The following response has been prepared by
Johnson Mowat in response to the DCLG ‘planning
for the right homes in the right places: consultation
proposals’, published on 14th September 2017.
Our comments are submitted on behalf of the
Leeds City Region Developers Consortium, a local
collective of regional residential developers
comprising a number of SME and large scale
providers of market and affordable housing.
For too long, the country has failed to provide for
the homes desperately required, with interventions
to date have failing to address the underlying
issues in delivering the level of homes required.
We consider a shift toward the adoption of a
standardised approach for calculating housing need
welcomed, however at the heart of our response
we consider there to be a need for a more positive
focus on linking the proposed methodology with
employment growth.
The proposals in their draft form state that Local
Authorities may plan for higher figures, where
policies are in place to ‘substantially increase
economic growth’. We consider this to be an
important anchor for setting the right level of
housing growth for future generations, that is
severely underplayed within the consultation
proposals as drafted.
Under the draft methodology put forward by DCLG,
the Leeds City Region would see a total net
reduction in the annual delivery of new homes, in
the order of around 3,500 dwellings. This is despite
being the largest regional economy outside of
London, and worth over £62bn. In 2016, Leeds
alone saw the fastest rate of private sector job
growth of any UK City.
The economic consequences for a net reduction in
the order of 3,500 dwellings each year are
significant, with a sharp decrease in the number of
direct & indirect construction jobs and total
construction spend, together with a significant
reduction in the delivery of affordable homes
through Section 106 Agreements.

The key implications of a reduction in net annual
delivery would see:•

6,500 direct construction jobs lost per
annum;

•

4,500 indirect construction jobs lost per
annum;

•

£260m annual reduction
construction spend;

•

700 affordable homes less delivered per
annum; and

•

6,500 less residents accommodated.
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We consider it paramount that the proposed
methodology does not stifle economic growth
across the Leeds City Region, and ensures that
future planned housing growth matches the
Region’s economic aspirations.
The Leeds City Region as part of the Northern
Powerhouse agenda, is a key driver of regional
economic growth. It is therefore important we
ensure that the number of homes required for
future generations matches the Leeds City Region
plans for economic growth, to house and retain
skilled workers, graduates and professionals for the
years ahead.
Our response has been prepared with the support
of the Leeds Chamber of Commence, and sets out
our concerns for linking the economic and future
growth of the Leeds City Region with the planned
number of homes under the proposed DCLG
methodology.

The following response has been prepared by
Johnson Mowat in response to the DCLG ‘planning
for the right homes in the right places: consultation
proposals’. The response is prepared on behalf of the
Leeds City Region Developer’s Consortium (‘the
Consortium’), a group of SME and larger
housebuilders active across the Leeds City Region in
developing market and affordable housing.
The Consortium comprises Avant Homes, Berkley
DeVeer, Daniel Gath Homes, Duchy Homes, Gleeson,
GMI Property, Harworth Estates, Jack Lunn
Properties, KCS Developments, Kier Living, Linden
Homes, Lovell, Redrow and Stonebridge Homes.

DCLG calculate that such approach would result in an
increased housing requirement across England of
266,000 dwellings per annum (including 72,000
dwellings per annum in London).
Alongside the published DCLG consultation material,
is a dataset which sets out the calculated housing
need for each Local Planning Authority using the
proposed DCLG methodology. The resulting figures
applicable to the Leeds City Region are set out as
follows.
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On 14 September 2017, the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government published the
‘planning for the right homes in the right places:
consultation proposals’. The document sets out a
number of consultation proposals covering six
specific subjects, however the principle concern of
the document is focused on setting out the
Government’s approach toward a standardised
methodology for calculating housing need. At its
heart, the Government approach to formulating a
standardised methodology seeks to link affordability
ratios of median house price to median earnings,
with the suggestion that areas with affordability
ratios of 12 or more will need to increase their
housing requirement by 50%.

DCLG: Housing need consultation table, September
2017

As can be seen from the dataset, the application of
the proposed DCLG methodology across the Leeds
City Region results in an annual reduction in the
order 3,500 dwellings from currently assessed local
needs.
Whilst the general principle of a standardised
approach to calculating housing need is welcomed,
the Consortium hold significant concerns regarding
the DCLG approach to calculating housing need in the
North of England. The DCLG Methodology has no
regard to economic growth within each District and
has no regard to how employment growth requires a
higher amount of new housing. The DCLG
Methodology seeks only to consider adjusting
housing in a District to make housing more
affordable.
Affordability ratios across the Leeds City Region are
generally suppressed in comparison to the South of
England, and yet the Leeds City Region Economy is
the biggest outside of London, worth over £62bn and
generating 5% of England’s economic output.

Recent data published by the Land Registry has
shown that since 2007, when adjusted for inflation
average house prices have decreased across
Yorkshire & the Humber Region by 95% in
comparison to the South of England, where values
have seen a 99% increase.

It is key that the need to address the North/South
economic divide is recognised, and to build on good
progress in the North to date. The current draft
methodology would reverse this recent trend.

Our response on behalf of the consortium group sets
out the achievable aspirations of the Leeds City
Region, the role of the ‘Northern Powerhouse’ and
the economic benefits of housebuilding across the
Leeds City Region when linked to the regions job
growth intentions.
The draft DCLG consultation states at Para 28 that:“where there is a policy in place to
substantially increase economic growth,
local authorities may wish to plan for a
higher level of growth than our formula
proposals”.
Whilst this recognition of jobs growth is to be
welcomed in light of our response, we consider that
greater certainty is required for the North of England
to achieve the economic goals of the Leeds City
Region Local Enterprise Partnership.

Such concerns echo the response of the Leeds
Chamber of Commerce, who we understand are
submitting separate representations to the DCLG
consultation. This paper has been prepared with the
support & backing of the chamber of commerce and
the local and regional developers identified.

The need to align economic growth with housing
numbers should be made clear from the outset, and
should not be seen as an ‘optional extra’ should Local
Authorities see fit.
The delivery of housing is key to meeting the
economic plans of the Leeds City Region, which in
2016 saw private sector job growth exceed that of
any UK Region outside of London. The Framework’s
objectives of ‘significantly boosting the supply of
housing’ are as imperative as ever, and care needs to
be taken to ensure that housing supply is not
suppressed for future generations and the failures of
past repeated.

The current climate is causing significant uncertainty
and delay, including the recent delays in progressing
the Leeds Site Allocations Development Plan
Document. Clearly this is not helpful to short term
investment across the Leeds City Region, and will
potentially suppress short term housing delivery until
there is greater certainty around the proposals.

Barton Willmore, September 2017
Research undertaken by Barton Willmore following
the publication of the DCLG consultation depicts a
clear impact of the proposed housing needs
methodology that sees housing growth across the
North of England depressed, while Local Authorities
in the South of England and in particular around
London, would see dramatic and potentially
undeliverable increases over current Local Needs
Assessments.

Whilst this is unsurprising, given the cornerstone of
the proposed methodology seeks to rebalance
affordability ratios, the failure of the methodology to
factor economic growth into Objectively Assessed
Needs calculations subsequently leads to a significant
suppression of housing growth across the North of
England which would stifle current economic growth.

The Leeds City Region comprises the District
Authorities of Leeds, Bradford, Wakefield, Kirklees,
Harrogate, York, Selby, Craven, Calderdale &
Barnsley.

The Leeds City Region Strategic Economic Plan
prepared by the Leeds City Region LEP sets out a City
Region Plan to deliver 35,750 additional jobs by
2036, equating to an additional £3.7bn in economic
output. By 2020 the LEP aims to create an additional
3,200 jobs with a City Region economy around
£220m bigger.
Work undertaken by the LEP shows the Leeds City
Region as the UK’s fastest growing young population,
with an annual talent pipeline of 38,900 graduates.
The Leeds City Region has significant strengths in key
business sectors, including:•
•
•
•

The Leeds City Region Economy is the largest outside
of London, worth over £62bn and generating 5% of
England’s economic output. In 2016, Leeds alone saw
“the fastest” rate of private sector jobs growth of
any UK City, with 713,000 ft² of office space
completed in the same year. By 2026, the population
of Leeds alone is projected to grow 6% from 779,000
to 826,000.

Healthcare and Life Sciences;
Digital Technologies;
Advanced Manufacturing; and
Financial and Professional Services

These industries, and in particular the digital sector
are projected to grow significantly over the course of
the coming years.

•

•
•
•
•

The Leeds City Region Strategic Economic Plan
recognises the delivery of housing as key to support
economic growth if the ambitions of the LEP are to
be met and skilled workers are to be retained across
the region.

The Northern Powerhouse Strategy (November 2016)
recognises that too often, young people feel they
need to move to other parts of the country to pursue
careers. Ensuring that the North develops, attracts
and retains skilled workers is an integral part of the
Northern Powerhouse strategy.

There are over 20 universities in the North, including
four that are ranked within the top 100 universities
globally. With just under 40,000 graduates per
annum across the Leeds City Region, it is imperative
that the right housing is provided to retain skilled
graduates.

With reference to the Barton Willmore map depicted
on Page 5, lower housing figures proposed under the
DCLG methodology, not just across the Leeds City
Region, but the North of England as a whole, risk to
severely undermine the Northern Powerhouse
agenda. Genuine Government support is therefore
clearly needed to ensure that the Northern
Powerhouse does not become another missed
opportunity. We consider these aspirations should be
better reflected in the draft methodology as currently
proposed.

A recent study undertaken by Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners in conjunction with the Home Builders
Federation (‘the HBF’) examined the contribution of
the national housebuilding industry to the national
economy.
The published paper entitled ‘The Economic
Footprint of UK Housebuilding’, looked to quantify a
number of economic outputs as a result of
housebuilding. Amongst others, the paper considers
benefits which include capital investment &
expenditure, income generation & economic output
during construction, direct & indirect employment
and local resident expenditure benefits.
Translating the findings to the draft DCLG
methodology, we analyse below the economic
implications of a reduction in the order of 3,500
dwellings per annum across the Leeds City Region.
The implications of a ‘step change’ of circa 3,500
dwellings from current objectively assessed needs is
significant, as highlighted by the table below.

Direct (on & offsite) Construction Jobs

14,298
Homes Per
Annum
26,418 jobs

10,777
Homes Per
Annum
19,912 jobs

Direct Construction Output £GVA

£1.04bn

£0.78bn

-£260m

Indirect Construction Jobs

18,493

13,939

4,554

Number of New Residents Accommodated

26,418

19,911

6,507

Number of New Residents in Employment

14,483

10,916

3,567

Resident Workforce £GVA

£0.6bn

£449m

-£151m

Growth in Annual Commercial Expenditure £

£238m

£179m

-£59m

Council Tax Payments

£25m

£18.9m

-£6.1m

Economic Output

Should the draft methodology come into force from
March 31st 2018 and authorities be free to revert to
those figures advocated by DCLG, the ’overnight’
annual reduction in jobs, construction spend and
expenditure would be unprecedented, as
demonstrated by the final column of the above table.

Step Change
Per Annum
-6,506 jobs

A reduction in the order of 3,500 dwellings per
annum would see over 6,500 jobs in the construction
sector lost together with circa £260m per annum of
direct construction output.

More recently, Lichfields on behalf of Homes for the
North, an alliance of nineteen large housing
associations, published the paper ‘Future Housing
Requirements for the North’ (August 2017). The
paper examines the level of housing need required
across the North of England to support a planned
economic future, with Leeds City Region identified as
the largest area for growth.
The paper highlights the relationship between
housing and the Northern Powerhouse, and need to
provide a ‘powerful counterbalance’ to the
dominance of London and the South East.
The paper concludes a total of 500,000 new homes
are required across the North of England over a 10
year period, with 13,088 dwellings per annum
minimum, required across the Leeds City Region.

Of significant importance across the Leeds City
Region is the increasing pressure to deliver
affordable homes, with thousands of families and
individuals on housing waiting lists and without
suitable accommodation. We are aware from work
within the Region that the majority of Local
Authorities are currently failing to deliver the
affordable homes required, with waiting lists ever
increasing. While housing may be more affordable in
the North, housing waiting lists remain stubbornly
high. Market housing has the ability to deliver
affordable housing through S106.
A reduction in the total number of planned homes
across the Leeds City Region as a result of the
standardised methodology would clearly bear
significant consequences for the provision of
affordable housing. Assuming a net reduction of circa
3,500 homes per annum at an average policy
requirement in the order of 20% to be secured via
Section 106 Agreements, would see around 700 less
affordable homes delivered per annum.

The DCLG consultation proposals if applied
universally, would facilitate a total housing need
across the Country of broadly 266,000 dwellings per
annum (265,936). This figure is an upward increase of
19,426 dwellings per annum above existing OANs
across all Local Authorities, which currently total
some 246,510 dwellings per annum, representing an
overall housing need increase of circa 8%.
This figure falls short of the 275,000 to 300,000
homes currently cited as being the level of housing
that needs to be delivered year on year to truly to
start to address affordability.

New build

2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

117,700

128,160

118,540

130,340

155,080

163,940

Net conversions

5,050

5,240

4,100

4,470

4,950

4,760

Net change of use

11,540

12,590

12,780

12,520

20,650

30,600

Net other gains

1,810

1,100

1,370

1,330

630

780

Less demolitions

14,890

12,200

12,060

,12,060

10,610

10,420

Adjustment to 2011 Census

16,190

-

-

-

-

-

Total

137,390

134,900

124,720

136,610

170,690

189,650

Whilst a move toward a higher OAN across the
country is welcomed, we note that there has long
been a disparity between planned supply and
permissions approved through to completions. With
reference to the table above, data from DCLG has
shown that over the last four years, net housing
completions across England have risen from 124,720
dwellings in 2012/13 to 189,650 dwellings in
2015/16.
Whilst such a statistic is encouraging, when read in
conjunction with data on the number of permissions
approved year on year, the data shows that
completions within successive monitoring years fall
consistently short of the number of new homes
approved. This is not a surprising fact, as it cannot be
anticipated that every new dwelling that receives a
permission will commence works and complete.

Often there are numerous reasons why a
development may not take place, landowners may be
unwilling to come to an agreement, a developer may
not be able to gain finance or agree terms, the
development may not be considered financially
worthwhile or there may be supply chain constraints
hindering on site progress.
Year

No. Residential
Units Approved

No. Residential
Units Completed

2011

176,209

137,390

2012

195,300

134,900

2013

217,488

124,720

2014

239,310

136,610

2015

260,778

170,690

2016

293,127

189,650

Put simply, in order to build 275,000 to 300,000
homes per annum, we cannot anticipate each and
every dwelling approved will be delivered. Indeed
with reference to the data available on the
relationship between approvals and completions,
historic non implementation rates would suggest a
need for planned growth in the order of 400,000
dwellings per annum.
Recent research into development timescales by
ChamberlainWalker on behalf of Barratt David
Wilson Homes suggest that there is now in the order
of 4 years average time lag from the grant of
planning permission through to completions on site,
noting that post development timescales “have
increased markedly” in recent years.
The study attributes such longer timescales largely as
a result of the burden of pre-commencement
conditions and a growing reliance upon larger
strategic extensions, that due to the extent of initial
up front infrastructure requirements take longer to
start and in some cases stall altogether.

Reference is also made within the report to current
DCLG estimates regarding planning permission lapse
rates of around 20%. The report concludes that a
stock of around 1.25 million permitted dwellings
would be required to facilitate the delivery of
250,000 homes per annum, up from the current
stock of around 800,000 units.
In our experience, the issue is one of delivery and not
supply, and the quality of sites made readily available
for developers either through Local Plan
examinations or Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments (’SHLAA’).

Too often, we find that Local Authorities
optimistically rely upon sites identified through
historic SHLAAs, either through continuous
publications SHLAA assessments or five year housing
land supply papers, where sites have a continuing
track record of failing to deliver.

Clearly if we are to deliver 275,000 to 300,000 homes
per annum, a stock of truly ’deliverable’ sites is
required. Greater emphasis should be placed upon
allocating the right sites in the right locations to
ensure Local Plans are not stifled by unattractive
sites.

The reasons these sites fail to come forward are
clearly circumstantial, however in most cases they
simply aren’t attractive to the market and pose too
great a risk that a viable scheme could be brought
forward to secure funding.

Our recommendations to boost delivery rates is set
out within our response to Q19 contained within the
Annex to this Report.

The result of adopting an overly optimistic attitude, is
that many Local Authorities will claim a deliverable
five year supply, in turn rejecting either a planning
permission or a Local Plan allocation in favour of
unattractive sites that have no reasonable prospect
of delivery.
Of key concern, is where those SHLAA sites with a
track record of non-delivery are then subsequently
put forward as allocations within an emerging Local
Plan. Once adopted, significant weight can be then
given to a Local Plan and the onus then rests upon a
developer to demonstrate clear evidence as to why
sites will not come forward.

We consider a move toward a draft methodology
welcomed, however the draft DCLG methodology as
drafted misses the opportunity to positively plan for
housing need in connection with economic growth.
Across the North of England and Leeds City Region,
affordability ratios are lower, however housing supply
has long failed to meet demand, with a significant
shortage of market and affordable homes.

Our paper has set out the future economic growth
plans across the region, and the need for significant
housing investment and delivery in order to address
the current shortfall and meet future demands to
ensure the City Region is a great place to live and
work for years to come.

•

The Leeds City Region is the
largest economy in the country
outside of London. By 2036,
the City Region economy will
be worth near to £100 billion.

•

The City Region comprises a
workforce of 1.9 million and
currently around 119,000
businesses. Around 40,000
graduates are produced per
annum across the Region.

•

An additional 36,000 jobs are
to be delivered by 2036,
moving upwards of 50,000
additional jobs by 2040.

•

A more positive and clearer
approach is needed to connect
future housing need with
economic growth.

•

The methodology as proposed,
fails to account for areas in the
North of England, with less
constrained affordability ratios
but significant plans for
economic growth.

•

Housing completions in
successive monitoring years
have consistently fallen around
20-35% below approvals.

•

We need a strong focus on
realistic ‘deliverable’ housing
supply and not ‘available’
housing supply.

In addition, we have highlighted the key social,
environmental and economic benefits associated with
housing delivery, which will support the Northern
Powerhouse as a driver for economic growth.

Q1
a)

Whilst we support a standardised methodology,
as drafted, the current proposals would
severely harm the economic growth of the
North. As it stands Government figures are
based on 2014 - based demographic projections
(plus any uplift for affordability) which simply
project forward past trends.
This approach does not mirror approaches
taken to identify numbers in current OAN
calculations. These are largely economic-led
and aimed at facilitating the retention and
future employment of skilled workers across
the North.
The economic-led approach is not only not a
headline feature of the draft consultation
proposals, it is missing completely.
Whilst we broadly support the inclusion of Step
1 and Step 2; significant concerns are raised in
respect of the lack of regard toward
employment growth.
Housing delivery is intrinsically linked to
economic growth. This is clear from the South
of England where house building has failed to
match economic growth and led to the current
affordability problems. Economic growth
cannot be overlooked. The new approach
therefore would constrain economic growth
ambitions across the Leeds City Region and
potentially reverse the economic gains of the
post recession years if Local Authorities in this
region fail to think beyond the methodology
alone.
The Government proposals do make some
provisions for the ambitions local authorities
who want to deliver more homes. These
provisions are set out at paragraphs 28 and 46,

however these are not considered in the
housing numbers presented. They are therefore
an ‘optional extra’ should a Local Authority wish
to consider it.
The final sentence of Paragraph 28 states:“…where there is a policy in place to
substantially increase economic growth, local
planning authorities may wish to plan for a
higher level of growth than our formula” (our
emphasis)
Paragraph 28 is negatively worded, subjective
and ambiguous. Sustainable economic growth
should be supported and local authorities
should be encouraged to pursue all levels of
economic growth. No provisions should be
made for local planning authorities to abandon
their pursuit of economic growth to
accommodate any underlying anti-housing
agendas. This approach would simply serve to
undermine the economic growth ambitions of
the Leeds City Region and indeed the Northern
Powerhouse.
In light of this position Paragraph 28 should be
reworded to remove the words substantially
and may.

Q1
We would consider revising the wording of
Paragraph 28 as follows:-

“ For some local planning authorities,
a reduction in their local housing
need compared to the existing
approach can be attributed to our
method not making a specific
adjustment to take account of
anticipated employment growth.
However, as we explain in paragraph
46 below, Local Planning Authorities
are able to plan for a higher number
than set out by our proposed
method.
This means that, where there is a sub
-regional economic strategy in place
to increase economic growth that
has been agreed with the economic
partnership (e.g. LEP), Local Planning
Authorities should plan for a higher
level of housing growth than our
formula proposes, relative to the
planned future scale of employment
growth.”

Q2
The Framework advises that an LPA should produce an
aspirational but realistic Plan for its area.
An EIP is the final stage in that Local Plan preparation
process; and there is a requirement for the local plan
as submitted to be robust to ensure that plans are
taken through the examination process as quickly and
efficiently as possible.
If the Local Planning Authority’s starting point for the
assessment of local housing need is robust and
accommodates economic growth then this two year
approach is acceptable.
If a local plans shys away from delivering the housing
needed to support economic aspirations (i.e. adopting
a level of housing which is more palatable to local
communities and avoids the challenges associated
with identifying extra housing sites), then they should
be found unsound at the earliest opportunity. This
should be followed up with a further assessment of
local housing need at the earliest opportunity.

Q3
Our views on the application of the methodology are
presented at Q1.
Further to this, it is our position that the methodology
for assessing local housing include a degree of
flexibility so as to have regard for the aspirations of
Leeds City Region Enterprise Partnership (LEP).
The transformative vision of the LEP is to be a globally
recognised economy where good growth delivers high
levels of prosperity, jobs and quality of life for
everyone.
This strategy has been produced through engagement
with stakeholders, including businesses, local
authorities, universities/colleges and community
organisations. This vision is specific to the Leeds City
Region and therefore should not be constrained by
inappropriately worded planning policy.
Whilst seeking flexibility we do accept that any vison
will need to be supported by robust, clear and justified
evidence and planning policies, which are capable of
being found sound by Planning Inspectors.
As stated in our introduction, a standard methodology
that targets 280,000 consented dwellings will not
deliver 280,000 new homes. Reasons for non-delivery
will vary across the UK. Setting a standard
methodology to work at national level fails to
recognise the manner in which the regions operate
differently.

Q4
We are clear at Q3 that any deviation from an agreed
methodology needs to be supported by robust, clear
and justified evidence and planning policies. However,
we are also of the opinion that the methodology
should reflect sub-regional circumstances. If such
provisions are made then there should be an
assumption that the approach adopted is sound unless
there are compelling reasons to indicate otherwise.
A much higher level of scrutiny should be afforded to
any local authority submitting a plan which plans for a
lower need than that proposed in the methodology.
There is an overriding requirement to boost
significantly the supply of housing and therefore any
reduction in supply would be contrary to the
Governments aspirations.
Local authorities must not be led by the aspirations of
those (including locally elected representatives) with
anti-housing agendas.

Q5

a)

A limited amount of discretion should be
afforded to the Secretary of State to give
additional time before the baseline applies. This
discretion should only be afforded local
authorities that are collaborating on ambitious
proposals for new homes.

of inherent problems and potentially works
against Government incentives to significantly
boost the supply of housing.
In a scenario where one of the local authority
areas is failing to meet its housing targets, the
shortfall should then be addressed by either
bringing forward additional dwellings in the
neighbouring authority or through the
introduction of jointly agreed delivery
mechanisms i.e. delivering the affordable
housing requirement of the joint local plan/
spatial development strategy area within the
administrative
boundaries
of
the
underperforming authority.

Where the Secretary of State offers discretion,
local authorities should provide an interim
housing figure for the purposes of calculating a
five year land supply position. Until such a time
the baseline does apply the local authorities
should apply a 20% buffer in order to ensure
choice and competition in the market for land.
The local authorities in collaboration with the
Secretary of State should provide a Statement
of Common Ground (or similar) detailing the
mechanisms and timings for delivery. This
approach helps to provide certainty moving
forward.
b)

Where authorities have adopted joint local
plans or are covered by an adopted spatial
development strategy, we would support and
advocate any approach that requires a five year
land supply assessment to have regard for the
area as a whole.
Not adopting this approach presents a number

c)

If the Secretary of State does retain some
discretion to give additional time before the
baseline applies, then the local planning
authority should provide an interim housing
figure for the purposes of calculating a five year
land supply position.
If the Government seeks to rely on an existing
or emerging local plan figure, then the higher of
the two figures must be used.

Q6
We address the plan stages as set out in Table 1 in
order:No plan, or plan adopted more than five years ago
and has not yet reached publication stage
It should be made clear under ‘Proposed Transitional
Arrangement’ that the new standardised methodology
is a starting point. Our reasoning for this amendment
is set out in Q1, Q2 and Q3.
Plan has been published, but not submitted
As above, the new standardised methodology should
be considered a starting point and Local Authorities
should consider the implications of the draft figures
and their relationship with the anticipated scale of
economic growth. Our reasoning for this amendment
is set out in Q1, Q2 and Q3.
Plan is at examination stage
Agreed
Plan adopted in the last five years
There is fundamental flaw with the ‘Proposed
Transitional Arrangement’. From our experience
review mechanisms provided for in Local Plans are
very rarely implemented. It is our view that those local
authorities that need to accommodate a significant
increase in housing need will simply delay the review
process, whereas those with much lower housing need
figures than existing will look to review the Local Plan
at the earliest opportunity.
Of greater significance, is the potential for any unmet
need to simply remain unaddressed as a result of
delays in the Local Plan process. For those authorities
with higher figures under the draft methodology, each
year beyond 1st April 2018 that a Local Plan review
remains unaddressed will result in an ever
accumulating backlog of unmet housing need. In such
scenario, we would recommend that it be made clear

that any shortfall against the new figure from 1st April
2018 onward should be factored into the total
requirement when the Plan reaches examination
stage.
In Q2 the Government proposes that local authorities
are able to rely on housing need evidence for a period
of two years, similarly this position should be adopted
for local authorities with an adopted plan. In short, a
new housing need figure should be adopted by 31
March 2020.

Q7
We support effective joint working and the
requirement to prepare a Statement of Common
Ground which records where agreement has and has
not been reached.
There are many examples where Local Plans have
been found unsound because Local Authorities have
failed to address cross-boundary matters such as
unmet housing need. This only serves to delay the plan
making process.
It remains our view that setting a target needs to be
done on a sub-area basis, having regard to each
individual Local Authority’s plan for economic growth.
A sub-regional approach would negate much of the
necessity for Duty to Co-operate and signed
Statements of Common Ground between authorities.
There should be no role for Elected Mayors to directly
influence an OAN. The OAN should be based upon fact
and forecasting, and not influenced by politics.

Q8
We agree with the proposed content and timescales
for the publication of the Statement of Common
Ground (SoCG). The contents as presented in Table 2
should be a minimum as is suggested.
Local authorities need to be incentivised to meet the 6
month and 12 month timescales. A completed
Statement of Common Ground will provide a level of
certainty as to how cross border matters within a
housing market area will be addressed moving
forward. However, if local authorities fail to publish
the SoCG within the requisite timescales a 20% buffer
should be applicable for the purposes of calculating a
five year land supply position. This approach will
ensure that any uncertainty has a limited impact on
housing delivery.

Q9
Co-operation should continue to be tested by virtue of
the statutory duty to co-operate when a plan is
submitted for examination. Similarly, the agreement of
primary authorities through the SoCG is a pertinent
component of the evidence base and therefore should
also be tested. If SoCG’s sit outside the test of
soundness they will quickly become obsolete and
therefore the whole process will be without a point.
Discussion between primary authorities needs to be
meaningful. Local authorities need to be accountable
and therefore the value of SoCG’s need to be
escalated above a token gesture or box ticking
exercise.
Effective joint working on cross boundary strategic
priorities is key to the delivery of houses in
constrained areas and should be afforded significant
weight.
The transitional arrangements are acceptable
providing local authorities adhere to the timescales. As
discussed in Q8 were a local authority fails to meet the
requisite timescales a 20% buffer should be applicable
for the purposes of calculating a five year land supply
position. This approach will ensure that any
uncertainty has a limited impact on housing delivery.

Q10
a)

Generally speaking, a SHMA will be a starting
point for identifying housing needs for
individual groups and whether a planned target
needs to incorporated into a Local Plan. Care
needs to be taken with regards to student
housing given that in most instances this will
simply involve a bedroom being freed up at a
family home and will therefore not address the
current housing shortage across the country.
Where Local Plans set out a clear and
transparent need for other types of tenures,
such as older persons housing (falling within C2
use) and student accommodation, we
recommend that Local Authorities take a
cautious approach to ensure that the overall
District housing need is still being met.
For example, existing demographics within a
Local Authority may suggest an ageing
population and therefore a demand over the
course of the Plan period for additional C2 extra
care housing. The same authority may also have
aspirational levels of employment growth,
which would similarly see demand for more
new homes. Care therefore needs to be taken
to ensure that additional C2 housing over and
above the need identified is not being provided
at the expense of market and affordable
housing, particularly for the purposes of a Local
Authority calculating a five year housing land
supply position.
We would therefore recommend that once
housing requirements for tenures outside
traditional market & affordable housing are
established, these components are removed
from both the requirement and forward supply
for the purposes of Local Authorities calculating
their five year housing land supply. This will
ensure that local housing needs are still being
met in areas with aging populations and a larger
demand for C2 extra care accommodation.

b)

Wo offer no comment and are satisfied with the
current definition.

Q11
a)

It is suggested at para 96 of the draft
consultation that Local Authorities are to make
a “reasoned judgement” of housing need for a
Neighbourhood Plan area, based upon the
settlement strategy and housing allocations
within a sufficiently advanced Development
Plan. It is then proposed that such figure need
not be tested during the Neighbourhood Plan’s
production given the requirement to conform
with the strategy and policies of the Local Plan .
Firstly, whilst the above approach would appear
generally reasonable, we consider this approach
would present difficulties when examining
spatial strategies (i.e. Core Strategy DPDs)
which do not directly allocate sites for
development. In such scenarios, an apportioned
housing need for the purposes of
neighbourhood planning will not reflect the
potential for any settlements which may need
to take additional growth further to a sites
specific Local Plan examination where it is
shown that neighbouring settlements cannot
accommodate additional capacity. This would
potentially result in a scenario whereby an
apportioned figure is adopted within a
Neighbourhood Plan, only for an emerging Sites
and Policies DPD to subsequently conclude
particular settlements are to be allocated either
marginally less or more than set out within a
spatial strategy. By way of example, Leeds
having a Core Strategy target of 70,000 has
resulted in the emerging Site Allocations Plan
apportioning
certain
Housing
Market
Characteristic Areas around 1,000 dwellings less
than those set out through the spatial policies
of the adopted Core Strategy.
We therefore recommend that DCLG draw a
distinction
between
Development
Plan
documents to allow for sufficient flexibility at
sites examination stage.

b)

No. Whilst in principle we can see the merit of
apportioning need, this method will not take
account for those authorities with ambitious
plans to deliver large scale strategic urban
extensions (SUEs). Such developments will
often exceed capacities of 1,000 dwellings and
therefore would potentially conflict with any
proportional based approach. By way of
example, The City of York contains a
proliferation of Neighbourhood Plans, all within
the outer areas and seeking to gain traction
ahead of an adopted Local Plan. In such
scenario, an apportioned approach would
constrain the ability to deliver any SUEs.
Secondly, in areas without up to date Plans in
place, a formula based or ‘mathematical’
exercise to apportion housing need will not take
account of constraints which may be present
within particular areas. For example, coastal
based authorities will inevitably have areas with
significant flood risk constraints, whilst some
authorities may have both areas of open
countryside and Green Belt land.

Q12
Yes. Greater transparency would be welcomed
particularly
with
regards
to
infrastructure
requirements.
We refer to our comments in respect of Q17 and
suggest that following a Local Plan examination and
adoption, Local Authorities consider publishing an
Infrastructure Monitoring Schedule to track funding of
infrastructure requirements and the progress made
toward delivering the identified infrastructure
required.
By way of example, the pre-publication of the York
Local Plan contains over 30 policies all seeking
‘developer contributions’ alongside 30% affordable
housing and site specific requirements for Primary
Schools. The Plan contains no commentary on how the
30 or so policies would gel together or overlap with a
CIL. A more transparent approach with greater
developer involvement would assist.

Q13
Whilst viability reviews in support of Local Plan
examinations are welcomed given that they provide an
opportunity for the development industry to enter
into dialogue with the Local Authority, we re-iterate
that such exercises can only be considered a ‘high
level’ study.
The viability of individual sites is a matter which can
only usually be tested through the submission of a
planning application. We would not welcome viability
testing of site specifics at Local Plan examination stage
given that this would clearly result in significant
expense to those land owners wishing to promote
their site together with further delays in getting Local
Plans adopted.
We would however recommend that Local Plan
viability appraisals factor in BCIS assumptions for both
brownfield & greenfield sites.
Many sites at the allocation Local Plan Examination
stage will not understand the full extent of costs
associated with development and therefore sufficient
flexibility is required in Plan making to allow viability to
be reviewed.

Q14
No. Whilst benchmark assumptions on viability inputs
can be made during the Plan making process, it is a
significant and arguably unachievable task to expect
those sites identified for allocation within an emerging
Local Plan to have any accurate indication of true
developer costs.
In our experience, only once a detailed planning
application has been prepared by a developer,
including the extent of technical reports and detailed
design work undertaken to support the delivery of a
residential scheme, does the true extent of any
‘abnormal’ costs above those which could be
considered more standard viability inputs become
known.
Whilst brownfield sites can often present a challenge
to developers to make viable, in certain circumstances
it can be equally challenging to meet affordable
housing requirements on greenfield sites dependant
upon the topography, ground conditions and extent of
any infrastructure costs required to bring the site
forward.
To improve transparency, we would recommend
benchmarking BCIS build costs and 20% profit on GDV
in order to provide more certainty for developers
preparing schemes.
In addition to the above, we note that sales values in a
changing market are fluid, and values which may be
achievable within any given area at the time a Local
Plan is examined may significantly fluctuate by the
time a site comes forward for development. This
clearly works both ways and in some instances may
allow for schemes subject to viability constraints at
examination stage, have a healthier outlook moving
forward.
It is however imperative that there is flexibility in
appraising schemes moving forward in order to avoid
Local Plan sites stalling delivery and local housing
needs not being met.

Q15
We welcome engagement with infrastructure
providers and housing associates through the adoption
of Local Plans. We would recommend that Local
Authorities consider agreeing a Statement of Common
Ground with those key providers, to clearly benchmark
what they will be willing to pay and support a Plan
through examination.

Q16
Generally speaking, the viability of any given scheme is
wholly dependant upon existing site conditions and
the extent of any abnormal costs that would burden a
viable scheme taking place.
Whilst we are clear that there needs to be sufficient
flexibility in appraising viability, given both our
comments set out in respect of Q14 and the fact that
market conditions will be fluid, we consider there to
be merit in establishing a standard format with
baseline inputs in order to speed up the process and
avoid lengthy delays.
In our experience, regional responses from the District
Valuers Office often present conflicting views on items
such as build costs, land value and developer profit. A
move toward standardising these inputs would be
welcomed subject to consultation with the
development industry.
As a minimum, we would recommend an acceptance
of BCIS to appraise build costs and developer profit to
be accepted at a minimum of 20% of GDV.
As noted, within our response to Q14, abnormal costs
will be site specific and therefore cannot be accurately
established without further investigative work.
Similarly, sales values will be market specific and
subject to fluctuation depending upon the time a
detailed application is forthcoming.

Q17

a)

Yes. In our experience in engaging with
communities, local concerns often arise as
a result of infrastructure concerns amidst
increased pressures on transport, schools,
healthcare etc. If communities are better
informed as to how funds collected either
through Section 106 or CIL have benefitted
communities, this can only assist in easing
local tensions and concerns moving
forward.
We refer to the recently published Planning
Resource Article of 18th August 2017,
which found that to date, the first 32
Authorities to adopt CIL charging have
spent only 16% of the funds secured.
Whilst it is understandable that in some
instances, Local Authorities may consider it
appropriate to pool CIL contributions in
order to fund a costly piece of
infrastructure, greater transparency as to
what has been secured to date, what the
Authority anticipates securing over the
next
monitoring
year
and
what
infrastructure projects are planned to be
funded through CIL would benefit Local
Authority relations with both communities
and developers alike.

b) Local Authorities should consider publishing
an Infrastructure Monitoring Schedule, which
follows on from an Infrastructure Delivery
Plan tested through a Local Plan examination.
The schedule should provide regular updates
as to the funds secured through CIL/S106 and
the progress made toward funding a
particular piece of infrastructure. By keeping
communities and developers up to date,
greater transparency will both increase
confidence in the planning system and enable
developers to clearly identify areas of local
infrastructure pressures .

c)

As above. Clearer and more transparent
publications setting out how developer
contributions are being spent will assist
applicants at early application stage in
engaging with local communities. In addition,
Local Authorities should consider making
information readily available to Parish
Councils, Town Council’s and those
community groups best placed to inform local
people of how developer contributions are
being spent.

Q18
a)

In principle yes. We consider the most
appropriate mechanism to secure any
additional fee increase would be via an
implementation fee. This would allow Local
Authorities to secure the current planning fee
at application stage, with the additional 20% to
then follow once construction on a scheme has
commenced, effectively incentivising Local
Authorities to boost the supply of housing
through processing sites more speedily through
the period of agreeing pre-commencement
planning conditions. This method would not
penalise those authorities not currently
meeting their targets but making best efforts to
do so whilst still incentivising those Authorities
that are consistently meeting their housing
needs. Where additional fees are secured, we
consider that Local Authorities should clearly
set out how additional funding has been used
to improve existing services to increase
confidence in the planning system and the
delivery of new homes.

b)

As above.

c)

We disagree with a national approach.
Additional fees should be used in order to
incentivise housing delivery and therefore
should be linked to performance. Our
suggested approach would allow a more fluid
mechanism for securing additional fees that is
linked to the performance of each Local
Authority without the need for intervention.

d)

No. We welcome linking a fee increase to
performance as per our suggested approach
above. In the event that DCLG would prefer to
see a different approach for securing an
additional 20% increase, we would recommend
that the additional 20% is refundable to the
applicant in the event that an application
cannot be determined within the 13 week
period without prior written agreement of the
applicant. This would increase confidence that
where additional funds are being secured to
resource planning departments, planning
decisions are being made more expediently.

Q19
Delivery of housing is central to the Government’s
Housing White Paper and the measures put forward,
including the housing delivery test which are generally
welcomed.

1.

Where sites have been subject of allocations
within former Local Plans, Local Authorities
should treat re-allocating sites for development
within an emerging Plan with caution. Where
former Local Plan sites are to be carried
forward, Local Authorities should present clear
and convincing evidence to demonstrate
delivery of the site and an explanation as to
why the site has failed to materialise
throughout the lifecycle of a former Local Plan.
Local Authorities should then consider signing
up to a Statement of Common Ground with the
landowners and/or promoters of the site.
Where progress to deliver the site at the point
envisaged within an agreed Statement of
Common Ground does not materialise, sites
should then be subsequently excluded from a
five year housing land supply assessment

2.

SHLAA sites without the benefit of planning
permission may only be included within a five
year supply assessment for two consecutive
years, subject to clear and convincing evidence
that short term delivery within the immediate
five year period is achievable. After such time,
SHLAA sites without the benefit of planning
permission should be removed from a five year
supply assessment unless sites are subject to
pending planning applications.

3.

Once adopted, allocated sites within a
Development Plan should be considered
deliverable for the purposes of a five year
supply assessment for the first three years from
adoption unless clear evidence would
demonstrate otherwise. Following three years
from adoption of a new Local Plan, Local
Authorities should present clear and convincing
evidence through subsequent five year supply
assessments to support the delivery of adopted
Local Plan sites without the benefit of planning
permission.

It is widely accepted that we need to be building more
homes all across the UK, however the failures of past
are too often attributed to a range of factors without
addressing the key route of the cause. In our
experience, this issue principally rests on the quality of
sites made available to developers within each Local
Authority area.
Too often, we find that Local Authorities ‘hang on’ to
SHLAA sites through continuous publications of either
SHLAA assessments or five year housing land supply
papers, where sites have a continuing track record of
failing to deliver. The reasons these sites fail to come
forward are clearly circumstantial, however in most
cases they simply aren’t attractive to the market and
pose too great a risk that a viable scheme could be
brought forward to secure funding.
The result of this attitude, is that many Local
Authorities will claim a deliverable five year supply, in
turn rejecting either a planning permission or a Local
Plan allocation at the expense of unattractive sites that
have no reasonable prospect of delivery.
Of key concern, is where those SHLAA sites and/or old
undeveloped allocations within a former Plan, with a
track record of non-delivery are then subsequently put
forward as new allocations within a new emerging
Local Plan. Once adopted, significant weight can be
then given to a Local Plan and the onus then rests
upon a developer to demonstrate clear evidence as to
why sites will not come forward.
Having up to date housing targets is all good and well,
however the fact is that a large quantity of Local
Authorities, even those with newly adopted Local
Plans still struggle to meet their requirement.
We consider a number of points should be considered
as follows:-
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