Plan Policy DP26: Character 
and Design.  
 
Outside defined built-up area boundaries, proposals for C2 extra 
care development will be supported where a site is allocated for 
that purpose either in the Site Allocations DPD or a 
Neighbourhood Plan, or it can be demonstrated that: 
 
• The Site is contiguous with or does not cause significant 

harm to the existing pattern of development in the 
settlement; and 

• The development is demonstrated to be sustainable having 
regard to the accessibility of local services and facilities 
and any services and facilities that might be provided as 
part of the proposals; and  

• In meeting the need for C2 extra care, the proposal would 
outweigh any conflict with other adopted policies, having 



MSDC Site Allocations DPD; Matter 3; Retirement Village Developments Ltd & Notcutts Ltd 
Rep No:709 

                                                                                                           

 
 

29583/A5/HE/LW  6 May 2021 

regard to the degree of harm and benefits the scheme will 
deliver.  

 
1.14 The proposed policy approach further echoes the recently jointly published report by Arco 

and CNN (County Council’s Network). The report (at Appendix 2) recognises the benefits of 

and the need to increase the range and provision of retirement housing (including extra 

care). It is a recommendation of the report (pg3) that “Local Planning Authorities should 
include policies within their local plans that outline the current and future need for older 
persons housing and care, including retirement communities.” This is particularly pertinent 

as a matter the County Council is a need that is often overlooked (pg20).  
 

1.15 The proposed policy is consistent with the proposed allocation of Former Hazelden Nursery. 
In combination the additions suggested would ensure the Plan is “Positively Prepared”, 

“Justified” and “Effective”. Thus, meeting the soundness tests in the NPPF (para 35).  

 

3.9  Is the range of the size of housing allocations in the Plan appropriate to 
address the qualitive requirement of the District 

 

1.16 No. As set out above, our experience is that affordable extra care is typically viable from 

around 50 units and optimally 100 units in the private sector, to ensure that it is affordable 

to residents whilst supporting a range of services and facilities and creating a sense of 

community. Of the 22 allocations in this Plan, only nine allocations meet this threshold. With 

reference to Table 1 below all but one site (SA16) has a promoter or housebuilder on board. 

Three sites (SA20, SA23 and S25) are being taken forward by promoters. The remaining five 
sites (SA13, SA19, SA22, SA24 and SA27) are controlled by housebuilders and are unlikely to 

be promoted for C2 use for the reasons specified below. 

 

1.17 As summarised below, the sites controlled by housebuilders (sites SA13, SA19, SA22, SA24 

and SA27) 745 homes (45%) of the total 1,620 homes allocated in the Plan. As is to be 

expected the sites are all promoted for C3 residential since there is no policy expectation, 

they should provide other forms of specialist accommodation and as established 

housebuilders this is not the type of development (non C3) they are in the market to deliver. 
These units would therefore not contribute to a supply of specialist accommodation. 

Furthermore, to impose late in the day requirements on these allocated sites to deliver 
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specialist accommodation would likely undermine their delivery when also including for 

affordable housing requirements (30%) across any residual C3 housing. Simply, the erosion 

of market C3 housing may make the sites commercially unattractive.   
 

1.18 The remaining sites promoted by landowners and agents (sites SA16, SA20, SA23 and S25), 

deliver the balance of 875 homes. Only site SA20 (for 550 homes) includes a requirement in 

the allocation for the provision of specialist accommodation (potential 141 units of which 109 

could be extra care). This single allocated site on its own cannot meet the significant need 

for specialist housing within the Plan period and identified in our representations for Matter 

7 as at least 665 additional extra care units (Use Class C2) by 2030, of which at 

least 570 should be leasehold. 
 

1.19 Discounting site SA20 (550 homes) from the 875, the remaining 325 homes are not being 

promoted to include specialist accommodation. As referenced in TP4 (para 1.25) policies in 

the adopted Local Plan do support C2 provision on C3 residential sites. However, even in the 

very unlikely scenario all the remaining sites (sites SA16, SA23 and S25) were to come 

forward for C2 extra care, the sites would still not address the significant identified need. 

Moreover, as the sites are allocated for residential development it would not be reasonable 

to assume the site would include anything other than general C3 housing on the basis:  

 
• There is no policy requirement, allied to which; and  

• Specialist accommodation attracts lower land values, for the reasons set out in para 

1.19 below and as such the sites are very unlikely to either come forward wholly for 

or include an element of specialist accommodation.  

  

1.20 Provided at Appendix 3, a note prepared by Newsteer Real Estate Providers explains in further 
detail why specialist accommodation providers (including extra care), cannot compete with 

housebuilders on land price and as such are “squeezed” out of the market on allocated C3 

housing sites. In short this is because:  

 

• The services and facilities provided on site lower total sales revenues for the amount 

of built space; 

• Gross development values are lower when compared to market housing; 
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SA25 70 Promoted by Charterhouse Strategic Land. Reg 19 representations 

to the Local Plan support the allocation for 70 dwellings with no 

reference to other forms of specialist accommodation. 

SA27 65 Being promoted by Millwood Designer Homes for housing, with no 

reference to other forms of specialist accommodation.  

Total 1,620   

 

1.22 The proposed site allocations are therefore neither appropriate nor sufficient to address the 

qualitative requirement for leasehold extra care housing. Plainly further allocations are 
required to address the need for the reasons set out under Matter 3.8. In accordance with 

our previous representations, the Site of Former Hazelden’s Nursery should therefore be 

specifically allocated for extra care development and policies SA10 and SA11 amended 

accordingly. A proposed site allocation policy is provided (Appendix 4).  

 

1.23 The proposed policy has been updated to reflect circa 117 units. The Appeal provision 

established the principle of 84 units. Pre-application discussions with the District Council 

have established that, circa 117 units could be acceptable subject to addressing design 
considerations.  

 

1.24 Whilst the Site benefits from Outline permission, the Site of Former Hazelden’s Nursery 

should be allocated to secure supply and follows the approach on other sites (SA24) which 

already benefit from Outline permission.  

 

3.10  Are there any other housing issues which this Plan should be addressing? 

 
1.25 We refer back to our response at Matter 3.8 should it be felt that any of the matters raised 

should be addressed here.  
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MID SUSSEX DISTRICT COUNCIL SITE ALLOCATION DPD 
APPENDIX 1 TO THE MATTER 3 HEARING STATEMENTS  

SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF RETIREMENT VILLAGE DEVELOPMENTS LTD & NOTTCUTS LTD 

Housing for Older People Topic Paper [TP4], December 2020 

1. The following Paper sets out Barton Willmore’s response to TP4 and establishes why the Council
is wrong to claim that that there is no evidence of significant unmet need [TP4, paragraph 1.38].
On the contrary, as the Albourne Inspector recently (September 2020) concluded:

… the evidence indicates a significant level of current unmet need, 
in particular for extra care leasehold housing … Furthermore, this 
will significantly increase over the local plan period1. 

2. There has been no material change in circumstances, either in the supply or pipeline within the
District, since the Albourne Appeal decision.  Accordingly the Albourne Inspector’s conclusion
remains valid and particularly relevant to this Plan

Policy Background 

3. The Topic Paper starts by addressing the vital importance of increasing the supply of older
peoples housing in all its forms, making four key points:

a. First, the need to provide housing for older people is critical.

b. Second, offering older people a better choice of accommodation increases wellbeing and
reduces health and welfare costs.

c. Third, strategic plan making authorities should assess the needs of older people, set clear
polices that address said needs and plan to provide specialist housing for older people
where a need exists.

d. Fourth, to support choice and address different types of need, a typology of accommodation
is provided, establishing extra care as a particular type of older peoples housing, a key
characteristic of which is care available on site 24/7.

4. These matters are irrefutable and reflect national policy and guidance that elevates the
importance of boosting the supply of older peoples housing in national planning policy.

5. Practice Guidance is clear, plans need to provide for specialist housing for older people where a
need exists (ID63_012).  Nevertheless, despite an assessment of need that identifies significant
unmet need for various types of accommodation in Mid Sussex, the District Plan does not address

1 Appendix 2 to the Matter 1 Statement, paragraph 93 
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it, nor do the Council acknowledge that there is unmet need.  Consequently, undersupply is 
baked in.  

Assessment of Need 

6. The Council’s assessment of need is said to have formed part formed part of the evidence base 
for the District Plan [TP4, paragraph 1.13].  TP4 Table 1, page 5 summarises the assessment 
and is itself derived from the Council’s assessment of need titled ‘Mid Sussex SHOP Tool – Basic 
Report’ [SHOP Report, Appendix A to this Paper]. 

7. Page 1 of the Shop Report sets out the provision rates and the tenure split used in the 
assessment:   

a. For extra care, the provision rate is set at 25 units of accommodation per 1,000 persons 
aged 75 and over living in Mid Sussex (or 2.5% of the population age 75 and over) 

b. The tenure split is the rate prevalent at the time of the assessment.  For extra care, that 
was 73% rent and 27% leasehold, for every year of the assessment, 2014 to 2035, ignoring 
the future market split advice on page 1, the tenure profile on page 5 (predominately owner 
occupier), and the advice on page 7 that in a more affluent locality the future tenure split 
should be 33% rented and 67% leasehold.  

8. Despite an unrepresentative tenure profile that did not reflect the fact that over 70% of older 
people in Mid Sussex were owner occupiers, Page 2 illustrates significant unmet need across all 
types of housing for older people, including a 36% deficit in the supply of extra care housing 
(36% rent and 37% leasehold).   

9. The Albourne Inspector considered this assessment in detail and concluded that it 
underestimated leasehold extra care need, because it ignored the prevalence of home ownership 
in the Mid Sussex Population age 65 and over.  The Council argued that tenure split was less 
important than the headline figure.  The Inspector strongly disagreed; her reasoning as follows: 

88. In Mid Sussex the evidence indicates that the vast majority of 
older people are owner occupiers. Many of these people will be able 
to continue to live in their own homes through old age with the 
necessary adaptations and care support. However, not all homes are 
suitable. In such cases a homeowner may be attracted to an extra 
care facility where they can continue to own their own home and 
maintain a degree of independence whilst enjoying support and care 
within a secure environment. Within Mid Sussex such choice is 
largely unavailable. 
 
89. The Appellants have used a tenure split of 33% rent and 67% 
purchase in their modelling. Whilst this is recognised as favouring 
an owner-occupied solution it nonetheless reflects the local housing 
market in Mid Sussex. Furthermore, it aligns with national policy 
insofar as it redresses the balance towards greater flexibility and 
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choice in how older people are able to live. It is to be noted that the 
SHOP@ toolkit itself recognises that the percentage of leasehold 
tenures will increase in the future and that areas of affluence will 
see a higher percentage increase by 2035. In such areas, which 
includes Mid Sussex, it suggests a tenure split more redolent of the 
Appellants’ modelling. 
 
90. The Council argued that the tenure split is of less importance 
than the headline figure. However, the evidence indicates that the 
extra care properties for rent in this District are managed by Housing 
Associations and therefore an existing homeowner would be unlikely 
to qualify for occupation. It also appears that the pipeline supply of 
extra care housing is all social rented tenure. It is therefore 
reasonable to assume that maintaining a tenure split that favours 
rental units would be unlikely to allow realistic alternative options 
to the majority of older people who are currently homeowners. In 
the circumstances and based on the specific evidence I have been 
given, I consider that the Appellants’ assessment of demand in terms 
of tenure is more credible and thus to be preferred.2  
 

10. Increasing the housing options available to older people who are currently homeowners is a 
critical point and echoes the practice guidance and the call for greater choice (ID63_0010).   

11. Having regard to existing extra care supply (86 social rent units and 56 leasehold) and a pipeline 
of 132 additional extra care units for social rent, but no leasehold extra care, the Albourne 
Inspector concluded that the future extra care tenure split should be 33% rent and 67% 
leasehold. 

12. Using the Council’s provision rate, unmet need amounts to 206 leasehold extra care units in 
2020, rising to 306 units in 2030.  On the appellants terms, using a higher provision rate, unmet 
need amounts to 407 leasehold extra care units in 2020, rising to 570 units in 20303.  

13. The supply and pipeline position has not changed, the assessments of need have not changed.  
The conclusion of the Albourne Inspector, that both the Council’s tenure adjusted assessment 
and the appellant’s assessment indicate a significant level of unmet need for leasehold extra 
care housing in Mid Sussex, still applies. 

14. Despite the facts before them, the Council in the Topic Paper fail to recognise unmet need.  At 
TP4 paragraph 1.21 and 1.21, it is stated that need will be met, and supply is coming forward.  
It will not and it is not, a dire circumstance for older owner occupiers whose needs and 
preferences are being ignored.  A situation that will only change when the Council acknowledges 
the fact that there is significant unmet need for leasehold extra care housing. 

 

 
2 Appendix 2 to the Matter 1 Statement, paragraph 88 to 90 
3 Appendix 5 to the Site Allocations DPD (Reg 19) Consultation Response 
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Provision of Specialist Accommodation  

15. As discussed above, leasehold extra care housing in Mid Sussex is limited to 56 units in total, 
with no provision in the pipeline. This illustrates a failure of the District Plan to meet the need 
of older owner occupiers, for whom a choice to move into extra care accommodation is effectively 
non-existent.   

16. There are estimated to be 31,826 people aged 65 and over living in Mid Sussex in 2020, a number 
projected to increase by 11,700 to 43,526 in 203.  The majority are owner occupiers, but there 
is no plan to increase the existing (since 2013) 56 units of leasehold extra care.4  

Concluding Comments 

17. The conclusion at TP4 paragraph 1.38 that there is no evidence of significant unmet need is 
plainly wrong and flies in the face of the facts.  The Council made the same claim at the Albourne 
Inquiry, but their case was rejected by the Inspector: 

93. In the circumstances I consider that the evidence indicates a 
significant level of current unmet need, in particular for extra care 
leasehold housing, whichever provision rate is adopted. 
Furthermore, this will significantly increase over the local plan 
period. This situation has not been helped by the slow progress on 
the SA DPD and the failure to recognise an unmet need that is clearly 
evident. The Council’s riposte that it is not being inundated by 
enquiries or applications for this type of development does not seem 
to me to be a very robust or objective yardstick on which to rely.5 
 

18. Considering the Inspector’s conclusions at the Albourne inquiry and the evidence of significant 
unmet need for leasehold extra care housing, the conclusion at TP4 paragraph 1.61 not to 
allocate sites to deliver leasehold extra care housing in the Site Allocations DPD is contested in 
the strongest terms. 

 

Barton Willmore 

 13th May 2021 

 

 
4 Appendix 4, to the Site Allocations DPD (Reg 19) Consultation Response; Table 1, page 51 and page 83 
5 Appendix 2 to the Matter 1 Statement, paragraph 93 
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1 
 Shaping places to support 

healthy ageing 

 
 
When housing and social care professionals 
work together, a more holistic approach 
to mapping local need can be developed. 

Early external engagement is needed 
at the local plan stage, and older people 
and those with disabilities need to be 
involved right from the start. 

In two-tier areas collaboration between 
County Councils and District Councils 
brings great immediate benefits by 
raising awareness of the Retirement 
Community model, enabling councils 
to more clearly evidence appetite for 
housing with care, and informing housing 
providers of opportunities. 

Collaboration also brings a range of 
longer-term benefits through cost 
savings for both health services and the 
local authority, with older people staying 
independent for longer and using 
residential care less. 

 

2 
 Increasing Retirement 

Community provision 

 
 
The Retirement Community model 
combines high-quality housing with 
a range of care and support services, 
alongside communal facilities such as 
a restaurant, bar, gym and activity room. 

Evidence shows that Retirement 
Communities keep people healthy for 
longer, can reduce and even reverse frailty, 
and provide more effective and cost-efficient 
delivery of health and care.

If we progress towards the goal of providing 
Retirement Communities for 250,000 
people by 2030, we will

-  Help to tackle the housing crisis: 
releasing over 562,500 bedrooms in 
general housing.

-  Aid the health and care systems: 
delivering £5.6bn aggregate savings 
and improving efficiency in delivery.

-  Boost the economy: investing over 
£40bn and turning over £70bn.

However, currently only 0.6% of  
over-65s in the UK live in a Retirement 
Community – about a tenth of the level 
of provision in similar countries, with New 
Zealand and Australia being closer to 6%.

Currently, there is no clear definition  
of Retirement Communities, with at 
least 10 different terms having been used 
to describe them by Government and 
other organisations, including ‘Assisted 
Living’, ‘Extra Care’ and ‘Retirement 
Villages’. This makes it difficult to come  
up with sector-specific recommendations. 

Confusion about Retirement Communities 
is also generated by the binary nature  
of the current planning system,  
given that Retirement Communities 
combine elements of both the C2 class 
for residential institutions and C3 class  
for dwelling houses. 

 

3 
Recommendations 

 
 
1   Establish a comprehensive HMG 

task force Review on meeting the 
current and future housing and 
care needs of people as they age 
in communities and the economy

     This Review should be established as 
soon as possible to dovetail with the 
wider consensus being sought on a 
long-term solution for social care. 

2    Use consistent language to 
describe ‘Retirement Communities’

     Government should ensure it speaks 
consistently with the same language 
across all sectors involved in delivering 
housing with care.

3     Designate a new C2R planning use 
class for Retirement Communities

   The Government should consider 
introducing a new planning use class 
‘C2R’ for Retirement Communities 
offering care and support, which 
would meet strict criteria. 

4    Introduce annual inspections of 
Retirement Communities built 
under C2R

   Annual inspections should be 
introduced to ensure Retirement 
Communities are meeting high-level 
criteria set out for C2R providers. 

5     Establish a framework for 
more strategic collaborative 
arrangements in two-tier local 
authority areas

   The Government should set out 
a duty to help facilitate District 
Council representation on Health and 
Wellbeing Boards and County Council 
Social Care representation on Strategic 
Housing Boards. 

6     Set up a Health and Housing 
funding pot to support the 
development of Retirement 
Communities in two-tier areas

   This should be set up by DHSC to help 
District Councils make decisions about 
C2RC developments without fearing 
the loss of revenue which alternative 
non-C2RC developments may bring in.

7   Local planning authorities should 
include policies within their local 
plans that outline the current and 
future need for older people’s 
housing and care, including 
Retirement Communities

   This will help increase choices for 
communities, and facilitate the 
collection of relevant data by local 
authorities to ensure robust evidence. 

8    Raise awareness of Retirement 
Community models

   Government and the sector should 
do more to promote the Retirement 
Community model both within public 
services and with the wider public. 

9     Capital funding and land provision 
support for initial builds by Housing 
Associations and local councils 

   Greater guidance and capital funding 
should be given to boost the availability 
of Retirement Communities as a form 
of affordable housing. 

10     Count Retirement Community 
housing as double against delivery 
targets

   Retirement Community housing frees 
up larger houses and makes significant 
contributions to local infrastructure and 
social care.

11    Support councils in two-tier county 
areas to take the opportunity 
presented by bringing together 
all health and housing partners to 
improve residents’ outcomes, led 
nationally by the CCN and DCN 
working together

   CCN and DCN will work together 
to help County and District councils 
take the opportunities and solve 
the challenges around establishing 
Retirement Communities.
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Planning effectively for the future, by determining the type of accommodation and 
range of services needed, requires housing and social care systems to work together 
locally to map levels of demand and establish joint solutions. Where housing and 
social care teams are brought together across their local authority to synchronise 
their work, a more holistic approach can be taken to mapping need. This is naturally 
more challenging for two-tier county areas where responsibilities are held in separate 
organisations, although this report highlights examples of good practice where 
this is happening.

At the Stakeholder Roundtable held to inform this paper it was 
widely agreed that the availability of suitable housing stock is 
critical to the health and wellbeing of individuals. It is also a key 
factor in the capacity of public services to sustainably support 
healthy ageing over the long term, delivering both improved 
outcomes and huge efficiencies. This sentiment was voiced by 
both unitary councils and those from two-tier areas.

Representatives of both CCN’s upper-tier council members and 
the District Councils’ Network (DCN) pointed to good examples 
of councils and health partners coming together early to 
understand the overall strategic need of communities around 
the future and the adequacy of the current housing supply. 
This was of help for local authorities to then go about leading 
an appropriate response to the community’s housing needs. 
Despite some challenges it highlighted the great opportunity for 
District and County councils together on a comprehensive plan 
for how to support people to age well in places – and this was 
earmarked as the potential focus of a future project between the 
two organisations.

More broadly wider liaison is needed between external partners 
at the local planning stage so that residents are better engaged 
with the process to help communities share an understanding 
of what options are available to them for where they live in later 
life. Through a range of indictors and methods such as analysing 
demographic data, assessing planning tools and engaging with 
residents, councils are able to find solutions to meet the needs 
of local areas. 

Within the diverse mix of different strategies – from building 
new age-friendly homes, to shaping and enabling the market, 
integrating housing with health and care, and developing new 
models for adapting and creating smart homes – local leadership 
and collaboration between local partners is critical throughout.

A key message that came from the roundtable discussions was 
that early engagement between partners, particularly at the local 
plan stage, was helpful in establishing expectations and 
a cohesive strategy:
 

In theory I think there is a way forward through the local 
plan on this [provision of Retirement Communities] if you 
look at this and get everyone engaged in the process at 
the early stages. It is more difficult as we don’t tend to get 
many of the sites come forward at an early stage. 
District planning representative

What can be learnt in this process can be valuable in ensuring 
that Local Plans have a clear picture of local need; that there is 
full understanding of what the market can offer to meet this 
need; and that there is buy-in from the community to help 
inform more difficult decisions. This can be important to ensure 
sound decisions over windfall sites coming forward and help 
grasp the nettle over the broader questions can be properly 
discussed – e.g. viability, affordable housing requirements, 
demand/need and what provision may be on offer. It also makes 
the local plans transparent for all key partners in the process:

It helps when [councils] are aware of the local need 
and can see the benefits – including the financial 
benefits to them of making savings on care homes. 
This support tends to be at planning committee 
level – councillors see the broader need. 
Retirement Community Operator
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These terms are also too often confused with different living options for older people such as ‘retirement flats/sheltered housing’ 
and ‘care homes’, which may be understood more widely and/or narrowly in different professional contexts (e.g. social care, housing, 
health, planning) meaning it is not always clear that people are talking about the same thing when using them without context.

At the same time, though, as many people often still best understand a dual model between retirement housing and care home, 
the additional complexity of so many terms can often fail to adequately distinguish between different models of older people’s 
housing. This failure to keep up with a rapidly evolving sector is also causing detriment for consumers who often struggle to locate 
the right provision in the wider social care and housing landscape.

Of course the boundaries between these three categories will still be somewhat blurred. It is important that professionals looking 
at commissioning consider deeply what a good Retirement Community provider will be offering. Fig. B contains a list of criteria 
suggested by a provider attending the roundtable that should represent the minimum standards to be met for a Retirement 
Community proposal to be eligible for C2R classification. 

 Fig. B

Potential criteria that should be met for C2R Classification

Suggestions on how criteria for C2R classification could 
be introduced were made by operators themselves at the 
roundtable to inform this paper. While this may seem 
surprising, there was agreement between both operators 
and planners that Retirement Community operators 
could at times be seen with suspicion and suspected 
of wanting to ‘sell and move on’ rather than remain 
the operator for many years to come. 

To increase confidence in the long-term operational 
nature of plans, suggestions for criteria were made that 
would clearly define planning applications as being 
within the C2R classification. These included:

1  Retention of the freehold of the development (or retention 
of a clear long-term financial interest through some 
other means) so that they are responsible for its long 
term operation and ultimately its success as a business. 
As one operator put it: “Retaining the freehold 
differentiates Retirement Community operators from 
C3 developers who sell the last unit and disappear 
never to be involved in the development again”.

2  A developer must provide substantial communal 
facilities, including leisure facilities, dining facilities 
and offices for staff and treatments. 

3   Meals should be available to residents, enabling them 
to have access to nutritious food even if they were 
unable to cook for themselves. 

4 Staff would need to be available on site 24h per day. 

5  To cater for the increasing social care needs of residents, 
a CQC registered domiciliary care agency should be 
based on site. There would also be regular CQC 
inspections confirming the quality of the care being 
provided. These reports are available for inspection. 
The care would be provided either by the operator 
themselves, or in close contractual partnership with 
a high quality partner. 

6  The provision of high levels of service should be 
detailed in the lease, meaning staffing levels, meal 
services etc could not be withdrawn. 

7  Age restrictions in place could be higher than age 55: 
As the average age of entry into Retirement Communities 
was in the late 70s, age restrictions of 65 would be 
acceptable (provided there were scope for the local 
authority to agree younger residents e.g. those in need 
of care at a younger age or partners of older residents). 
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Planning categories

A major challenge to increasing the stock is that the planning system currently lacks consistency in how Retirement Communities 
offering care and support are classified, planned for and delivered (as the element of care and support delivery is often overlooked). 
This partly relates to the issue around definitions described above. The importance of better defining what constitutes a ‘Retirement 
Community’ stretches beyond good practice and helps add wider clarity into the market of what is deliverable and expected.

As has been shown, Retirement Communities have emerged to bridge the gap between what has traditionally be seen as a 
retirement housing and a nursing home. This offers multiple benefits – both for individual citizens and for the state – by allowing 
residents to more securely plan for potentially needing care in their old age on a graduated basis rather than reaching ‘cliff edge’ 
where they need to move from home to institution at a time in their life where this can often be far more traumatic and costly.

However, planning law operates according to the Town and County Planning (use classes) Order 1987 which still encourages viewing 
provision in binary terms (see Fig. C). This creates confusion which ultimately makes establishing Retirement Communities a more 
laborious and fraught process for legitimate providers of Retirement Communities – this is necessary though as unclear definitions 
can also encourage developers to game the system in order to attempt to seek favourable planning concessions for a limited outlay 
to make their housing development appear to offer ‘extra care’.

How can the stock of Retirement Communities be increased?  
Helping developers, social care and planning teams to deliver together

Currently, planning applications to create retirement housing are likely 
to be considered as either category C2 covering “residential institutions”, 
or C3 which is “dwelling houses”. 

Use Class C2 is defined as a residential institution as follows: 

“ Use for the provision of residential accommodation and care to people in need of care 
(other than a use within a class  
C3 (dwelling house)). Use as a hospital or nursing home. Use as a residential school, 
college and training centre.” 

Use Class C3 is defined as a dwelling house as follows: 

s #� �A	 THOSE LIVING TOGETHER AS A SINGLE HOUSEHOLD n A FAMILY
s #� �B	 THOSE LIVING TOGETHER AS A SINGLE HOUSEHOLD AND RECEIVING CARE
s #� �C	 THOSE LIVING TOGETHER AS A SINGLE HOUSEHOLD WHO DO NOT FALL WITHIN #� DElNITIONS 

of a house in multiple occupancy

 Fig. C
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A new planning category?

One of the ideas proposed in the roundtable was 
whether Retirement Communities should be granted 
their own planning category (for the purposes of this 
report to be called ‘C2R’). Prospective C2R developers 
would need to demonstrate they meet very clear and 
demanding conditions for this to be effective and to 
give local authorities certainty that this was not yet 
another loophole which developers were exploiting to 
avoid making a fair contribution. This could provide the 
flexibility in local plans to be considered in place of either 
C2 or C3 allocations.

The last section provided an indication of the clear 
responsibilities which a reputable Retirement Community 
provider should commit to adopt in order to help 
distinguish them from private developers of retirement 
housing. Principal among these providers should be able 
to meet the following criteria to demonstrate their intent:

s AGREED RETENTION OF THE PROPERTY�S FREEHOLD FOR A PERIOD
of time or other clear long-term interests on site; 

s A DEMONSTRABLE INTENTION TO PROVIDING ONGOING SERVICES�

s ADEQUATE SPACE IN THE DEVELOPMENT ALLOCATED TO
communal space for activities and social interaction; 

s THE PROVISION OF #1# REGISTERED CARE AND �� HOUR ONSITE
staffing;

s AGREEMENT TO A MECHANISM TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE WITH
these criteria on an ongoing basis. 

What this report proposes is that subject to meeting such 
criteria as deemed necessary a developer would be eligible 
for C2R. The advantage is that C2R would provide a 
clearer distinction between C2 and C3 for local authorities 
and developers by helping categorise developments which 
currently too often sit in a grey area and create a degree 
of disagreement and legal wrangling.

Of course there will still be challenges. For instance for 
larger housing/mixed-use allocations, requiring some 
parts of the site to be set aside for retirement/care/extra-
care uses is relatively straightforward. Indeed this model 
can be more favourable for local plans as it is adaptable 
and flexible – local authorities need to think less about 
‘specialist accommodation’ and can plan more sensibly 
and pragmatically knowing that this model will meet the 
needs of people with varying levels of need. However, 
how far this model should then be classed as ‘care’ 
accommodation and benefit from concessions attached 
to C2 status is less clear – containing the potential for 
care accommodation to be built does not (in itself) mean 
that such a site will necessarily be delivered and operated 
– an operator must be found to do this.

There is also potential to agree reduced S106/CIL 
contributions (as appropriate) or an alternative form 
of contribution including some element of in-kind 
provision, but it should be remembered that affordable 
retirement and care housing is a huge and growing 
need, so inappropriate attempts to avoid affordable 
housing contributions (through badging C3 schemes as 
C2 schemes) can be unhelpful. It is, though, encouraging 
that affordable Retirement Communities (often referred 
to as ‘extra care’) have already become the largest and 
best established part of the sector leading to many 
councils already reviewing whether they can offer their 
own landholdings for retirement/care accommodation. 

However, this can create political tension – particularly 
in two-tier areas – if the value that can be obtained for 
a site is lower than could be achieved through normal 
market housing. It is also worth remembering that the 
infrastructure, care, and communal areas provided in 
Retirement Communities do have their own costs which 
general housing does not – and that these need to be 
reflected in viability calculations. 

Planning categorisation matters to developers and to local authorities. By classing a building as C2 it results in significantly lower 
Section 106 contributions being charged – due to the overall social and community benefits such schemes provide – as well as 
potentially including exemption from certain requirements such as the provision of affordable housing (although many Retirement 
Communities run by housing associations incorporate affordable housing as part of their mix of provision in any case). Naturally this 
means that local authorities are alert to what they may perceive is inappropriate promotion of what are in effect C3 schemes as C2 
schemes to try to avoid higher S106 contributions. 

The difficulty with classifying a Retirement Community in these terms is that the intent of this provision is to holistically combine 
elements of both C2 and C3. In practice this means that usually on arrival residents will occupy an individual property in the same 
way as any private dwelling house under class C3. But over time, as they become more infirm, the option to receive care either 
within their own premises or on a residential basis on-site, begins to blur the boundaries towards class C2. This means that whilst 
the provision of care is crucial to Retirement Communities, they cannot guarantee that every resident will receive a given number of 
hours of care a week. Data from ARCO’s members does however show that over time over 50% of residents use the onsite 
care facilities.

In addition, two thirds of Retirement Communities in the UK are currently provided on an affordable basis by housing associations or 
not for profit operators, yet these too can face challenges in being appropriately categorised in the planning system even where they 
have been planned or commissioned in partnership with social care authorities. 
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1 INTRODUCTION & SCOPE 
1.1 Newsteer is instructed by Retirement Villages to comment generally on the viability of the 

Retirement Village Typology and the ability of Retirement Village Developers/Operators to 
compete in the land market with General Needs Housebuilders. 

1.2 This comes as a result of this and other Councils reliance on Extra Care need being met by 
current site allocations. 

1.3 Our concern is that in a straight forward bidding process for a site the Retirement Village 
operator will always be able to pay less for a site than a general needs housebuilder due to 
the significant additional costs which are related to this type of development. 

1.4 We set out in the following: 

x Details of the Typology under consideration – which is only a part of the age restricted 
market 

x Details of the additional costs which apply to this typology 
x A high level example of a 10 acre site and the values which both a residential developer 

and a Extra Care Village developer could pay for the site. 
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2 AGE RESTRICTED DEVELOPMENTS 
2.1 There are a number of differing types of developments for older people. These are very distinct 

from traditional residential developments. All provide specialist facilities but the level of 
facilities and care given can vary significantly as will the design of the development. 

2.2 The government’s ‘Housing for Older and Disabled People Guidance (2019)’ set out four types 
of specialist housing to meet the diverse needs of older people (Paragraph: 010 Reference 
ID: 63-010-20190626, revision date 26 June 2019):  

x Age-restricted general market housing: This type of housing is generally for people aged 
55 and over and the active elderly. It may include some shared amenities such as 
communal gardens, but does not include support or care services. 
 

x Retirement living or sheltered housing: This usually consists of purpose-built flats or 
bungalows with limited communal facilities such as a lounge, laundry room and guest 
room. It does not generally provide care services, but provides some support to enable 
residents to live independently. This can include 24 hour on-site assistance (alarm) and a 
warden or house manager.  
 

x Extra care housing or housing-with-care: This usually consists of purpose-built or adapted 
flats or bungalows with a medium to high level of care available if required, through an 
onsite care agency registered through the Care Quality Commission (CQC). Residents are 
able to live independently with 24 hour access to support services and staff, and meals 
are also available. There are often extensive communal areas, such as space to socialise 
or a wellbeing centre. In some cases, these developments are known as retirement 
communities or villages - the intention is for residents to benefit from varying levels of care 
as time progresses.  
 

x Residential care homes and nursing homes: These have individual rooms within a 
residential building and provide a high level of care meeting all activities of daily living. 
They do not usually include support services for independent living. This type of housing 
can also include dementia care homes.  

 

2.3 Retirement communities may also be referred to as extra care and housing-with-care and the 
following image is from ARCO’s website (https://www.arcouk.org/), which highlights the 
distinction between retirement housing, retirement communities (or extra care), and care 
homes.   
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2.4 Retirement  village developers fall within the definition of extra care housing or Retirement 
Communities. 

2.5 The importance of the distinction from a viability point of view is that each typology has its 
own set of costs and values which apply and need to be considered and understood in order 
to fully understand the economics which apply in each case.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

DPD Reps - The Viability of Retirment Villages.docx Page 7 of 21

 

3 ISSUES AFFECTING VIABILITY 
3.1 There are a number of issues that affect the viability of age restricted developments. These 

can relate to internal factors such as design efficiencies or external factors such as the market 
and competition with traditional / general needs housing. 

3.2 In the private sector both retirement housing and retirement community developments 
predominantly operate on a sales model whereby an individual home comprising part of a 
managed development is sold to a purchaser by the developer/operator. Care packages 
(Assisted Living & Extra Care schemes) are separately provided, either by the operator or by 
a 3rd party care provider, at an additional cost.  

3.3 Care Homes operate on an investment basis whereby the home is sold or let to an operator 
with individual residents paying for their room, board and care. Any lease to the operator 
(whether created by themselves or the developer if separate) is then often sold as an 
investment. Accordingly the economics are quite distinct from ‘for sale’ age restricted 
developments. Given that I am instructed to consider the viability of retirement villages I will 
limit this statement to the development viability issues affecting the sale of individual age 
restricted developments. 

 
Design Efficiencies 

3.4 The development and construction of houses is highly efficient as a purchaser is buying the 
entirety of the built house, including any external storage. Apartment blocks require shared 
bin stores, lobbies, corridors, stairwells, as well as cycle parking and lifts. These are outside the 
apartment and thus, within the constraints of a block, reduce its saleable space and in turn 
the efficiency of the scheme. In most Extra Care communities a proportion and in some cases 
all of the accommodation will be provided as apartments even in areas where general needs 
accommodation is generally provided as housing.  

3.5 All types of age restricted developments incorporate a significant provision of facilities in 
addition to the individual units themselves and the common parts found in general needs 
apartment blocks. In some very high value locations, such as Central London, additional on-
site facilities (eg swimming pools) will be provided within a general needs development but 
this is rare.  

3.6 As a result the ‘efficiency’ of age restricted developments, i.e. the floor spaces of individual 
units (‘net) which can be sold to the total floor space (‘gross') for which there will be no receipt, 
is significantly poorer than in traditional / general needs housing. The exact efficiency will 
depend upon the detailed design of each scheme and the number of units within it but in 
general I would expect the following design efficiencies: 

 
x Traditional / General Needs Houses – 100% Net to Gross efficiency 

x Traditional / General Needs Apartments – 85% Net to Gross 

x Sheltered Living / Retirement Living Apartments – 75% Net to Gross 

x Extra Care Village/Community – Mix of Apartments and Bungalows – 70% -75% Net to 

Gross depending on size and mix. 
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3.7 As one can see, age restricted developments, in particular Assisted Living / Extra Care, have 
a significantly lower amount of saleable space compared with traditional developments. The 
precise efficiency will vary and where houses form part of an age restricted development 
and where it is larger it will improve marginally but cannot achieve the 100% efficiency of 
traditional housing estates given the facilities provided. Larger Extra Care communities will be 
more efficient than older apartment schemes and I would therefore expect a more efficient 
ratio of closer to 75% reflecting the current trends for larger villages/communities.  

3.8 As a consequence of the net:gross ratio of age restricted schemes a comparatively lower 
total sales revenue for the same amount of built space is achieved making them less viable. 

 
Gross Development Values 

3.9 Due to the facilities age restricted developments include a sales premium (ie a higher sales 
value) that can be achieved from prospective purchasers who value the benefits this 
provides. However, to overcome the differences in efficiency set out above, Extra Care 
schemes would have to achieve a significant premium against general residential 
apartments and an even greater one against general needs houses to achieve a 
comparative level with these developments. The premium I have experience in the market is 
not at the level require to achieve parity mainly because the majority of prospective 
purchasers will come from the local area and therefore the value of the extra care unit has 
to reflect the value of the customers current property to ensure it is affordable to them. The 
level of premium will vary depending on the supply of similar extra care property in an area 
but in my experience of this market I would expect to see a premium of circa 10% -20% on a 
£psf/m basis over similar quality new general needs housing. 

3.10 In addition to the efficiency of units they are also significantly larger than general housing. 
National Described Space Standards (NDSS) benchmark minimum floor areas for general 
housing at 50sqm for a one bed and 61- 70sqm for a two bedroom unit. In comparison, the 
extra care accommodation far exceeds these standards in order to provide improved 
mobility access, storage and flexible living spaces. Apartments within schemes I have worked 
on recently range in floor area from around 70sqm for a one bed to up to 100sqm plus for the 
larger two bedroom units. For the extra care bungalows/cottages the floors areas are also 
generous ranging from circa 110sqm to 140sqm.  The majority of units in schemes tend to be 
two beds and the average size of unit across schemes is circa 107 sqm or 1,150 sq ft. This 
means that if the same £/psft/m value is applied to these units as to general housing a 
significantly higher unit price will result. This can prove a barrier to achieving the higher levels 
of value required to compete with general needs housing. 

3.11 Deferred Management Fees (DMF) or Event Fees also need to be considered. The Retirement 
Villages business model requires those taking a lease to agree that a Fee is paid when their 
flat is eventually vacated, normally after their death. The charging of such ‘event fees’ is a 
feature of the majority of operators in this market and it is therefore right to consider for 
planning viability purposes. 

3.12 The inspector in the Gondar Gardens Case (Appeal Ref: APP/X5210/W/18/3198746 Gondar 
Gardens Reservoir, Gondar Gardens, London NW6 1QF) considered the need to include the 
DMF within the value of the scheme and concluded that an element of the DMF could be 
reflected in the value of the scheme when deciding how much it could afford towards 
affordable housing.  

3.13 Based upon my experience of the market I would suggest that an average fee of up to 10% 
of the sale price when an occupier decides to sell their home is the market norm. The initial 
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fee on first purchase would be zero but this then increases up to this level usually over the first 
five years of occupation at circa 2% per annum and after that the occupier would pay the 
full amount. In the Gondar case the inspector references a report by a firm specialising in 
finance for healthcare and retirement living (Conaghan Healthcare and Corporate Finance: 
Retirement Communities and ‘Event Fees’, June 2016). The report confirms that event fees are 
becoming commonplace within the ‘retirement community’ sector and suggests that the 
majority of these are set at 10% or less. 

3.14 However only a proportion of this fee can be taken into account in consideration of the GDV 
of the scheme at the outset as it is designed to cover a number of costs. Extra Care villages 
require long term investment which will not be covered by the service charge. Service 
charges may pay for repainting corridors, communal areas, landscaping etc and the sinking 
fund included within the service charge means that if roof needs replacing, there is money 
for that. However longer term investment needed to maintain the villages value and 
attractiveness as a place to live in retirement will be required which cannot be covered by 
this service charge. For example; at some point in future every car will be electric and will 
need additional electricity sub-stations and electric charging points installations.  This is just 
one example of the sort of costs retirement villages built in recent decades will face and it 
cannot be known now what similar challenges will be faced over the term of a long lease 
and beyond.  

3.15 Many operators also carry out a complete refurbishment of a property once it becomes 
vacant and prior to re sale to ensure values within the estate are maximised. I am aware from 
clients that currently the average cost of this is circa £12,000 per unit. The communal services 
which have to be provided upfront are a considerable cost to the development in terms of 
both the provision and the interest thereon until units can be sold. This is not covered by the 
sale price of the properties and the DMF helps to pay towards these and thus an element of 
the fee can be included reflected in the GDV value.  The operation of the amenities and 
services within retirement villages are not materially profit-making, being either based on a 
cost-recovery service charge model or a management fee model with minimal profitability.  
Given the operational risks associated, which are far in excess of those for a standard portfolio 
of managed rental accommodation, an additional role of the DMF is to offset this risk which 
would otherwise be commercially insupportable. 

3.16 As yet there is no common market practice which can be referred to in valuing the DMF and 
RICS guidance with regard to viability assessments makes it clear that benefits or disbenefits 
unique to the applicant should be disregarded other than in exceptional circumstances. 
Whatever we add in has to be appropriate to the market as a whole and also has to be in 
line with the evidence from which the base value for the unit is drawn. 

3.17 I have created our own model in order to arrive at the value of the DMF. This considers: 

x Scheme Build out and the average length of time to maturity for villages 

x The average length of tenancies at villages 

x Growth in market value 

x The discount rate applicable 

x The level of reinvestment required  

3.18 Based on the above our model suggest that the addition to the base market value of 
properties will be in the order of 5-7.5%. In terms of carrying out viability testing for plan making 
purposes I would suggest that it would be prudent to allow no more than a 5% addition to 
reflect the potential for DMF.  
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Environmental Consultancy, Mechanical & Electrical Engineers, Structural Engineers etc) 
which increases its cost. 

3.32 In addition the design of Age Restricted Living products and particularly Assisted living/Extra 
Care has to be high to try and recoup some of the additional build costs by way of improved 
sale values.  

3.33 Age restricted developments will therefore require a greater level of professional input than a 
general needs housing scheme in order to ensure the scheme meets the specific needs of its 
intended occupants as well as the need to design the additional facilities that these schemes 
have. For this reason it is my opinion that the rate adopted for Extra Care schemes should be  
higher than that which is adopted for general needs schemes.  

3.34 In the majority of local plan viability assessments we see Professional Fees set at circa 9-10% 
for General Needs residential as HDH do in the Mid-Sussex review and therefore I am of the 
opinion that a minimum rate of 10%-12% for plan viability testing is appropriate for Extra Care 
schemes and that this should always be higher than the rate used for the General Needs 
housing tests.  

 
Construction Rates 

3.35 Because of its design any apartment block must be fully constructed before the sale of a 
single unit can be completed. As a result the capital cost of the block must be financed in its 
entirety. An age restricted development, in particular Extra Care schemes, with their 
additional construction costs and facilities (which must be completed in time for the first 
occupation) therefore entails a greater funding burden. 

3.36 In both cases this will result in all of the units within a block coming onto the market at the 
same time increasing the supply versus the static demand and thereby having a negative 
effect on values. Clearly a mix of housing and flats will improve matters however it is still the 
case that buyers for this type of product prefer to see the end product and are far less likely 
to buy off plan.   

3.37 Conversely a housing estate can be built out on a rolling basis such that a small number of 
homes are started at any one time before moving onto the next set. This results in the sales of 
the completed houses funding the construction of the next set and so forth thus reducing the 
financing cost of the project significantly. This also has the effect of restricting the supply of 
homes on the market at any one time. 

3.38 Furthermore, this rolling construction programme can be adjusted to meet market 
expectations (if sales rates slow the construction rate can be reduced) whereas apartments 
must be completed in their entirety. As a result general house building is fundamentally a less 
risky venture which is reflected in finance costs and profit expectations. 

3.39 In a scheme of 100-150 units the development will be split into two or three phases generally 
with separate build contracts being awarded for each. Each phase will be completed prior 
to sales commencing on the next in order that purchasers can see the entirety of what they 
are buying into. This model is common to the way in which the various retirement operators I 
work with build out their schemes. 
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Start Up Costs / Empty Property Costs  

3.40 As the facilities within an age restricted development assist in residents well-being, in the case 
of Assisted Living / Extra Care, their day to day care needs must be fully operational before 
the scheme can be occupied.  

3.41 Once completed any facilities within a development will need their operational costs 
covering. This is achieved through a service charge paid by residents. However, the amount 
chargeable to any one owner is only proportionate to the development at full occupation. 
Accordingly the developer has to cover the cost of any unsold units which is significant 
particularly at the outset of the sales programme.  

3.42 In addition to the service charge, as units have to be completed to encourage purchasers 
the developer will have a Council Tax liability for the sales period which again is likely to be 
considerable given the sales period.  

3.43 As most general needs residential schemes do not have additional facilities developers of 
such schemes do not face this cost burden. Even where schemes do include additional 
facilities (such as swimming pools) their operational start can be delayed until a certain level 
of occupation is achieved. Furthermore, due to the differences in the market, the sales rates 
of general needs housing is faster and thus any Empty Property Costs are further reduced. 

3.44 We estimate that on a typical 120 bed Extra Care village typically selling at 2 units per month 
and with a typical service charge of £8,500 and average Council Tax liability this amounts to 
a total additional scheme cost of circa £2,600,000.  

3.45 These additional costs have an added impact on the finance costs for the scheme.   

 
Sales Rates 

3.46 By their nature, age restricted developments are limited to those over the age of 55 or indeed 
often older – 65+ 0r even 75+ in many cases. As a result this significantly limits the market for 
potential purchasers in comparison to general needs housing which carries no age restrictions 
whatsoever. Considering moving away from the family home is a sizeable decision and 
because of a prospective purchaser’s age and care needs, any sale is likely to involve 
additional family members, predominately their children, who will also need convincing that 
a property provides the best place for their parent(s) to live out their remaining years (and as 
importantly without eroding any inheritance)s. Accordingly, the sales rates of age restricted 
developments are much slower which increases their finance costs and decreases the 
Internal Rate of Return. Extra Care developments are further impacted as such schemes are 
limited to purchasers with care needs.  

3.47 In addition given the importance of the decision and often the involvement of the whole 
family buyers will want to see the finished product and the quality of the community facilities 
being provided. This means that the facilities must be available prior to sales and that off plan 
sales are not commonly achieved at such developments. The build out programme for a 
Retirement Village/Community will ensure that there is a constant supply of finished units but 
the phases will not overlap. Hence the build of the second and third phases will be timed to 
complete in line with the sale of the last unit in the previous phase.  

3.48 In contrast general needs residential schemes are not restricted by age or care requirements 
and are open to all who can afford them; including the elderly who often resist a move to 
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specialist housing despite their existing homes becoming increasingly inappropriate to their 
needs. Consequently these developments are able to sell at a much faster rate providing 
another competitive edge that age and care need restricted developments struggle to 
match. 

 
Sales & Marketing Costs 

3.49 A significant cost in any development is the cost of sales. Only the smallest developments can 
rely solely upon an estate agent to sell the units at an acceptable rate. Most schemes will 
require a significant degree of marketing including a manned sales office and show home. 

3.50 The increased sales period faced by age restricted developments means that the sales office 
has to be manned for longer which increases its cost relative to general needs housing. 
Furthermore, in order to secure the support of family members, additional time will need to be 
spent with each family which also increases costs. Additionally less mobile purchasers will be 
met at their home further increasing the time and expense required to sell each unit relative 
to general needs housing developments.   

3.51 On average a typical market housing scheme might cost circa 3% of the developed value to 
sell compared to 5% -6% for an age restricted development. 

 
Risk Return / Profit 

3.52 Profit is widely considered as an output of any development which is collected at the point a 
scheme is completed. However, when deliberating what can be paid when bidding for a site 
a developer will have to consider their profit requirement. Once this (together with the costs 
of construction, professional fees, finance etc) is deducted from the expected revenue (i.e. 
sales values) the residual is the amount that can be paid for a site. This is known as the Residual 
valuation method. 

3.53 Any profit requirement that a developer seeks is carefully balanced between the need to 
secure highly competitive and limited development sites versus the risks of a potential project. 
As a result of the issues raised above (higher construction costs, slow sales rates etc) funders 
of age restricted developments often require a greater ‘hurdle rate’ compared to general 
needs housing. 

3.54 The governments’ Planning Policy Guidance at Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 10-018-
20190509 sets out that “For the purpose of plan making an assumption of 15-20% of gross 
development value (GDV) may be considered a suitable return to developers in order to 
establish the viability of plan policies”. The level of profit will vary depending on risk with 
housing estates normally at the bottom of this range, standard apartment developments in 
the middle and age restricted or other complex developments (e.g. tower developments) at 
the top. This further reduces the competitiveness of operators of age restricted development 
in the market for land.  

Land Value 

3.55 In line with Planning Policy Guidance I do not consider the price paid for land to be relevant 
in determining what a scheme can afford to pay towards planning policy requirements 
including affordable housing. If a developer has overpaid for land for whatever reason this is 
not good reason not to make a fair contribution towards planning benefits and if that in turn 
means the land deal has to be renegotiated then so be it.  
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3.56 Having stated this the price which developers have to pay for land, when forced to complete 
with housebuilders in the open market is the single biggest concern for the viability of Age 
Restricted Retirement Housing and in particular Extra Care. 

3.57 As a result of the viability issues set out above the price which Extra Care operators/developers 
can pay for land is less than the general needs housebuilder can pay. Where planning policy 
dictates that competition is the only way on which sites for this use can be bought forward 
the likelihood of such sites being progressed is minimal.  

 
Summary 

3.58 The impact on viability of the above issues is that ultimately Age Restricted Developers are 
less able to pay the same price for land as residential developers. There is a continuum of 
reducing viability in relation to housing types with Age Restricted Retirement Housing less 
viable than General Needs housing and Extra Care Retirement Communities being even less 
viable than Retirement Housing. Accordingly it is much harder for Age Restricted Developers 
and in particular those seeking to deliver Extra Care to secure sites for development and meet 
the housing needs they aim to supply.  

3.59 I believe that it is imperative that Local Authorities fully test the ability of different sectors of 
the elderly housing market to deliver planning benefits and remain able to compete for sites 
to ensure planning need is met. This testing must be rigorous and with a full understanding of 
the economics which relate to this class of property. Authorities should also consider taking 
the positive step of actively allocating sites for Retirement village use. 
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4 COMPARISON OF EXTRA CARE RETIREMENT VILLAGE & GENERAL 
NEEDS HOUSING LAND VALUES. 

4.1 In order to highlight the difference in land values achievable for these two different uses I 
have undertaken the valuation of a hypothetical 10 acre site in the Mid Sussex area adopting 
sales values considered appropriate across the area and BCIS build costs. 

4.2 The inputs adopted for Extra Care use for this review can be summarised as follows: 

 

Appraisal Assumptions for Retirement Village - Extra Care - Mid Sussex 
    
Site Area 10 acres   
Unit Numbers 120   
Average unit Size 1,150 sq ft (107 sq m.) 
Affordable Hosuing % 0%   
    
Value £550 psf (£5,920 psm) 
Value Uplift of DMF 5% uplift on GDV  
Affordable  N/A   
    
Build Costs £178.74psf (£1,924 psm) 
External Works Addition 15%   
Professional Fees 12%   
s 106 £2,000 per unit  
    
Sale Costs    
Sales and Marketing 5%   
Legal 0.25%   
Start Up Costs  2,600,000   
    
Finance 7%   
    
Profit 20% on GDV  
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4.3 The inputs adopted for Extra Care use for this review can be summarised as follows: 

 
Appraisal Assumptions for General Needs Housing - Mid-Sussex 
    
Site Area 10 acres   
Unit Numbers 100   
Average unit Size 1,250 sq ft (116 sq m.) 
Affordable Hosuing % 30%   
    
Value £450 psf (£5,920 psm) 
Value Uplift of DMF N/A  
Affordable  N/A 60% of OMV 
    
Build Costs £122.72psf (£1,321 psm) 
External Works Addition 15%   
Professional Fees 12%   
s 106 £20,000 per unit  
    
Sale Costs    
Sales and Marketing 2.5%   
Legal £750 per unit  
Start Up Costs  N/A   
    
Finance 7%   
    
Profit - Market Housing 17.5% on GDV  
Profit - Affordable Housing 6% on GDV  

 
 

4.4 Full details of the Argus development appraisals undertaken for each scheme are attached 
as Appendix B and C. 

4.5 Based upon the above inputs we reach the following conclusions in respect of residual land 
value for the two land uses: 

x Retirement Village – Extra Care  £0.634m per acre 
x General Needs Housing  £1.435m per acre 

4.6 Essentially the above exercise shows that Retirement Village operator/developers can pay 
approximately half of the land value which a general need housebuilder is able to pay for 
development sites. 

4.7 Hence the conclusion reached is that the Retirement Village model is not competitive when 
bidding for land against general needs housebuilders in the open market. 
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APPENDIX A: BCIS – May 2021 
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APPENDIX B: Hypothetical Appraisal – Retirement Village  



Albourne
Hypothetical 10 acre sIte - Retirement Village

Development Appraisal
Newsteer

May 13, 2021



 
Albourne
Hypothetical 10 acre sIte - Retirement Village

Appraisal Summary for Merged Phases 1 2 3

Currency in £

REVENUE
Sales Valuation Units ft² Sales Rate ft² Unit Price Gross Sales

Village Core incl apartments 60 69,000 550.00 632,500 37,950,000
Apartments/Bungalows 60 69 000 550.00 632,500 37 950 000
Totals 120 138,000 75,900,000

Additional Revenue
Deffered Management Fee 3,795,000

3,795,000

NET REALISATION 79,695,000

OUTLAY

ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (10.00 Acres @ 634,153.62 /Acre) 6,341,536

6,341,536
Agent Fee 1.00% 63,415
Legal Fee 0.50% 31,708

95,123

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction ft² Build Rate ft² Cost 

Village Core incl apartments 92,000 178.74 16,444,080
Apartments/Bungalows 92 000 178.74 16 444 080
Totals      184,000 ft² 32,888,160
Contingency 5.00% 1,891,069
s106 costs           60 un 2,000.00 /un 120,000
s 016 Costs           60 un 2,000.00 /un 120,000

35,019,229
Other Construction

External Works 15.00% 4,933,224
4,933,224

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional Fees 12.00% 4,538,566

4,538,566
DISPOSAL FEES

Sales and Marketing 5.00% 3,795,000
Sales Legal Fee 0.25% 189,750

3,984,750

Additional Costs
Start Up Costs 2,600,000

2,600,000
FINANCE

Debit Rate 7.000%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal)
Total Finance Cost 7,002,573

TOTAL COSTS 64,515,002

PROFIT
15,179,998

Performance Measures
Profit on Cost% 23.53%
Profit on GDV% 20.00%
Profit on NDV% 20.00%

IRR% (without Interest) 15.80%

Profit Erosion (finance rate 7.000) 3 yrs 1 mth

 Project: \\Client\P$\P & D\Live\2020-006 - Former Hazeldens Nursery\DPD Reps May 2021\20210512 - Retirement Village Appraisal.wcfx
 ARGUS Developer Version: 8.20.003 Date: 5/13/2021 
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APPENDIX C: Hypothetical Appraisal – General Needs Housing 
 



Albourne
Hypothetical 10 acre site - General Needs Appraisal

Development Appraisal
Newsteer

May 13, 2021



 
Albourne
Hypothetical 10 acre site - General Needs Appraisal

Appraisal Summary for Merged Phases 1 2

Currency in £

REVENUE
Sales Valuation Units ft² Sales Rate ft² Unit Price Gross Sales

Private Units 70 87,500 450.00 562,500 39,375,000
Affordable Units 30 21 903 270.00 197,125 5 913 736
Totals 100 109,403 45,288,736

NET REALISATION 45,288,736

OUTLAY

ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (10.00 Acres @ 1,434,597.59 /Acre) 14,345,976

14,345,976
Stamp Duty 706,799
Effective Stamp Duty Rate 4.93%
Agent Fee 1.00% 143,460
Legal Fee 0.50% 71,730

921,989

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction ft² Build Rate ft² Cost 

Private Units 87,500 122.72 10,738,000
Affordable Units 21 903 122.72 2 687 903
Totals      109,403 ft² 13,425,903
Contingency 5.00% 671,295
S 106 Contributions          100 un 20,000.00 /un 2,000,000

16,097,198
Other Construction

External Works 15.00% 1,610,700
External Works 15.00% 403,185

2,013,885

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional Fees 9.00% 1,389,581

1,389,581
DISPOSAL FEES

Marketing and Disposal Fees 2.50% 984,375
Marketing and Disposal Fees 0.75% 44,353
Sales Legal Fee           70 un 750.00 /un 52,500
Sales Legal Fee 0.35% 20,698

1,101,926

MISCELLANEOUS FEES
Private Profit 17.50% 6,890,625
Affordable Profit 6.00% 354,824

7,245,449
FINANCE

Debit Rate 7.000%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal)
Total Finance Cost 2,172,733

TOTAL COSTS 45,288,736

PROFIT
0

Performance Measures
Profit on Cost% 0.00%
Profit on GDV% 0.00%
Profit on NDV% 0.00%

IRR% (without Interest) 6.61%

Profit Erosion (finance rate 7.000) N/A

 Project: \\Client\P$\P & D\Live\2020-006 - Former Hazeldens Nursery\DPD Reps May 2021\20210512 - General Needs Appraisal.wcfx
 ARGUS Developer Version: 8.20.003 Date: 5/13/2021 
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