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1. Opinion Research Services (ORS) was commissioned by Norfolk Homes to provide an analysis of the North Norfolk Housing Market Assessment.  The study features a sub-regional report for Breckland District Council, King’s Lynn and West Norfolk District Council and North Norfolk District Council, and also separate reports for each of these authorities.

2. This report provides our analysis of the key issues within the local authority report for North Norfolk District Council to coincide with their consultation period for the study.
	Survey approach
	Government guidance
	Further comments

	Fieldwork method

All of the data was gathered through a postal survey
	1.    Existing Government guidance (Local Housing Needs Assessment: A Guide to Good Practice) clearly prefers the personal interview approach:

“In general an interview survey (of 30-40 minutes) based on a random sample is the preferred approach…” (DETR 2000, p52)

2.    Although it does recognise that there may be a role for postal surveys in rural areas:

“…but postal/self-completion methods may be usable in some circumstances, particularly in rural areas” (DETR 2000, p52)

3.    Nevertheless, this recommendation is strongly caveatted:

"Postal Questionnaires - this method is much cheaper than a face to face survey. There are however severe disadvantages to this approach. The range of questions that can be asked is smaller and there is no opportunity to clarify or follow up on interesting points. Moreover the response rate is often poor, and tends to be biased against lower income households who are the main target for a housing needs survey” (DETR 2000, p34)

Latest Government guidance (Local Housing Assessment, A Practice Guide:, March 2007) provides similar caveats relating to the use of postal surveys, though they are now further developed:

“Household interview surveys have better response rates than postal surveys. Response rates for interview surveys are usually around 60-80 per cent. The response rates for postal surveys are typically 20-40 per cent, which leads to problems of non-response bias.. A postal survey will be biased against people who do not read English well and typically will receive fewer responses from the private-rented sector and areas with high deprivation. It is important that steps are taken to include these groups.’’
The range of questions that can be asked in a postal survey is smaller than an interview survey and there is no opportunity to clarify or follow-up on interesting points. There can be problems in assessing affordability since income questions need to be kept simple to maintain response rates. This means that it is not usually possible to establish income by family member.

If a postal survey is undertaken it is recommended that:

• the survey is conducted over a short time period (ideally six weeks);

• pre-paid return envelopes are included with the questionnaire and/or the forms are collected on foot; and

• two further reminders are sent out during that period, the second to include an additional copy of the questionnaire.

(DCLG 2007, app C, para 7-11) 


	The FRL study uses an exclusively postal survey method.
The postal survey would only have gathered limited details on income and other household finances, information that is critical to robust analysis of housing need.

	Response rates

1,548 postal surveys were returned, but no details are provided about the number initially distributed or the response rate achieved.  However, North Norfolk District Council have confirmed that 8,000 postal surveys were sent out, giving a response rate of 19.5%.


	4.    “Householder interview (or ‘social’) surveys have better response rates than postal surveys and can obtain more detailed information. Since the publication of the DETR Good Practice Guide in 2001, these have become well established and their methodology has evolved and been improved” (DCLG 2007, app C, para 7)
“Non response bias is a much more serious concern with postal surveys, where response rates as low as 25-30% are common. This is one of the major reasons for favouring an interview survey approach” (DETR 2000, p42)

If a postal survey is undertaken it is recommended that:

• the survey is conducted over a short time period (ideally six weeks);

• pre-paid return envelopes are included with the questionnaire and/or the forms are collected on foot; and

• two further reminders are sent out during that period, the second to include an additional copy of the questionnaire.

(DCLG 2007, app C, para 7-11) 

 “Thirty per cent should be considered as an absolute minimum response rate. Fifty per cent would be a good target, and in many areas, with the methods suggested above, it should be achievable. (DCLG 2007, app C, para 15).
 “All surveys where the response rate is less than 100 per cent are likely to have non-response bias. The extent to which it is a problem is determined largely by the response rate and all efforts should be made to increase response rates (DCLG 2007, app C, para 14).
5.    “There are ways of compensating for non-response to some extent. Characteristics of survey respondents can be compared to those of the population as a whole, using factors such as age and tenure. The sample can then be weighted so that the findings relevant to a particular group reflect the proportion of the population they comprise rather than their proportion of survey responses. However, if it is necessary to weight heavily, this could be a sign that the people who responded to the survey were not at all typical of their 'group' or the population as a whole” 
(DCLG 2007, app C, para 17, emphasis added)
	The FRL postal survey achieved a response rate of only 19.5% - meaning that around four out of every five of the households in the random sample did not provide information.
This response rate is a long way below the absolute minimum now recognised.  Of course, the study was conducted before the guidance was published – but the draft guidance from December 2005 also made the same recommendations about response rates and fieldwork methods. Sampling issues are not new and the concerns about data quality are still valid.

No information is provided on reminders for the postal survey – and it is unlikely that any were used (as is now required) and were also recommended by the December 2005 draft guidance.

Because the survey did not gather data from over 8-in-10 of those households selected, the sample has arguably lost its randomness – the achieved sample is actually self-selecting and therefore no longer random.  If a sample is not random, it cannot be assumed to be properly representative of its population – so the study’s entire basis for analysis is fundamentally flawed.


	Modelling Market and Affordable Housing
In Section C a ‘Balancing Housing Market’ model is estimated which considers both market and affordable housing requirements.  
The unconstrained model (Table 8.9 page 57) shows a net requirement for 734 owner-occupied dwellings, 210 private rented dwellings 90 intermediate and 163 social rent.  This is a total of 1,197 dwellings per annum compared with the current RSS draft total new dwelling supply of 400
This gives an affordable housing requirement of 21% with a 64:36 split in favour of social housing over intermediate housing.
	A key concept within the guidance is that a the study should provide an ‘Analysis of past and current housing market trends, including balance between supply and demand in different housing sectors and price/affordability’. (DCLG 2007, Figure 1.1 point 2, page 10)
When analysing current housing need ‘The aim is to improve understanding about the drivers underpinning the housing market, the

balance between supply and demand in different tenures, and the interaction between

demand for market housing and the need for affordable housing’. (DCLG 2007, Chapter 3, page 18)
When analysis future housing needs it is noted that the ‘analysis should provide a good understanding of the balance between supply and demand for different tenures and locations’. 
(DCLG 2007, Chapter 4, page 34)
	Guidance is explicit that the whole housing market should be analysed simultaneously to understand the links between the market and affordable housing sectors. 
FRL’s ‘Balancing Housing Market’ model is an attempt to estimate such a model and it shows that in an unconstrained model 21% of the housing requirement is for affordable housing with 64% of this being for social rented dwellings and 36% being for intermediate housing.  

This level of affordable housing requirement is not dissimilar to those obtained by ORS for the similar authority of South Norfolk.
However, FRL’s ‘Balancing Housing Market’ model identifies a dwelling requirement which is three times the current RSS draft total new dwelling supply for North Norfolk. 

All areas of the UK have seen an increased requirement for dwellings in recent years due to a growth in international migration and falling household sizes.  However, a tripling of housing requirements suggests that the requirement for housing has been inflated due to double counting of some requirements and also a failure to account adequately for issues such as out-migration and mortality.



	Constrained Modelling
FRL proceed to constrain the model to North Norfolk’s current RSS draft total new dwelling supply of 400.  This is done by limiting the in-migration levels.   

This gives a requirement for affordable housing of 90 units for intermediate housings and 133 units for social rent.  

Affordable housing now accounts for 55% of the total housing requirement with a 60:40 split in favour of social rented dwellings.


	Guidance does not recommend constraining the model of housing requirements.  
	Current central government policy seeks to deliver more new housing.  Therefore, constraining the model of housing requirements runs contrary to the current aims of central government policy.

In paragraph 8.35 on page 59, FRL note that in-migrants are typically wealthier than those moving locally and would be more likely to require owner occupied housing.  Therefore, reducing in-migration reduces the need for owner occupied housing.
However, because in-migrants are typically wealthier than those moving locally it is unlikely that constraining house building will stop them moving to the area.  Instead, there is likely to be an increase in out-migration from local residents who can no longer afford to move within the authority and a lower rate of household formation leading to more hidden households.

Therefore, the suggested policy of constraining new completions to 400 dwellings per annum is likely to lead to more local households leaving the area, or remaining as hidden households and a sustained pressure on market housing that may well to lead to continued house price increases.

	Policy Conclusions
FRL support a policy conclusion of 45% affordable housing on non-rural sites and 50% on rural sites.  North Norfolk Council’s suggested policy is 45% affordable housing of which a minimum 80% should be social rent.
	6.    
	The artificially constrained ‘Balancing Housing Market’ model produces a target for affordable housing of 55% which is recognised as being undeliverable due to viability constraints – so the policy target has been arbitrarily set at 45%.

Whilst the amount of affordable housing that this percentage may deliver (given current overall delivery rates) is required to meet local need, it seems apparent that the key study conclusion is that the overall amount of housing delivery falls short of what is required.

On the basis of the evidence provided, it seems apparent that a more appropriate conclusion would be for the Council to increase the overall level of housing provision in the area but seek a more moderate proportion of affordable housing – which together could yield a higher number of affordable homes to satisfy the needs of local households.

The study also concludes that within the 45% affordable housing target, 35% of all dwellings should be for social rent and 10% should be intermediate housing.  This split of affordable housing implies that 78% of the affordable housing should be social rent – though once again this appears to be an arbitrary conclusion, as there is no analysis or other evidence on which to base this conclusion.
The evidence from the modelling results shows the split to be 64% social rent and 36% intermediate housing – so within the proposed 45% target, the split would be at least 15% intermediate housing and at most 30% social rent.

Nevertheless, the study identifies that housing delivery rates may actually need to triple if local housing requirements are to be satisfied across the whole market.

In this context, if it were possibly to increase current rates by only 50% (hence moving from delivering from a third to a half of the housing required to balance the market) an affordable housing target of 30% would deliver the same number of affordable housing units as the proposed 45% of current delivery rates.

In fact, it is likely that a 30% affordable housing target based on such higher delivery rates would deliver more affordable units than the current proposal – for affordable housing provision at the target rate would be economically viable on more sites, so more affordable homes would be provided to meet local needs.


Summary
The Survey
The FRL postal survey achieved a response rate of only 19.5% - meaning that around four out of every five of the households in the random sample did not provide information.  This response rate is a long way below the absolute minimum responses rate of 30% which has been recognised for many years.

No information is provided on reminders for the postal survey – and it is unlikely that any were used (as is now required) and were also recommended by the December 2005 draft guidance.

Because the survey did not gather data from over 8-in-10 of those households selected, the sample has arguably lost its randomness – the achieved sample is actually self-selecting and therefore no longer random.  If a sample is not random, it cannot be assumed to be properly representative of its population – so the study’s entire basis for analysis is fundamentally flawed.
The postal survey would only have gathered limited details on income and other household finances, information that is critical to robust analysis of housing need.
The Model

Guidance is explicit that the whole housing market should be analysed simultaneously to understand the links between the market and affordable housing sectors.  FRL attempt to estimate such a model and it shows that in an unconstrained model 21% of the housing requirement is for affordable housing with 64% of this being for social rented dwellings and 36% being for intermediate housing.  

However, FRL’s ‘Balancing Housing Market’ model identifies a dwelling requirement which is three times the current RSS draft total new dwelling supply for North Norfolk which suggests the model has inflated housing requirements in the area.
FRL constrain the ‘Balancing Housing Market’ model by assuming if only 400 dwellings per annum are completed in-migration will fall.  This would reduce the demand for market housing.  The artificially constrained ‘Balancing Housing Market’ produces a target for affordable housing of 55%.

However, they also note that in-migrants are typically wealthier than those moving locally.  It is therefore more likely that if dwelling completions are constrained to 400 per annum there will be an increased out-migration from the local population and a lower rate of household formation.  This would reduce the housing requirements across all tenures rather than just in the owner-occupied sector.

Policy Conclusions
The artificially constrained ‘Balancing Housing Market’ model produces a target for affordable housing of 55% which is recognised as being undeliverable due to viability constraints – so the policy target has been arbitrarily set at 45%.

The study also concludes that within the 45% affordable housing target, 35% of all dwellings should be for social rent and 10% should be intermediate housing.  This split of affordable housing implies that 78% of the affordable housing should be social rent – though once again this appears to be an arbitrary conclusion, as there is no analysis or other evidence on which to base this conclusion.

The evidence from the modelling results shows the split to be 64% social rent and 36% intermediate housing – so within the proposed 45% target, the split would be at least 15% intermediate housing and at most 30% social rent.

The study identifies that housing delivery rates may actually need to triple if local housing requirements are to be satisfied across the whole market.  It seems apparent that a more appropriate conclusion would be to increase the overall level of housing provision in the area but seek a more moderate proportion of affordable housing.

In this context, if it were possibly to increase current rates by only 50% an affordable housing target of 30% would deliver the same number of affordable housing units as the proposed 45% of current delivery rates.  In fact, it is likely that a 30% affordable housing target based on such higher delivery rates would deliver more affordable units than the current proposal – for affordable housing provision at the target rate would be economically viable on more sites, so more affordable homes would be provided to meet local needs.
