The Almshouse Association Response to the Consultation on 
Proposed reforms to the National Planning Policy Framework and other changes to the planning system


Chapter 6: Delivering a sufficient supply of homes
HO2: Setting Housing Requirement Figures 
Do you agree the requirements for spatial development strategies and local plans in policy HO1 and policy HO2 are appropriate? 
a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Partly agree.
While we support the ambition to ensure housing requirement figures are robust and responsive to need, the proposed approach does not sufficiently recognise or enable non-market, charitable housing models, including almshouses, within plan-making. Almshouses typically deliver small-scale, needs-led schemes that may not be captured through standard housing market assessments, despite making a meaningful contribution to meeting local housing need, particularly for older people. 
In particular:
· Housing requirement methodologies remain heavily focused on market and conventional affordable housing tenures delivered by volume developers and Registered Providers.
· There is no explicit requirement for plans to assess or make provision for perpetual, community-led affordable housing, such as almshouses, which meet need in fundamentally different ways.
· This risks undercounting provision that is genuinely affordable in perpetuity, especially for older people and those on low incomes.
We recommend that policy HO1 and HO2 explicitly require spatial development strategies and local plans to:
· Identify the role of charitable housing providers, including almshouses, in meeting affordable housing need; and
· Ensure housing requirement figures and delivery strategies do not unintentionally exclude models that fall outside standard developer-led routes such as charity housing providers.






Is further guidance required on assessing the needs of different groups, including older people, disabled people, and those who require social and affordable housing?
b)  If so, what elements should this guidance cover?

	Strongly agree.

Further guidance is essential to ensure local planning authorities accurately assess the housing needs of different groups, including older people, disabled people, and households requiring social or affordable housing. Current guidance often assumes that providers will be registered providers, but this does not reflect the reality of charitable housing providers, such as almshouses, which deliver affordable housing without being formally regulated as social landlords. Guidance should therefore make clear:

· Explicit recognition of almshouses and charitable housing
Guidance should clarify that almshouses and other charitable housing providers regulated by the Charity Commission:
· Meet affordable housing need
· Are often targeted at older people and other specific groups; and
· Provide long-term affordability without reliance on ongoing public subsidy.
· Proportionate evidence requirements
· Many almshouse charities are small, volunteer-led organisations. Guidance should:
· Avoid imposing complex or costly evidence burdens;
· Encourage authorities to work proactively with charitable providers – not only regulated providers.

Without this guidance, there is a real risk that planning policy will continue to favour larger providers and inadvertently marginalise charitable provision.



Do you agree with the approach to incorporating relevant policies of Planning Policy for Traveller Sites within this chapter? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
c) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.
Is further guidance needed on how authorities should assess the need for traveller sites and set requirement figures? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
d) If so, what are the key principles this guidance should establish?



HO3: Providing Land for Homes
Do you agree the new Annex D to the draft Framework is sufficiently clear on how local planning authorities should set the appropriate buffer for their local plan 5-year housing land supply? 
e) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Partly disagree.

Annex D does not sufficiently address how small-scale, charitable housing schemes which are regulated by the Charity Commission, such as almshouses, should be treated within housing land supply calculations. Many of these organisations operate at a scale that makes registration as a regulated provider (Registered Provider of social housing) impractical or impossible due to the administrative, financial, and regulatory burdens involved.

Consequently, the current framework may inadvertently undercount the housing supply contributions from these providers, particularly for older or vulnerable people. Further clarification is needed to ensure local authorities can recognise the delivery of affordable and specialist housing by small-scale, non-registered providers when calculating 5-year land supply buffers. This would help ensure a more accurate assessment of housing supply and better support the role of charitable housing in meeting local needs.

In particular:
· Almshouse schemes are often modest in scale but highly deliverable.
· They can be delayed or excluded if land supply assessments prioritise larger sites.

We recommend clarifying that:
· Small charitable schemes should be positively counted where there is clear intent and capacity to deliver; and
· Authorities should not apply inappropriate delivery assumptions that disadvantage charitable providers.




Do you agree the new Annex D to the draft Framework is sufficiently clear on the wider procedural elements of 5-year housing land supply, the Housing Delivery Test and how they relate to decision-making?
f) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Partly disagree.

While Annex D provides useful procedural guidance, it does not fully reflect the specific challenges faced by charitable housing providers, including almshouses, and other small-scale or community-led developers. In particular:

· The guidance assumes large, market-led delivery models and may not adequately account for the slower build-out rates and funding constraints of smaller providers.
· There is limited clarity on how Local Planning Authorities should treat non-registered providers or charitable schemes when assessing the 5-year housing land supply. This could inadvertently penalise smaller providers or community-led housing initiatives.
· Further guidance is needed on the interaction between the Housing Delivery Test and planning approvals for specialist housing, affordable housing delivered off-site, and other non-standard delivery routes.

Recommendation: The guidance should explicitly recognise the role of charitable and community-led housing providers, clarify how their delivery counts towards the 5-year supply, and provide flexibility to accommodate different build-out rates and funding models.




Do you agree the requirements to establish a 5 year supply of deliverable traveller sites and monitor delivery are sufficiently clear? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
HO4: Land for large scale residential and mixed-use development
Do you agree the plan-making requirements, for both local plans and spatial development strategies, in relation to large scale residential and mixed-use development are sufficiently clear? 
g) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Partly agree.

While the proposals set out the expectations for planning large-scale developments, they do not sufficiently account for the needs and constraints of smaller charitable housing providers, such as almshouses, or community-led developments that may form part of mixed-use schemes. Small-scale charitable housing providers, including almshouses, are often non-registered providers and may be unable to meet the same regulatory or procedural expectations despite also being fully regulated by the Charity Commission. Specific concerns include:

· Scale assumptions: The guidance assumes large-scale, market-led developments and does not provide clarity on how smaller or phased schemes should be assessed within spatial development strategies.
· Integration of specialist housing: There is limited guidance on how specialist or affordable housing (including almshouses, older persons’ housing, or community-led schemes) should be incorporated into larger mixed-use sites.
· Flexibility and delivery: The plan-making requirements could benefit from more explicit recognition of flexible delivery approaches, including off-site provision, phased delivery, and engagement with non-registered providers.

Recommendation: Include guidance on how Local Planning Authorities can integrate smaller-scale, charitable, or specialist housing into large-scale developments, ensuring these schemes are counted towards delivery targets and are not inadvertently sidelined. Including specific references to non-registered providers in plan-making requirements would ensure their role is recognised and facilitate a more inclusive approach to meeting local housing needs.




HO5: Meeting the needs of different groups
Do you agree our proposed changes to the definition of designated rural areas will better support rural social and affordable housing? 
	Partly agree.
The proposed changes to the definition of designated rural areas are a positive step and have the potential to improve the delivery of rural social and affordable housing. In particular, clearer recognition of rural needs may help local authorities justify policy interventions and site allocations that would otherwise be constrained.

However, the proposals do not go far enough to ensure that the full range of rural affordable housing models can benefit, particularly charitable and community-led housing such as almshouses. Almshouses play a longstanding role in meeting local housing needs in rural areas, often delivering genuinely affordable homes on small sites, but they are not consistently recognised within planning policy definitions of affordable housing.

Without explicit inclusion of almshouses and similar charitable housing within the definition of affordable housing, there is a risk that the proposed changes will disproportionately benefit larger, registered providers while smaller rural charities continue to face barriers in accessing land, planning permission, and Section 106 opportunities.

The definition of affordable housing should be updated to explicitly include almshouses and other charitable housing models, particularly in rural and designated rural areas. This would ensure that the proposed changes translate into tangible delivery on the ground and support a wider diversity of providers in meeting rural housing need.



Do you agree with our proposals to ask authorities to set out the proportion of new housing that should be delivered to M4(2) and M4(3) standards? partly agree
	Partly agree.

We support the principle of requiring local planning authorities to take a more strategic and transparent approach to delivering accessible and adaptable housing. Clear expectations around M4(2) and M4(3) standards can help ensure that new homes better reflect the needs of an ageing population and people with disabilities.

However, the approach must allow sufficient flexibility to reflect different delivery models and site characteristics. In particular:
· Almshouses and other charitable housing providers already design homes specifically for older people and residents with mobility needs, often exceeding the functional intent of M4(2) without formally adopting the standard in every case.
· Some almshouse schemes are delivered on constrained or historic sites where rigid application of M4(2) or M4(3) standards may be technically challenging or disproportionate.
We therefore recommend that policy:
· Recognises that equivalent or better accessibility outcomes may be achieved through bespoke design approaches, particularly for specialist and charitable housing; and
· Avoids a purely compliance-based approach that could inadvertently discourage small-scale, community-led schemes.



Do you agree 40% of new housing delivered to M4(2) standards over the plan period is the right minimum proportion? 
h) Please provide your reasons, and would you support an alternative minimum percentage requirement?

	Partly agree.

We agree that significantly increasing the proportion of accessible and adaptable homes is necessary to meet demographic change and reduce pressure on health and care systems. A 40% minimum provides a clear signal of intent and may be appropriate in many local authority areas.
However, we have concerns that:
· A nationally fixed minimum may not reflect local circumstances, particularly in rural areas or places where delivery is dominated by smaller sites;
· The requirement could unintentionally impact the viability of small and charitable providers, including almshouses, who already deliver highly accessible housing but may struggle with the additional costs and technical requirements associated with formal M4(2) compliance.


We would support an alternative approach whereby:
· Authorities are required to justify locally appropriate proportions based on evidence of need, site constraints and delivery capacity; and
· Homes delivered as specialist housing for older people, including almshouses, are recognised as contributing towards accessibility objectives, even where they do not formally meet M4(2) standards in every respect.

If a national minimum is retained, consideration should be given to:
· Allowing exemptions or flexibility for specialist and charitable housing schemes; or
· Setting a lower national baseline (for example 30%), with the expectation that higher proportions will be set where evidence supports this.



Do you agree the proposals to support the needs of different groups, through requiring authorities to identify sites or set requirements for parts of allocated sites are proportionate? 
i) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Partly agree.

We support the objective of ensuring that the housing needs of different groups—particularly older people, disabled people, and those in need of genuinely affordable housing—are actively planned for rather than addressed reactively. Requiring authorities to identify suitable sites or set requirements within allocations can help improve certainty and delivery.

However, the approach risks being disproportionate if it is applied too rigidly or without sufficient recognition of non-standard delivery models, including almshouses and other charitable housing providers. Current guidance primarily assumes delivery by registered providers. Many charitable housing providers, including almshouses, are registered with the Charity Commission but are not regulated providers. These organisations can deliver housing that meets local needs, particularly for older people, but may not be able to meet some of the procedural or regulatory expectations outlined. Ensuring guidance explicitly acknowledges the role of Charity Commission-registered, non-regulated providers would support more proportionate planning requirements and encourage a wider range of providers to help meet the housing needs of diverse groups.



In particular:
· Almshouses are often delivered on small, infill or exception sites that sit outside strategic allocations, and therefore may not benefit from site-specific requirements set through local plans.
· A focus on large, allocated sites could inadvertently marginalise community-led and charitable schemes that are well suited to meeting the needs of older people and other groups but do not align neatly with allocation-based approaches.

We therefore recommend that policy:
· Explicitly recognises small-scale and charitable housing as a legitimate and encouraged route to meeting the needs of different groups; and
· Encourages authorities to identify a mix of site types, including smaller and windfall-scale opportunities, alongside larger allocations.



Do you agree with our proposals to ask authorities to set out requirements for a broader mix of tenures to be provided on sites of 150 homes or more? 
j) Please provide your reasons and indicate if an alternative site size threshold would be preferable? 

	Partly agree.

We support the principle of promoting a broader mix of tenures on larger sites to create more balanced and inclusive communities. Greater tenure diversity can improve housing choice and resilience and help meet a wider range of needs.
However, we have concerns that:
· A threshold of 150 homes risks reinforcing a delivery model focused almost exclusively on large, developer-led schemes;
· This approach does little to support the delivery of genuinely affordable housing by charitable providers, including almshouses, which typically operate at a much smaller scale; and
· Without explicit recognition, charitable tenures may be overlooked in favour of more conventional affordable housing products.
We recommend that:
· Authorities are encouraged to include charitable and community-led housing, including almshouses, within their tenure mix expectations; and
· Policy avoids creating an implicit hierarchy in which only large sites are seen as capable of delivering housing for different groups.
If a site size threshold is retained, consideration should be given to:
· Applying tenure mix expectations more flexibly, with proportionate requirements for smaller sites where appropriate; and
· Complementing large-site tenure policies with explicit support for stand-alone small schemes that deliver specialist or charitable housing.






HO6: Planning for Diverse Sites
Do you agree with proposals for authorities to allocate land to accommodate 10% of the housing requirement on sites of between 1 and 2.5 hectares? 
k) Please provide your reasons

	Partly agree.

The proposal to allocate land to accommodate 10% of the housing requirement on small and medium-sized sites has the potential to support a more diverse range of housing delivery, including opportunities for smaller developers and alternative housing models. In principle, this approach could help unlock sites that are better suited to meeting local and specific housing needs.

However, as currently framed, the policy does not sufficiently recognise or support charitable and community-led housing providers, including almshouses. Almshouse charities typically deliver very small-scale schemes, often well below 1 hectare, particularly in rural and historic settings. As a result, the proposed site size range risks overlooking the types of sites on which almshouses are most likely to be delivered.

There is also a risk that the focus on a fixed percentage within a specific site size range may lead local planning authorities to prioritise more commercially attractive small sites, rather than proactively identifying land that could support non-market affordable housing delivered by charitable providers.

The policy should be broadened to encourage authorities to identify and allocate smaller sites, including those below 1 hectare, where they are suitable for charitable and community-led housing such as almshouses. Authorities should also be encouraged to work proactively with local charities to identify sites capable of delivering genuinely affordable homes that meet local needs, particularly for older people and those with strong local connections.
This would ensure that the policy supports diversity of provision and maximises the contribution of non-market housing models alongside conventional development routes.




HO7: Meeting the need for homes
Are any changes to policy HO7 needed in order to ensure that substantial weight is given to meeting relevant needs?
	Yes. 

While policy HO7 appropriately emphasises the importance of meeting housing need, further changes are required to ensure that substantial weight is consistently and effectively applied in practice—particularly in relation to genuinely affordable, non-market housing delivered by charitable providers such as almshouses.
At present, there is a risk that “relevant needs” are interpreted too narrowly, focusing primarily on overall housing numbers rather than the specific needs of distinct groups, including older people, those on low incomes, and people with strong local connections. Almshouses are uniquely placed to meet these needs, often providing secure, affordable homes in perpetuity, yet their contribution is not explicitly recognised within policy HO7.

In decision-making, proposals for almshouse developments can be disadvantaged where they are small in scale or fall outside conventional delivery models, despite clearly meeting identified local need. Without clearer policy direction, such schemes may not be afforded the substantial weight they merit.

Policy HO7 should be strengthened to:
· Explicitly recognise the role of charitable and community-led housing, including almshouses, in meeting identified housing needs.
· Clarify that meeting relevant needs includes addressing the needs of older people, rural communities, and those requiring long-term affordable housing outside the market.
· Encourage decision-makers to give substantial weight to proposals that deliver genuinely affordable homes in perpetuity, even where schemes are small-scale or depart from standard market-led models.

These changes would improve consistency in decision-making and help ensure that planning policy supports a wider range of housing solutions capable of meeting local needs.




HO8: Providing Affordable Homes
Do you agree that proposals to add military affordable housing to the definition of affordable housing, and allow military housing to be delivered as part of affordable housing requirements, will successfully enable the provision of military homes? partly agree
l) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Partly agree.

Whilst we recognise the value and importance of including military housing, the definition of affordable housing still omits critical inclusions such as almshouses, which are a long-established form of charitable housing providing genuinely affordable homes. Almshouses are regulated through the Charity Commission rather than as registered providers, yet they deliver homes at low cost in perpetuity for people in housing need. Without explicit reference, almshouses and other forms of charitable housing may be excluded from planning calculations and local plan targets, despite delivering homes at low costs in perpetuity for people in housing need.

We suggest that the current definition should be amended: The NPPF glossary definition of affordable housing should explicitly recognise housing provided by charitable providers such as almshouses – regulated via the Charity Commission, alongside social rent, affordable rent, and military housing.







Do you agree flexibility relating to the size of market homes provided will better enable developments providing affordable housing? partly agree 
m) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Partly agree.

Flexibility in market housing can help deliver more affordable homes. However, to fully achieve affordable housing objectives, local planning authorities should be able to count almshouse and other small charity developments towards affordable housing delivery, regardless of whether these are built alongside market homes. Explicit recognition in the glossary would provide the certainty needed for planners to support charitable housing projects and to ensure that charitable housing providers can continue to deliver community-based solutions to the housing crisis. Authorities should be encouraged to use commuted sums to fund charitable housing where on-site delivery is impractical.



Would requiring a minimum proportion of social rent, unless otherwise specified in development plans, support the delivery of greater number of social rent homes?
n) If so, what would be an appropriate minimum proportion and development size threshold taking into account development viability?

	Partly agree.
We support the principle of a minimum proportion for social rent homes. We would also like emphasise that almshouses provide long-term affordable housing outside the social rent framework and should be considered when calculating the contribution to affordable housing targets. Explicit recognition ensures that charitable housing counts towards both policy requirements and local housing need. In such cases, smaller charitable housing providers are well placed to take on social housing provision in smaller sites, which are often unviable under current NPPF guidance.



Are changes to planning policy needed to ensure that affordable temporary accommodation, such as stepping stone housing, is appropriately supported, including flexibilities around space standards?
o) If so, what changes would be beneficial?

	Yes.
Charitable providers, including almshouses, often manage flexible housing solutions for older and vulnerable residents, including temporary accommodation or smaller homes. Planning policy should explicitly allow these models to contribute to affordable housing provision.






On-Site Affordable Housing Provision
Do you agree that applicants should have discretion to deliver social and affordable housing requirements via cash payments in lieu of on-site delivery on medium sites? 
p) If so, would it be desirable to limit the circumstances in which cash contributions in lieu of on-site delivery can be provided – for example, should it not be permitted on land released from the Green Belt where the Golden Rules apply? Please explain your answer.

	Disagree.

We do not support blanket discretion for applicants to discharge affordable housing obligations through cash payments in lieu of on-site delivery.

While we recognise that commuted sums can play a limited role in specific circumstances, routine off-site delivery risks:
· Reducing the overall supply of on-site affordable homes;
· Undermining mixed and inclusive communities; and
· Disadvantaging smaller, community-based providers—such as almshouses—who rely on direct access to sites rather than pooled financial contributions.
Cash payments in lieu should therefore be:
· Clearly exceptional, not the default;
· Supported by robust evidence that on-site delivery would be genuinely unviable or inappropriate; and
· Explicitly excluded on sensitive sites, including land released from the Green Belt where “Golden Rules” apply.



q) If you do not believe applicants should have blanket discretion to discharge social and affordable housing requirements through commuted sums, do you think cash contributions in lieu of on-site delivery should be permitted in certain circumstances – for example where it could be evidenced that onsite delivery would prevent a scheme from being delivered? Please explain your answer

	Where cash contributions are permitted, this should be limited to circumstances where:
· On-site provision would prevent delivery altogether; or
· A demonstrably better affordable housing outcome can be achieved nearby and within a reasonable timeframe.
Any such approach must be supported by safeguards to ensure contributions are spent quickly, locally, and in ways that deliver genuinely affordable housing, including through charitable and community-led providers.



What risks and benefits would you expect this policy to have? Please explain your answer. The government is particularly interested in views on the potential impact on SME housing delivery, overall housing delivery, land values, build out rates, overall social and affordable housing delivery, and Registered Providers (including SME providers).
	Benefits
· Limited flexibility may help unlock constrained or marginal sites.
· Where well managed, commuted sums could support off-site delivery by specialist providers, including almshouses, particularly on small exception sites.
Risks
· However, the risks are significant if discretion is too broad:
· A decline in on-site affordable housing delivery, particularly on medium-sized sites;
· Increased spatial segregation of affordable housing;
· Delays in delivery due to difficulties in spending commuted sums; and
· Reduced opportunities for Registered Providers and charitable housing providers to secure land and deliver homes directly.
· For almshouses, cash-based systems often act as a barrier, as many operate without the scale or financial mechanisms required to access commuted sums competitively.



What guidance or wider changes would be needed to enable Local Planning Authorities to spend commuted sums more effectively and more quickly? Please explain your answer. 
	To improve effectiveness, guidance should:
· Introduce clear time limits for spending commuted sums, with transparency on reporting and outcomes;
· Require funds to be spent within the same local authority area wherever possible;
· Encourage partnerships with charitable and community-led housing providers, including almshouses; and
· Allow greater flexibility in using commuted sums on small, specialist, or rural exception sites.

Authorities should also be encouraged to maintain a pipeline of “ready-to-go” affordable housing schemes to reduce delays between receipt and delivery.



Would further guidance be helpful in supporting authorities to calculate the appropriate value of cash contributions in lieu? 
r) If so, what elements and principles should this guidance set out? Please explain your answer. For example, guidance could make clear that contributions in lieu should be an amount which is the equivalent value of providing affordable housing on site, based on a comparison of the Gross Development Value of the proposed scheme with the Gross Development Value of the scheme assuming affordable housing was provided onsite. 

	Yes

Further guidance would be beneficial, provided it:
· Ensures commuted sums are genuinely equivalent in value to on-site affordable housing provision;
· Takes account of local build costs, land values, and the type of affordable housing being displaced; and
· Avoids undervaluation that incentivises developers to opt for cash payments as a cheaper alternative.

Importantly, guidance should also consider:
· The higher per-unit costs often associated with small, specialist, or accessible housing; and
· The need for commuted sums to be sufficient to support delivery by charitable providers who do not cross-subsidise through market housing.






Do you support proposals to enable off site delivery where affordable housing delivery can be optimised to produce better outcomes in terms of quality or quantity? 
s) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Strongly agree.

Allowing off-site delivery is particularly important for almshouses, which are often delivered on small rural sites or through refurbishment of historic buildings. Off-site delivery ensures that charitable housing can be counted toward policy targets even where on-site provision is not possible. However, the current exclusion of almshouses and other small charitable housing providers from the definition of affordable housing makes this more difficult – especially those whose small scale makes becoming a regulated provider financially unviable. We recommend that the definition include small charitable housing providers – regulated by the Charity Commission – to be included in the affordable housing definition.




HO9: Specialist forms of accommodation
Do you agree the with the criteria set out regarding the locations of specialist housing for older people? 
t) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Partly agree.

We support the intention to ensure specialist housing for older people is located in places that provide access to services, facilities and public transport. However, the criteria risk being applied too narrowly and may unintentionally disadvantage almshouses, which are a long-established form of specialist housing for older people. Many almshouses are intentionally located within or adjacent to smaller settlements, villages, or historic communities, where access to services may not meet conventional urban proximity thresholds but where strong community networks, on-site support, and informal social care play a critical role in supporting residents’ wellbeing and independence.


We therefore recommend that the policy explicitly allows greater flexibility in the locational criteria for specialist housing delivered by charitable providers, including almshouses, where the scheme demonstrably meets the needs of older people through design, management and community integration.

Clarifying this in national policy would help ensure that almshouse developments are not inadvertently constrained by rigid location requirements and can continue to contribute to meeting the housing needs of older people in both rural and urban communities.







Do you agree with the criteria set out regarding the locations of community-based specialist accommodation, including changes to the glossary?
u) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Partly agree.

We support the intention to provide clearer criteria for the location of community-based specialist accommodation, particularly where this helps ensure that residents can access local services, social networks, and public transport. These principles align well with the long-established almshouse model, which is rooted in community integration and place-based provision.

However, we are concerned that the criteria, as currently framed, may be interpreted too narrowly and could unintentionally constrain the delivery of small-scale, charitable schemes. In particular:
· Almshouses are often located on small sites within existing communities, including edge-of-settlement or non-central locations that nonetheless provide strong social connectivity and support.
· A rigid focus on proximity to defined centres or facilities may disadvantage schemes that deliver significant social value but do not meet all locational criteria in a formal sense.

We therefore recommend that:
· The policy explicitly recognises almshouses and other charitable housing as a form of community-based specialist accommodation without limiting eligibility to regulated providers; and
· Local planning authorities are encouraged to apply locational criteria flexibly, taking account of the social, charitable, and long-term affordability benefits of such schemes.

The glossary should also be clear that community-based specialist accommodation includes non-profit, charitable housing models that provide low-cost homes with a strong community focus, even where care is not the primary function.



Do you agree with the criteria set out regarding the locations of purpose-built student accommodation and large-scale shared living accommodation, including changes to the glossary? 
v) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Neither agree nor disagree.

While we recognise the importance of clear locational criteria for purpose-built student accommodation and large-scale shared living accommodation, these forms of development are largely distinct from the charitable and community-based housing sector, including almshouses.

However, we would make two observations:

First, it is important that planning policy avoids creating unintended competition for sites that would otherwise be suitable for genuinely affordable housing. In particular:
· High-value, accessible urban sites may be prioritised for student or shared living schemes at the expense of affordable or charitable housing, including accommodation for older people.
· This can exacerbate land value pressures and reduce opportunities for small-scale affordable housing delivery.

Second, clarity in the glossary is welcome, but it should:
· Clearly distinguish between large-scale shared living accommodation and community-based or charitable housing models; and
· Avoid definitions that could inadvertently encompass almshouses or other non-profit housing within inappropriate policy categories.

We therefore recommend that the glossary and accompanying criteria explicitly safeguard space within local planning strategies for affordable and charitable housing, ensuring that specialist accommodation for different groups does not crowd out provision for those in long-term housing need.



HO10: Exception Sites
Do you agree the proposals provide adequate additional support for rural exception sites? 
w) Please provide your reasons, including what other changes may be needed to increase their uptake?

	Partly disagree.

While we welcome the continued recognition of rural exception sites as a mechanism to deliver affordable housing in rural areas, we do not consider that the proposals provide adequate support for their effective delivery. In practice, rural exception sites continue to face significant barriers that the current proposals do not fully address:

· Limited recognition of charitable providers:
Almshouses and other charitable housing providers are not explicitly recognised within the framework for rural exception sites. This omission risks limiting opportunities for community-led, non-profit housing schemes, which are often best placed to deliver affordable homes in rural areas. Importantly, these providers are regulated through the Charity Commission and do not need to be registered providers, yet the current framework appears to assume eligibility only for regulated providers.
· Land value and viability challenges:
The proposed benchmark land values may not reflect actual costs, particularly in areas with high development pressure. Small charitable schemes, which do not rely on cross-subsidy from market housing, may therefore struggle to make schemes viable.
· Planning uncertainty and inconsistent local interpretation:
The success of rural exception sites depends on clear guidance and local authority support. Current proposals leave too much discretion, which can result in delays, inconsistent decision-making, and reduced confidence among landowners and providers.

To increase uptake and ensure rural exception sites meet local needs, national policy should:
1. Explicitly include almshouses and other charitable housing providers as eligible developers for rural exception sites, without restricting eligibility to regulated providers.
2. Provide clearer guidance on land value and viability assumptions, reflecting the reality of small-scale, non-profit delivery.
3. Encourage proactive engagement by local planning authorities to identify suitable sites and support small, community-based schemes.
4. Promote flexibility in tenure and design, recognising that smaller, specialist schemes—particularly for older people—can meet rural housing needs effectively even if they deviate from standard affordable housing models.

Without these changes, rural exception sites are unlikely to achieve their full potential in delivering genuinely affordable, community-rooted housing.







Do you agree with proposals to remove First Homes exception sites as a discrete form of exception site? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree.
x) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.
Do you agree proposals for a benchmark land value for rural exception sites will help to bring forward more rural affordable homes? 
y) If so, which approach and value as set out in the narrative for policy HO10 of the consultation document is the most beneficial for government to set out?

	Partly disagree.

While a benchmark land value can provide guidance, the proposed approach may not sufficiently account for the realities of small-scale or charitable schemes.
· Does not reflect non-profit delivery models: Almshouses and other charitable providers typically operate on different financial models, and the benchmark land values may still make schemes unviable.
· Local variations not fully considered: Land costs can vary widely across rural areas; a standard benchmark may discourage development in higher-cost areas where affordable housing is most needed.
· Risk of limiting innovation: Strict benchmark values could deter creative or phased approaches to delivery that are more feasible for smaller or community-led projects.

Recommendation:
· Allow flexibility in benchmark land values to reflect local conditions and non-profit delivery models.
· Provide guidance for charitable and community-led housing providers, recognising their ability to deliver affordable homes without relying on market cross-subsidy.
· Encourage local authorities to adopt a nuanced approach that balances viability with housing need, ensuring that rural exception sites can actually be delivered.




HO12: Traveller Sites
Do you agree the proposals to set out requirements for traveller sites at policy HO12 adequately capture relevant aspects from Planning Policy for Traveller Sites, whilst ensuring fair treatment for traveller sites in the planning system? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.



HO13: Build out of residential and mixed-use development  
Do you agree the proposals in policy HO13 will help to ensure development proposals are built out in a reasonable period?
z) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Partly agree.

Encouraging phased delivery and requiring monitoring of build-out rates could help avoid long delays on large sites and ensure homes, including affordable and specialist housing, reach local communities faster.

For smaller or charitable-led schemes, overly rigid requirements on build-out rates could create financial or administrative burdens. Almshouses and other charity providers may deliver homes more slowly due to grant cycles or phased funding and may be unfairly penalised.

Recommendation: Include flexibility for non-profit and charitable providers, recognising that slower delivery does not indicate underperformance but may be necessary to ensure long-term sustainability and quality of homes.



Do you agree the requirements to take a flexible approach to the consenting framework for large scale residential and mixed-use development is sufficient to ensure the opportunities of large scale development are supported? 
aa) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Partly agree.

A flexible consenting framework can help developers respond to market conditions, infrastructure needs, and changing demand.

Many almshouse schemes or community-led developments are small scale and may not benefit from these large-scale provisions. Additional guidance may be needed to ensure small or incremental developments can also secure planning consents efficiently.

Recommendation: Introduce guidance for local planning authorities to ensure that smaller-scale charitable and specialist housing providers are not disadvantaged when applying flexible consenting approaches designed primarily for large developers.




Are any more specific approaches or definitions needed to support the delivery of very large (super strategic) sites, including new towns? 
ab) Please provide your reasons.
	Yes.

Definitions of “super strategic” sites, “phased delivery,” and “critical infrastructure triggers” should be clarified to ensure consistent application across local planning authorities.
Large-scale planning often prioritises major developers, which can overshadow smaller-scale, community-led housing and almshouses. Explicit guidance is needed to guarantee that these providers can contribute to the mix of housing types on strategic sites.
Recommendation: Include provisions that ensure allocations on very large sites include affordable, specialist, and charitable housing alongside mainstream market housing, with clear expectations for phased delivery and oversight.



Housing Delivery Test Rule Book
Do you agree with the proposed changes to the Housing Delivery Test rule book?
ac) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

	Partly agree.

Updating the Housing Delivery Test rule book can improve transparency and accountability, ensuring that local authorities monitor delivery effectively. This could help address delays in housing provision and inform decisions on housing land supply.
The emphasis on rapid delivery and high-performance targets may disadvantage slower, non-profit schemes, including almshouses, which operate with different funding models and long-term sustainability objectives.

Recommendation: Include exemptions or tailored considerations for charitable and specialist housing providers when assessing delivery performance. Guidance should recognise that slower delivery may still meet long-term community and social objectives.
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