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Dear
Buckinghamshire Council’s response to the governments consultation Changes to the Current
Planning System.
Buckinghamshire Council attaches its response to the governments consultation “Changes to the
Current Planning System”. The council asks that you endorse its response which sets out an
improved housing needs calculation to ensure that sustainable development can occur without
detriment to Buckinghamshire.
The council supports the use of a standard method for establishing housing needs in principle;
but does not support the current method or the method proposed in the consultation.
The Office for National Statistics identifies a growth of 1.6 million households in England from
2020 to 2030 based on past trends. The proposed changes to the standard method more than
doubles this number to 3.37 million dwellings without any evidence.
The Council does not believe that there is any justification to support an increase of this scale; so
would invite the Government to re-evaluate the number of homes needed over the next decade.
Such a review would not undermine the Government’s existing commitment to deliver a million
homes during this Parliament. The proposed standard method is artificially geared to produce a
need for 300,000 homes each year – a need which is not based on evidence.
Buckinghamshire’s current performance on housing completions is currently around 1,500
homes each year. Our tested evidence base (HEDNA) suggests an appropriate level of need
moving forward as being around 2,300 homes each year. The council believes there to be a
number of significant flaws in the proposed methodology, all of which are set out in our technical
response. For example, the additional weighting in the proposed methodology for housing
affordability would skew the requirement in Buckinghamshire such that the local housing need
would be almost double the number identified by our evidence and over 3 times more than is
currently provided.
This cannot be right and it is simply unrealistic to expect a step change in delivery of such a
magnitude. The council’s technical response demonstrates how the methodology can be

appropriately amended to better reflect existing evidence and also better reflect the reality of
delivery on the ground.
In addition, whatever the outcome of the consultation, government must take account
Buckinghamshire’s very significant constraints; including the Green Belt and the Chilterns AONB.
The Council’s technical response also includes opinion on the questions raised in relation to
delivering First Homes, supporting small and medium sized developers and extending the current
Permission in Principle to major development.

Yours sincerely

Cllr Warren Whyte
Cabinet Member for Planning and Enforcement

Appendix A – Proposed response to Government’s recent
consultation: “Changes to the Current Planning System”
The standard method for assessing housing numbers in strategic plans
Consultation Qs 1-7:
Q1: Do you agree that planning practice guidance should be amended to specify that the appropriate
baseline for the standard method is whichever is the higher of the level of 0.5% of housing stock in
each local authority area OR the latest household projections averaged over a 10-year period?
Q2: In the stock element of the baseline, do you agree that 0.5% of existing stock for the standard
method is appropriate? If not, please explain why.
Q3: Do you agree that using the workplace-based median house price to median earnings ratio from
the most recent year for which data is available to adjust the standard method’s baseline is
appropriate? If not, please explain why.
Q4: Do you agree that incorporating an adjustment for the change of affordability over 10 years is a
positive way to look at whether affordability has improved? If not, please explain why.
Q5: Do you agree that affordability is given an appropriate weighting within the standard method? If
not, please explain why.
Do you agree that authorities should be planning having regard to their revised standard method
need figure, from the publication date of the revised guidance, with the exception of:
Q6: Authorities which are already at the second stage of the strategic plan consultation process
(Regulation 19), which should be given 6 months to submit their plan to the Planning Inspectorate for
examination?
Q7: Authorities close to publishing their second stage consultation (Regulation 19), which should be
given 3 months from the publication date of the revised guidance to publish their Regulation 19 plan,
and a further 6 months to submit their plan to the Planning Inspectorate?
These are addressed below.

Summary
Buckinghamshire Council was established as a new unitary authority in April 2020 and comprises the
former districts of Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe and Buckinghamshire County
Council.

Buckinghamshire Council supports the use of a Standard Method for establishing housing need in
principle; but does not support the approach set out in current Guidance or the proposed changes to
that approach.
Buckinghamshire Council agrees that there was a need to increase housing supply in England and
notes the Government’s ambition to deliver a million homes over this Parliament; but is concerned
that there is no evidence to support 300,000 homes per year, even as a short-term target.
Buckinghamshire Council recognises that housing need must address previous housing undersupply
as well as provide for future household growth, but the planned numbers must be informed by the
latest evidence.
The Office for National Statistics identifies a growth of 1.6 million households in England from 2020
to 2030 based on past trends. The proposed changes to the Standard Method more than double this
number to 3.37 million dwellings without any evidence.
Buckinghamshire Council does not believe that there is any justification to support an increase of
this scale, so the Government needs to re-evaluate the number of homes needed over the next
decade – which would not undermine the existing commitment to deliver a million homes during
this Parliament.
Buckinghamshire Council is concerned that using the Standard Method to calculate need for each of
their former local authorities yields a total that is over 1,000 dwellings (around 25%) higher each
year then when the calculation is undertaken for the county as a whole (4,139 cf. 3,111 dpa). Whilst
some difference is to be expected, both calculations should yield similar numbers.
Buckinghamshire Council proposes three specific revisions to the proposed changes:
The Standard Method calculation should use the 10-year migration variant scenario to increase
stability in the figures for all local authority areas.
The Standard Method calculation should take 0.5% of dwelling stock as a baseline in every area,
and then add half of the annual household growth to reduce the impact of extreme household
projections.
The Standard Method calculation for change in affordability should be based on a quarter of the
difference between the ratios (in the same way as current affordability is a quarter of the
difference from the benchmark); with a square root taken to avoid any extreme adjustments.

These three specific revisions to the proposed changes:
1. Provide a robust, evidence-based housing need figure for Buckinghamshire that is consistent
with existing evidence that has been rigorously tested through the planning process.
2. Reinforce the Government’s commitment on the need to deliver 1 million new homes over
the course of this Parliament.
3. Establish an overall housing need figure of 2.45 million homes for England over the next
decade, enough to meet household growth and address previous housing undersupply.

Use of the 10-year Migration Variant Scenario
Buckinghamshire Council is concerned that using the principal scenario from the household
projections does not provide sufficient stability for plan-making:
The 2016-based projection showed a growth of 18,382 households from 2020 to 2030,
whereas the 2018-based projection identifies 13,477 households over the same period:
4,905 fewer households, equivalent to a reduction of 26.7%.
Using the 10-year migration variant scenario increases stability: this scenario in the 2016based projection showed a growth of 17,133 households from 2020 to 2030, compared to
the 2018-based projection of 15,875 households: a difference of 1,258 households,
equivalent to only 7.3%.
The Standard Method calculation should use the 10-year migration variant scenario to increase
stability in the figures for all local authority areas.

The following table sets out the projected household growth for Buckinghamshire over the decade
2020-30 based on the official projections.
Change in total households 2020-2030
Area

Principal projections

10-year migration variant

2014-based

2016-based

2018-based

2016-based

2018-based

10,002

11,152

10,473

9,067

9,501

Chiltern

2,447

2,068

1,252

1,959

1,496

South Bucks

3,080

2,114

946

2,530

2,075

Wycombe

5,395

3,048

806

3,577

2,803

20,924

18,382

13,477

17,133

15,875

Aylesbury Vale

Buckinghamshire

The principal projection has reduced from 20,924 households identified by the 2014-based
projections to 13,477 households identified by the 2018-based projections; a reduction of 7,447
households, equivalent to a fall of 35.6%.
Considering the difference between the 2016-based and 2018-based projections, there is a
reduction of 4,905 households, equivalent to a fall of 26.7%.
The principal projections are volatile due to their reliance on short-term migration trends to
distribute population and household growth between local authority areas.
The ONS now publish a variant scenario which uses longer-term migration trends (using 10 years of
data) to distribute growth between areas. This reduces volatility and therefore increases stability,
which is helpful when planning for housing.
The 10-year migration variant scenarios for Buckinghamshire identify a higher level of growth than
the 2018-based principal projection, but a lower level of growth than the 2016-based principal

projection. Importantly, the figures are closer together and less susceptible to change from one
release of data to the next.
The 10-year migration variant scenario has reduced from 17,133 households identified by the 2016based projections to 15,875 households identified by the 2018-based projections; a reduction of
1,258 households equivalent to a fall of 7.3%.
From the table, it is evident that the 10-year migration variant scenario also reduces volatility for
each of the former local authority areas. For example, the principal projection for Wycombe
reduced from 3,048 to 806 between the 2016-based and 2018-based data (a reduction of 2,242,
equivalent to 73.6%); whereas the 10-year migration variant has reduced from 3,577 to 2,803
households, a reduction of 774 households equivalent to 21.6%.
Using the 10-year migration variant scenario will not mean that there is no change to the figures in
each area, but the changes will be less extreme.
The first chart below shows the difference between the percentage growth identified by the
principal projection from the 2016-based data and from the 2018-based data for each local authority
over the period 2020-30 (ranked from largest reduction to largest increase); and the second chart
shows the differences between the 10-year migration variant scenarios.

Difference between 2016 and 2018
projection (% points)
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-10.0%

fference between 2016 and 2018
projection (% points)

10-year migration variant 2020-30 for all Local Authority
Areas
+10.0%

+5.0%

0.0%

-5.0%

-10.0%

The scatter diagrams below also show the extent of consistency between the 2016-based and 2018based projections, with each local authority represented by a dot on the chart. There is a very
strong correlation between the two projections when the 10-year migration scenario is compared,
whereas the relationship is far weaker between the principal projections.
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It is clear that the lower levels of variability shown for Buckinghamshire apply across all areas, with
the 10-year migration scenario providing far more stable figures than the principal projections.
On this basis, there is clear reason to favour the 10-year migration variant scenario of the latest
projection (currently the 2018-based figures) as the new input for the Standard Method.
This does not change the overall household growth for England: both the principal projection and
the 10-year migration variant identify a growth of 1,604,434 households across England. It is only
the distribution between local areas that is affected by the choice of projection, and the 10-year
migration variant provides far more stability when planning for housing.

Use of Existing Stock within the Calculation
Buckinghamshire Council supports the use of existing stock as an input to the Standard Method
calculation; however, this should form a consistent input across all areas, and not simply be used to
inflate the baseline figure in areas where the household projections are too low:
Average household growth from 2020 to 2030 totals 300 per year across in Chiltern, South
Bucks and Wycombe, which represents a growth rate of 0.2%; whereas the stock was
143,763 dwellings, and 0.5% of this yields a much higher baseline of 719.
In contrast, average household growth from 2020 to 2030 totals 1,047 per year in Aylesbury
Vale, an annual growth rate of 1.3%; whereas the stock was 82,018 dwellings, and 0.5% of
this yields a much lower baseline of 410.

Combining the four areas yields a total baseline of 1,766 based on the proposed changes,
comprised of the annual household growth in Aylesbury Vale (1,047) and 0.5% of the stock
in the remaining areas (719).
However, Buckinghamshire as a whole has an average household growth of 1,348 per year
(growth of 0.6%) with 0.5% of the stock yielding a baseline of 1,129; so based on the
proposed changes, the household projection would provide the baseline at 1,348 per year –
a figure that is 418 lower (24%) than the total for the combined areas.
This cannot be right. The household projection is too low across Chiltern, South Bucks and
Wycombe, but the projection for Aylesbury Vale is too high. Both must be considered.
The Standard Method calculation should take 0.5% of dwelling stock (or another fixed
percentage) as a consistent baseline for all areas, and then add to half (or another consistent
proportion) of the annual household growth.
This approach would yield a baseline of 1,803 for Buckinghamshire – with the same total for
the county and for the four districts combined. The annual baseline for England would be
202,288.

The Standard Method calculation should take 0.5% of dwelling stock as a baseline in every area,
and then add half of the annual household growth – reducing the impact of extreme household
projections.

The first chart below shows the percentage growth identified by the 2018-based principal projection
for each local authority over the period 2020-30 (ranked from smallest to largest increase); and the
second chart shows the growth based on the 10-year migration variant scenario.
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A total of 114 local authority areas fall below the 5% threshold based on the principal projection,
equivalent to more than a third of all areas; and even based on the 10-year migration variant, there
are 103 local authority areas below the threshold.
However, the main driver for differences between the rate of growth in different local authority
areas is the rate of housing supply during the trend-period that is used for establishing migration.
The charts overleaf show the relationship between the growth projected by the 2018-based
principal projection over the period 2020-30 and the percentage of net additions to the stock from
2016-2018 (the period used for establishing migration trends for the principal projection); and the
relationship between the growth projected by the 10-year migration variant projection over the
same period and the percentage of net additions to the stock from 2008-2018 (the period used for
migration trends in the 10-year variant).
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The R2 value shows the extent of correlation between the projected growth and net additions to the
stock. There is a relationship of 0.376 on the principal projection, which yields a correlation

coefficient of 61.3%; and a relationship of 0.2885 on the 10-year migration variant, so a correlation
coefficient of 53.7%.
Both clearly demonstrate the relationship that past housing supply has a significant influence on
future household projections.
Whilst this will always be the case, the impact of historic supply will be reduced if only part of the
baseline is taken from the household projections.
The proposed changes suggest that 0.5% of the existing dwelling stock should be used instead of the
annual household growth where this figure is higher – which addresses the problem of the baseline
figure from the household projections being too low. However, this means that around a third of all
local authorities would start from a uniform growth of 0.5% of their stock, regardless of their
household growth – with those with negative growth having the same proportionate baseline as
those with growth at very nearly 0.5%. So the proposed method fails to differentiate between areas
with low levels of growth using the local evidence.
Furthermore, no adjustment is proposed for those areas where the household projections are too
high – mainly areas which are already delivering significant levels of additional housing. The outputs
of the calculation have no regard to the existing dwelling stock in these areas.

To mitigate both of these shortcomings, we would suggest that the baseline should comprise two
parts.
In all local authority areas
1. The initial baseline should set at 0.5% of the dwelling stock;
2. Then half of the average annual household growth projected by the 10-year migration
variant scenario for the period 2020-30 should be added to this number.
This would provide a consistent calculation for all areas.
The baseline figure would take account of both the existing stock in every area, and also the
projected household growth.
The approach would avoid a uniform baseline rate being applied across a large number of local
areas.
Any areas with extreme household growth (either too high or too low) would be mitigated, and the
influence of past housing supply on the baseline number would be reduced.
This would also ensure that Buckinghamshire would have the same figure for the county as the sum
of its four former local authority areas.
The impact of this change would be to increase the baseline from the growth of 160,443 households
each year for England identified by the 2018-based projections, to a baseline need for 204,210
dwellings which would form the basis for the affordability adjustment.

Proposed Changes to the Affordability Adjustment
Buckinghamshire Council agrees that there should not be a cap applied to the housing need
calculation. However, the adjustment for affordability should be based on a calculation that is
designed to avoid any extreme increases from the baseline figure. Both the current calculation and
the proposed changes fail this test.
The current Standard Method yields affordability adjustments of 1.851 for Chiltern, 1.723 for
South Bucks, 1.463 for Wycombe, and 1.398 for Aylesbury Vale. The adjustment for
Buckinghamshire is 1.483, which is in line with the combined impact of the four separate
adjustments.
The proposed changes yield affordability adjustments of 3.089 for Chiltern, 2.920 for South
Bucks, 2.403 for Wycombe, and 2.098 for Aylesbury Vale; and a Buckinghamshire
adjustment of 2.308.
The baseline figure already provides for all of the projected household growth, and it is
already difficult to justify an increase of almost 50% (the outcome of the current approach,
before the cap). It seems impossible to justify an increase that more than doubles the
projected growth – the proposed changes yield an adjustment that is disproportionately
large.
The affordability adjustment in the current Standard Method is based on quarter of the
difference between the latest affordability ratio and the benchmark ratio of 4.0; whereas
the proposed changes are based on the whole difference between the latest affordability
ratio and the ratio from 10-years ago. This means that change in affordability has a greater
influence than the current level. For consistency, both measures should be based on quarter
of the difference.
Whilst a cap is not appropriate, the adjustment should be based on the square root of this
new calculation, to avoid the affordability adjustments becoming extreme in any area.

The Standard Method calculation for change in affordability should be based on a quarter of the
difference between the ratios (in the same way as current affordability is a quarter of the
difference from the benchmark); with a square root taken to avoid any extreme adjustments.

PPG [ID 2a-004-20190220] sets out the calculation for the current affordability adjustment:
Step 2 - An adjustment to take account of affordability
Then adjust the average annual projected household growth figure (as calculated in step 1) based
on the affordability of the area.
The most recent median workplace-based affordability ratios, published by the Office for
National Statistics at a local authority level, should be used.
No adjustment is applied where the ratio is 4 or below. For each 1% the ratio is above 4 (with a
ratio of 8 representing a 100% increase), the average household growth should be increased by a

quarter of a percent. To be able to apply the percentage increase adjustment to the projected
growth figure we then need to add 1.
Where an adjustment is to be made, the precise formula is as follows:

This confirms that “for each 1% the ratio is above 4, the average household growth should be
increased by a quarter of a percent”.
In other words, household growth is increased by 25% where the current ratio is 4.0x above the
threshold value of 4.0.

The proposed changes maintain the same adjustment for the current affordability ratio, but
introduces a second adjustment based on the 10-year change in affordability using the following
calculation:

Based on this calculation, an increase of 1.0 in the affordability ratio will lead to the household
growth being increased by 25%.
In other words, household growth is increased by 25% where the ratio has increased by 1.0x over
the 10-year period; and household growth is increased by 100% where the ratio has increased by
4.0x.
As a consequence, the affordability is far more sensitive to the 10-year change in affordability than it
is to the current affordability level.
The average adjustment for the current affordability component is 32.8% across all local authority
areas, ranging from 0% (where current affordability is below the 4.0 threshold) to 222.6% (in the
London Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, where the current affordability ratio is 39.62).
The average adjustment for the change in affordability component is 57.3% across all local authority
areas, ranging from an increase of 426.3% (again in the London Borough of Kensington and Chelsea,
where the affordability ratio increased from 22.57 in 2009 to 39.62 in 2019) to a reduction of 25.3%
(in Eden, where the affordability ratio reduced from 8.87 in 2009 to 7.86 in 2019).
Considering the overall affordability adjustment for Eden, the current ratio yields an increase of
24.1% but this is entirely offset against the reduction of 25.3% as a consequence of the 10 -year
change; with the overall Adjustment Factor being calculated:
0.241 – 0.253 + 1 = 0.988
Given that the Adjustment Factor is less than 1.0, the local housing need for Eden will be lower than
the baseline figure established at Step 1 of the calculation; that is despite the current affordability
ratio for the area being 7.86. It cannot be right to plan for fewer homes than identified by the
baseline in an area where affordability remains at almost double the threshold value of 4.0.

Considering the other extreme, the overall affordability adjustment for Kensington and Chelsea, the
current ratio yields an increase of 222.6% which is added to the increase of 426.3% as a
consequence of the 10-year change; with the overall Adjustment Factor being calculated:
2.226 + 4.263 + 1 = 7.489
An Adjustment Factor of almost 7.5 means that the local housing need will provide 7.5 homes for
every 1 counted within the baseline, which is based on 0.5% of the dwelling stock (439 per year) – so
the proposed changes to the Standard Method calculation yield a housing need of 3,285 dwellings
each year, whereas the household projections identify a growth of 156 households per year for the
area. It is implausible to suggest there is a need for 32,850 new homes in an area with a projected
growth of 1,558 households.
This example may be extreme; but the Standard Method calculation needs to establish a plausible,
robust Local Housing Need figure for all areas.
It seems inconsistent for household growth to be increased by 25% where the current ratio is 4.0x
above the threshold value of 4.0; but increased by 100% where the ratio has increased by 4.0x in the
local area over a 10-year period. This places undue emphasis on the change relative to the current
ratio.
We would therefore suggest that the calculation for the change in affordability should also be
divided by 4, consistent with the approach for current affordability:

This would mean that household growth was increased by 25% where the current ratio is 4.0x above
the threshold value of 4.0; and also increased by 25% where the ratio has increased by 4.0x in the
local area over a 10-year period.
As a consequence, the Adjustment Factor for Eden would become:
0.241 – 0.063 + 1 = 1.178
This would yield a housing need figure that was 17.8% higher than the baseline growth.
The Adjustment Factor for Kensington and Chelsea would become:
2.226 + 1.066 + 1 = 4.292
This would still yield a housing need figure that was more than four times larger the baseline growth,
equating to an annual housing need of 1,884 dwellings. This remains implausible, suggesting a need
for 18,840 new homes in an area with a projected growth of 1,558 households.
Under the current Standard Method, the affordability adjustment is capped at 40% of either the
projected household growth or the current housing requirement, depending on the current status of
housing policies. However, it is wrong to limit housing need with an arbitrary cap – especially when
the cap applies in a large number of areas.
Instead, the calculation needs to avoid extreme adjustments that can be caused by using a linear
scale in areas with very high ratios. To produce a non-linear scale, we would suggest that the

Adjustment Factor be based on the square root of the proposed calculation (after taking account of
the adjustment previously set out above).
This final revision to the proposed method would yield an adjustment factor of 1.085 for Eden; and
the adjustment for Kensington and Chelsea would be 2.072 which yields a housing need of 910
dwellings per year, a total of 9,100 over the decade. This remains considerably higher than the
household projections – but these do appear to be unreasonably low, and a growth of 9,100
dwellings would represent an increase of 10.4% to the dwelling stock, which is close to the average
growth needed nationally.

Consequence of these Specific Revisions to the Proposed Changes
Taking account of the all three revisions, the annual housing need for England would be 245,455
dwellings. This represents more than a million homes over a 5-year Parliament, with a total of 2.45
million new homes over the decade – 650 thousand more than the household growth, enough to
address previous housing undersupply.
Reviewing the overall figures for the extreme case of Kensington and Chelsea, the housing need
would be 14,320 dwellings over the decade, equivalent to an increase of 16.3% in the dwelling stock.
This represents a plausible rate of growth for a London Borough, despite the extreme nature of
some of the data:
0.5% of the dwelling stock = 439 per year
plus
Half the annual household growth,
using the 2018-based 10-year migration variant = 252 per year
equals
Baseline figure = 691 per year
Adjustment factor = 2.072
Local Housing Need = 1,432 per year
On the same basis, the annual housing need for Buckinghamshire would be 2,499 dwellings, based
on the following calculation:
0.5% of the dwelling stock = 1,129 per year
plus
Half the annual household growth,
using the 2018-based 10-year migration variant = 794 per year
equals
Baseline figure = 1,923 per year
Adjustment factor = 1.300
Local Housing Need = 2,499 per year

This is broadly consistent with the overall housing need established by the HEDNA: 46,042 dwellings
over the 20-year period 2013-2033 (equivalent to an average of 2,302 dpa), a figure that was tested
and endorsed by the Inspector that examined the Wycombe Local Plan.
Housing supply across Buckinghamshire was averaging 1,563 dwellings annually over the previous
decade (2003-2013) and the identified housing need figure (2,499 dpa) provides the basis for the
step-change that the Government is seeking to achieve.

The following table summarises the outcome of the revised calculation for each region, and the
subsequent chart compares the identified housing need for the period 2020-2030 with recent
housing supply, in terms of average annual net additions to the dwelling stock over the 5-year period
2014-2019.
The largest uplift to the baseline need is in London, followed by the South East and East of England;
and these regions also have the largest annual need as a percentage of the existing stock. It is also
these areas that have the largest shortfalls in terms of average annual housing supply. Whilst there
are shortfalls in all of the other regions (with the exception of the North East, where housing need
and supply are in balance), recent supply is generally within 10% of the identified need in all regions
outside the Wider South East.

Region

0.5% of
existing
dwelling
stock
at 2019

50% of
annual
household
growth
2020-2030

Baseline
Need

Adjustment
Factor

Annual Housing Need
2020-2030
Total
dwellings

% of
dwelling
stock

North East

6,184

1,836

8,020

1.0435

8,369

0.68%

North West

16,500

6,616

23,117

1.0812

24,993

0.76%

Yorkshire & the Humber

12,203

5,420

17,622

1.0748

18,940

0.78%

East Midlands

10,515

6,810

17,326

1.1318

19,610

0.93%

West Midlands

12,563

7,435

19,997

1.1173

22,344

0.89%

East of England

13,527

10,172

23,699

1.2427

29,450

1.09%

London

17,962

19,131

37,092

1.4339

53,185

1.48%

South East

19,718

14,150

33,868

1.2663

42,887

1.09%

South West

12,889

8,657

21,546

1.1917

25,677

1.00%

122,060

80,227

202,288

1.2134

245,455

1.01%

England
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Average annual net additions 2014-2019
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Whilst an annual need of 245,455 dwellings is lower than the current 300,000 target, it establishes
an overall housing need figure of 2.45 million homes for England over the next decade. This is
enough to meet household growth and address previous housing undersupply, and it reinforces the
Government’s commitment on the need to deliver 1 million new homes over the course of this
Parliament.
If there is evidence to justify a higher housing need, this could still be achieved with a minor change
to the proposed revisions.
The calculation for the affordability adjustment uses a divisor of 4 within the current calculation, and
we have proposed that the same divisor should also be applied when establishing the adjustment for
10-year change. However, this divisor could be changed – albeit we would suggest that the same
factor should be used for both current affordability and the 10-year change.
The following table sets out the impact of different divisors within the affordability calculation on
the resulting adjustment factors and overall housing need:

Region

Baseline
Need

Affordability using
divisor of 4
Adj.
Factor

Annual
Housing
Need

Affordability using
divisor of 3
Adj.
Factor

Annual
Housing
Need

Affordability using
divisor of 2
Adj.
Factor

Annual
Housing
Need

North East

8,020

1.0435

8,369

1.0574

8,481

1.0846

8,699

North West

23,117

1.0812

24,993

1.1064

25,577

1.1547

26,693

Yorkshire & the Humber

17,622

1.0748

18,940

1.0983

19,355

1.1437

20,155

East Midlands

17,326

1.1318

19,610

1.1721

20,307

1.2483

21,628

West Midlands

19,997

1.1173

22,344

1.1533

23,064

1.2217

24,431

East of England

23,699

1.2427

29,450

1.3131

31,118

1.4432

34,202

London

37,092

1.4339

53,185

1.5510

57,531

1.7619

65,352

South East

33,868

1.2663

42,887

1.3429

45,481

1.4840

50,259

South West

21,546

1.1917

25,677

1.2489

26,909

1.3558

29,213

202,288

1.2134

245,455

1.2745

257,823

1.3873

280,633

England

On this basis, it would be possible to refine the revisions to yield higher levels of housing need, if
those could be justified.

Delivering First Homes
Consultation Qs 8-16:
The Council does support Securing of First Homes through developer contributions in the short term
until the transition to a new system.

Q8: The Government is proposing policy compliant planning applications will deliver a minimum of
25% of onsite affordable housing as First Homes, and a minimum of 25% of offsite contributions
towards First Homes where appropriate. Which do you think is the most appropriate option for the
remaining 75% of affordable housing secured through developer contributions?
The requirement for a flat rate minimum percentage of 25% of affordable units on site to be First
Homes does raise the risk of other cheaper home ownership products (e.g. shared ownership) being
squeezed off developments. In high value areas, this may mean that the pool of people who could
afford to buy the units will be more limited than would be the case if there was wider mix of home
ownership products available on site (e.g. a mix of shared ownership and First Homes units). It would
be more appropriate for the local planning authority to determine the appropriate percentage of
First Homes on the site in order the reflect local household income levels and market value. This
would ensure, where appropriate, that other affordable home ownership tenures are also delivered
on site if these will be more affordable to local households. This is particularly pertinent with the

proposed introduction of a minimum shared ownership acquisition of 10% (reduced from 25%) in
the Affordable Homes Programme which will reduce entry level costs for this tenure and make it
cheaper than First Homes in many locations.
To summarise, within the overall percentage of affordable home ownership that the authority is
seeking on site, it should have the flexibility to determine what product (or mix of products) best
meet that need locally.

Q9: Should the existing exemptions from the requirement for affordable home ownership products
(e.g. for build to rent) also apply to this First Homes requirement?
Q10: Are any existing exemptions not required? If not, please set out which exemptions and why.
Q11: Are any other exemptions needed? If so, please provide reasons and /or evidence for your
views.
The existing exemptions (as set down in Paragraph 64 of the NPPF) should apply to First Homes as
well. The affordable housing tenure mix set down in local planning policy reflects local needs and is
intended to provide the appropriate balance of tenures to meet that need. First Homes is a
homeownership product and should therefore replace other homeownership products within the
overall tenure mix. The proportion of affordable rents and/or social rented units should be
unaffected.

Q13: Do you agree with the proposed approach to different levels of discount?
The Council agrees that the local authority should have the option to seek a higher discount than
30%. However, the proposal that First Homes should be funded from Section 106 contributions
and/or the proposed new infrastructure levy means that many authorities are likely to be reluctant
to set higher discounts as this will require greater subsidy that diverts funding from other competing
demands.

Q14: Do you agree with the approach of allowing a small proportion of market housing on First
Homes exception sites, in order to ensure site viability?
There would need to be clear guidance of (i) what constitutes a “small” proportion (with a maximum
percentage set for the level of market housing on site) and (ii) how a developer would be required to
clearly evidence that it was not otherwise viable to deliver the entry level scheme. Otherwise,
developers will always push to maximise their return, and there is a real danger that some
developers will push to maximise the number of market homes on site in order to achieve more
profit.

Q15: Do you agree with the removal of the site size threshold set out in the National Planning Policy
Framework?
No. Simply saying that a site should be proportionate in size to the existing settlement is too open to
interpretation and challenge, with some developers potentially appealing against the local planning

authority where the latter feels that a site would be too big. Having a site size threshold gives clarity
to all parties.

Q16: Do you agree that the First Homes exception sites policy should not apply in designated rural
areas?
Yes. Rural exception schemes will normally seek to deliver a range of affordable housing tenures that
clearly meet local needs and household income levels. They are specifically tailored to local
circumstances (normally underpinned to local needs surveys and research) so it would not be
appropriate to impose the First Homes model on these schemes as it may not match the identified
needs.

Supporting small and medium-sized developers
Consultation Qs 17-23:
Q17: Do you agree with the proposed approach to raise the small sites threshold for a time-limited
period?
Q19: Do you agree with the proposed approach to the site size threshold?
Q20: Do you agree with linking the time-limited period to economic recovery and raising the
threshold for an initial period of 18 months?
Q21: Do you agree with the proposed approach to minimising threshold effects?
The Council does not support temporary change. The consultation reports that it would expect to
see a reduction of between 7% to 14% in affordable housing delivery if the threshold was increased
to 40 and 10% to 20% if it is increased to 50. However, this impact would not be uniform across the
country and the paper does not provide any detail of the localised impacts of this reduction. For
some authorities (especially in less urban locations) small sites play a key role in securing much
needed local affordable housing under Section 106 agreements. The proposed increase in site
thresholds would have a disproportionate effect on these areas and significantly reduce affordable
housing delivery (including the First Homes scheme). This would have knock-on impacts on housing
waiting list times and homelessness in these areas, with homeless households facing longer periods
in temporary accommodation due to the reduction in affordable housing coming forward.
There would also be a wider impact on land-led affordable housing schemes being delivered by
registered providers and local authorities. Increasing the site thresholds will, in turn, increase the
price of the sites concerned as there is no longer an affordable housing requirement attached to any
development. Therefore, social housing providers are more likely to find themselves priced out of
acquiring small to medium size sites and this will reduce their ability to deliver new affordable
housing developments (particularly in locations where there is a focus on small scale infill
developments or small edge of town sites).
In addition, the measure is being promoted as helping SME developers. However, there is no
evidence put forward to indicate that these developers will come forward to acquire sites if the
threshold is raised and no measures that would prevent larger scale developers simply buying up
these sites.

Q22: Do you agree with the Government’s proposed approach to setting thresholds in rural areas?
The Government’s proposed approach to setting thresholds in rural areas should remain.

Extending the current Permission in Principle to major development.
Consultation Qs 24-34
Q24: Do you agree that the new Permission in Principle should remove the restriction on major
development?
No objections in principle.

Q25: Should the new Permission in Principle for major development set any limit on the amount of
commercial development (providing housing still occupies the majority of the floorspace of the
overall scheme)?
The consultation states that the Government does “not believe it is necessary to limit the amount of
commercial floorspace as it will still be the case that Permission in Principle should only be granted
for development that is housing-led.” However, what defines “housing-led”? This is vague and open
to differing interpretations by the LPA and developers. If the limit on commercial floorspace is to be
removed, a firm definition or guidance must be available, explaining what is meant by “housing-led”.

Q26: Do you agree with our proposal that information requirements for Permission in Principle by
application for major development should broadly remain unchanged? If you disagree, what changes
would you suggest and why?
No objection in principle.

Q27: Should there be an additional height parameter for Permission in Principle? Please provide
comments in support of your views.
The relevant matters which should be assessed by a local planning authority in a PiP application are
location, land use and the amount of development. The Government is considering adding a height
parameter in terms of the number of storeys, as an additional matter to be assessed, given the
potentially larger scale developments that PiP could be used for. This would provide greater clarity
to the applicant and local planning authority about the scale of housing development that is
acceptable for the site although it would add to the complexity of the determination of the
application. In addition, it would start to bring design issues into the PiP process as well as result in a
need to identify zones within a site with differing height parameters, perhaps diluting the original
aims and objectives of the PiP process itself.

Q28: Do you agree that publicity arrangements for Permission in Principle by application should be
extended for large developments? If so, should local planning authorities be:

i)

required to publish a notice in a local newspaper?

ii)

subject to a general requirement to publicise the application or

iii)

both?

iv)

disagree

As larger developments are proposed to fall within the scope of PiP on application, the Government
is keen to increase the extent of publicity of such applications in order to give the public a greater
opportunity to comment, whilst still keeping to the speedier decision-making process. No mention is
made of introducing neighbour notification, notwithstanding the very significant increase in the
scale of development that can be granted in PiP. Given the larger scale of development that would
be subject to PiP, consultation is important to maintain local democracy and ideally applications
should be (iii) subject to both forms of publicity. However, this is difficult to achieve when the
application process is set at a shorter time frame. In order to achieve effective publicity, major
developments put forward through a PiP must be subject to a longer assessment and determination
period: a minimum of ten weeks.

Q29: Do you agree with our proposal for a banded fee structure based on a flat fee per hectarage,
with a maximum fee cap?
Q30: What level of flat fee do you consider appropriate, and why?
No comments.

Q31: Do you agree that any brownfield site that is granted Permission in Principle through the
application process should be included in Part 2 of the Brownfield Land Register? If you disagree,
please state why.
Brownfield Land Registers (BLRs) are divided into two parts:


Part 1 contains a list of brownfield sites that are considered appropriate for residential
development; and



Part 2 consists of sites which have been taken forward from Part 1 of the register and
granted automatic Permission in Principle by the local planning authority (following
consultation).

The Government is also consulting on whether all PiP by application “consents” that are on
brownfield land should also be automatically recorded in Part 2 of the BLR. This is linked to the
publication of a national brownfield map that will show all brownfield sites that are suitable for
housing. Including permission in principle achieved via application in Part 2 will ensure they are
captured on the map. According to the Regulations, sites in Part 1 of the BLR must be included in
Part 2, if the local planning authority has “decided to allocate the land for residential development”;
no indication is given of any suggested decision-making procedure. The actions of a developer or
owner(s) can lead to inclusion of a site in Part 1 of the BLR, but not in Part 2 - and there is no
mention of any mechanism, or right of appeal that can “force” an LPA to consider the merits of

including a site in Part 2, and thus grant it PiP. It is a little surprising that measures increase PiP by
BLR are not part of the consultation proposals.

Q32: What guidance would help support applicants and local planning authorities to make decisions
about Permission in Principle?
More guidance on the scope of matters allowed to be assessed under PiP applications would be
welcome, as different authorities currently assess these applications with differing amounts of
detail. For example, “location” is one aspect that can be considered. But does this relate all
locational aspects, including relationship with other buildings, impact on amenity of neighbouring
land uses, etc? Similarly, when assessing “amount of development”, this is a vague concept and
open to interpretation.

Q33: What costs and benefits do you envisage the proposed scheme would cause? Where you have
identified drawbacks, how might these be overcome?
Q34: To what extent do you consider landowners and developers are likely to use the proposed
measure?
In terms of the costs and benefits and the take-up of a wider PiP regime, the Council considers that it
is unlikely to be taken up widely by developers, based on previous experience. The PiP procedure
has not been widely used thus far by developers, and we have only received around 25 PiP
applications across the whole of Buckinghamshire since the procedure was introduced in 2018. If
the provision is to be increasingly used, the Council would suggest that the charging of a fee would
be appropriate to ensure costs are covered.

