DHCLG NPPF consultation July 2024

This consultation seeks views on our proposed approach to revising the National Planning
Policy Framework in order to achieve sustainable growth in our planning system. We are also
seeking views on a series of wider policy proposals in relation to increasing planning fees,
local plan intervention criteria and appropriate thresholds for certain Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Projects. Full details on the scope of consultation are found within chapter 1.
These proposals relate to England only. This consultation began on Tuesday 30 July 2024 at
2pm and closed at 11.45pm on Tuesday 24 September 2024

Chapter 1 — Introduction

1. The Government has made clear that sustained economic growth is the only route to
improving the prosperity of our country and the living standards of working people.
Our approach to delivering this growth will focus on three pillars: stability, investment and
reform.

2. Nowhere is decisive reform needed more urgently than in our planning system. The
December 2023 changes to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) were disruptive
to the sector and detrimental to housing supply. The Chancellor's speech on 8 July committed
to consulting on reforms to the NPPF to take a different, growth-focused approach.

3. Today, we set out specific changes we propose to make immediately to the NPPF
following this consultation. These changes — amending the planning framework, and
universal, ambitious local plan coverage — are vital to deliver the Government’s commitments
to achieve economic growth and build 1.5 million new homes. Specifically, they will:

a. make the standard method for assessing housing needs mandatory, requiring local
authorities to plan for the resulting housing need figure, planning for a lower figure only when
they can demonstrate hard constraints and that they have exhausted all other options;

b. reverse other changes to the NPPF made in December 2023 which were detrimental to
housing supply;

c. implement a new standard method and calculation to ensure local plans are ambitious
enough to support the Government’s manifesto commitment of 1.5 million new homes in this
Parliament;

d. broaden the existing definition of brownfield land, set a strengthened expectation that
applications on brownfield land will be approved and that plans should promote an uplift in
density in urban areas;

e. identify grey belt land within the Green Belt, to be brought forward into the planning system
through both plan and decision-making to meet development needs;

f. improve the operation of ‘the presumption’ in favour of sustainable development, to ensure
it acts an effective failsafe to support housing supply, by clarifying the circumstances in which
it applies; and, introducing new safeguards, to make clear that its application cannot justify
poor quality development;



g. deliver affordable, well-designed homes, with new “golden rules” for land released in the
Green Belt to ensure it delivers in the public interest;

h. make wider changes to ensure that local planning authorities are able to prioritise the types
of affordable homes their communities need on all housing development and that the planning
system supports a more diverse housebuilding sector;

i. support economic growth in key sectors, aligned with the Government’s industrial strategy
and future local growth plans, including laboratories, gigafactories, datacentres, digital
economies and freight and logistics — given their importance to our economic future;

j. deliver community needs to support society and the creation of healthy places; and

k. support clean energy and the environment, including through support for onshore wind and
renewables.

4. The proposed changes are explained in this document and set out in an
accompanying draft NPPF. The Government will respond to this consultation and publish
NPPF revisions before the end of the year, so that policy changes can take effect as soon as
possible.

5. Alongside these specific changes, the document also calls for views on:

a. whether to reform the way that the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIP)
regime applies to onshore wind, solar, data centres, laboratories, gigafactories and water
projects, as the first step of the Government’s NSIP reform plans;

b. whether the local plan intervention policy criteria should be updated or removed, so the
Government can intervene where necessary to ensure housing delivery; and

C. proposals to increase some planning fees, including for householder applications, so that
local planning authorities are properly resourced to support a sustained increase in
development and improve performance.

6. Finally, it sets out how and when we expect every local planning authority to rapidly
create a clear, ambitious local plan for high quality housebuilding and economic
growth.

Chapter 2 — Policy objectives

1. By fixing the foundations of our economy we can rebuild Britain and make every
part of our country better off; decisive reform to the planning system is urgently
needed to achieve that. New homes create jobs and investment in construction and
ensure people can afford to live where they wish and access high-quality, productive jobs.
And yet planning permissions for new homes have fallen to a record low. Clean energy
lowers the cost of living and the cost of doing business, but the average time taken to
approve large infrastructure projects has grown to more than four years. Commercial
development lets businesses expand and support the economy, but the existing planning
framework makes no reference to the specific types of development our modern economy
needs.



2. Our antiquated planning system delays too many of these projects, stymieing
Britain’s ability to grow its way to prosperity.

3. We will take the difficult decisions necessary to build what Britain needs. That
includes 1.5 million homes in England over the next five years, and crucial energy, water
and commercial projects.

4. Our objectives for reform build on our manifesto commitments. We will:

a. get Britain building again, to build new homes, create jobs, and deliver new and
improved infrastructure;

b. take a brownfield first approach and then release low quality grey belt land, while
preserving the Green Belt;

c. boost affordable housing, to deliver the biggest increase in social and affordable
housebuilding in a generation;

d. bring home ownership into reach, especially for young first-time buyers;

e. extract more public value from development, including through infrastructure, amenity,
and transport benefits and, where necessary, through use of strengthened compulsory
purchase powers;

f. ensure communities continue to shape housebuilding in their areas, demanding
universal local plan coverage from all local planning authorities, while making full use of
intervention powers to build the houses we need if this is not achieved;

g. promote a more strategic approach to planning, by strengthening cross-boundary
collaboration, ahead of legislation to introduce mandatory mechanisms for strategic planning;

h. support the development needed for a modern economy, to prepare the way for our
modern industrial strategy; and

I. unlock new sources of clean energy, supporting our mission to deliver clean energy by
2030.

5. Delivering those objectives starts with local planning authorities planning for
sufficient homes, commercial development and wider infrastructure in their local plan.
Local plans clearly spell out to developers and communities where development will and will
not take place, bringing certainty to all parties. They are also the mechanism through which
local communities can have their say in how homes are built. It is unacceptable for local
planning authorities to not make a local plan.

6. Those plans need to be suitably ambitious to build 1.5 million new homes. We are
therefore making the standard method the mandatory starting point for planning for homes,
implementing a revised standard method so that councils will plan to achieve the delivery of
the homes we need, and reversing other damaging changes to planning policy which
disrupted the sector and stifled supply.

7. They also require us to take a strategic approach to releasing land. We are committed
to preserving the Green Belt, but its current design can protect poor quality sites while
communities face acute shortages of housing. We will empower authorities to release



Previously Developed Land and low quality grey belt sites to ensure enough land is made
available for new homes — while continuing to ensure that brownfield development is
prioritised and that development is in sustainable locations.

8. We must deliver more affordable, well-designed homes quickly. We are changing
national policy to support more affordable housing, including more for Social Rent, and
implementing golden rules to ensure development in the Green Belt is in the public interest.
Promoting a more diverse tenure mix will support the faster build out we need.

9. We must grow the economy and support green energy. Commercial development in
Britain has been stymied by a lack of support for key growth industries; we propose to support
them. Britain has the potential to be a clean energy superpower, cutting bills for local people
and businesses alike — we will support this.

10. Alongside reforms to planning policy, we are taking decisions to quickly reform the
wider system in support of these objectives. We are expanding the NSIP regime so that it
can support our drive for more clean energy, as the first step of our NSIP reforms. We are
reforming local plan intervention so that if plans are not in place, the Government can
intervene to ensure housing delivery. We are reforming planning fees so that local planning
authorities are properly resourced to support a sustained increase in development.

11. We will act swiftly to implement these reforms to bring stability and certainty to the
sector. The last Government’s reforms to planning policy in December 2023 were damaging
for housing supply, disrupting plan-making and undermining investor confidence. We are
therefore acting swiftly to reverse many of these changes, and implement our manifesto
commitments, so that local councils, developers and investors understand exactly how we
expect the planning system to function, over this parliament and beyond. Alongside the
changes we have set out here, we will complete our set of planning policy changes through
consulting on National Development Management Policies, and bring forward the Planning
and Infrastructure Bill to accelerate the delivery of high quality infrastructure and housing.

12. We expect immediate action. We are keen to engage with all stakeholders to
understand the impacts of these reforms. The Deputy Prime Minister will write to all local
planning authorities making clear that we expect universal coverage of local plans, and
reviews of Green Belt boundaries where necessary to meet housing need. In this
consultation, we have therefore set out exactly how local planning authorities should proceed
to make ambitious local plans as quickly as possible.

Chapter 3 — Planning for the homes we need

1. We are starting with how we plan for homes, because that is where we believe the system
needs to start, and that is where our communities are feeling the inadequacies of our planning
system most. The Government believes that decisions about what to build and where should
reflect local views, and planning should be about how to deliver the housing an area needs -
not whether to do so at all.

2. We are therefore seeking views on reversing changes made to the NPPF by the
previous Government in December 2023. Those changes run counter to this Government’s
ambitions on increasing housing supply, so it is important that we quickly reverse them and
allow local planning authorities to get on and plan for growth.



Importance of planning to meet housing needs

3. We are proposing minor wording changes to paragraphs 1 and 60 of the NPPF. The
changes proposed are to remove ‘sufficient’ in the context of providing for housing in
paragraph 1, and to revise the final sentence of paragraph 60. These changes would make
clearer the importance of planning to meeting housing needs.

Advisory starting point and alternative approaches

4. Paragraph 61 was revised to set out that ‘The outcome of the standard method is an
advisory starting-point for establishing a housing requirement’. Changes to the NPPF also
provided further context on the exceptional circumstances where the use of alternative
approaches to assess housing needs may be appropriate. We propose reversing these
changes.

5. We propose making it very clear that local planning authorities should use the standard
method to assess housing needs, by removing reference to the exceptional circumstances in
which the use of alternative approaches to assess housing need may be appropriate. The
current policy adds uncertainty about when to use the standard method and can delay plan
progress as local planning authorities seek to demonstrate that exceptional circumstances
apply. The current approach also provides too much leeway to local planning authorities to
not meet their housing needs in full, risking our ambitions for housing growth. Removing these
opt outs will stop debates about the right number of homes to plan for and support authorities
to get on with plan making.

6. Local planning authorities will be expected to make all efforts to allocate land in line with
their housing need as per the standard method. Authorities would be able to justify a lower
housing requirement than the figure the method sets on the basis of local constraints on land
and delivery, such as existing National Park, protected habitats and flood risk areas, but
would (as now) have to evidence and justify their approach through local plan consultation
and examination. All local planning authorities will need to demonstrate they have taken all
possible steps, including optimising density, sharing need with neighbouring authorities, and
reviewing Green Belt boundaries, before a lower housing requirement will be considered.

7. There will be some specific circumstances in which local planning authorities have to use
an alternative approach — for example, because the data used in the method is not available.
We propose that further guidance on this small number of specific circumstances will be set
out in Planning Practice Guidance.

Question 1
Do you agree that we should reverse the December 2023 changes made to paragraph 617?

Yes. London Forum supports the use of “local housing need assessment” as in that
paragraph.

Question 2

Do you agree that we should remove reference to the use of alternative approaches to
assessing housing need in paragraph 61 and the glossary of the NPPF?



No, because the proposed ‘standard method’ for calculating housing need is itself
fundamentally flawed and, for London, misconceived. See responses to Q.16 and Q17.

Neither the current nor the proposed standard method even attempt to measure the housing
needs of existing and potential future residents of each local authority area. Rather, they
attempt to set an annual target for house completions in each area, taking into account
factors which are at best only tangentially related to housing needs or even housing demand.
Indeed, the failure to distinguish between housing needs and demand is a fundamental flaw in
both current policy and in the proposals now set out. The distinction between need and
demand is of critical importance; but the terms are used interchangeably both in the
consultation document and in the current and the revised versions of the NPPF. This failure is
foundational, and must be remedied.

London is different: London’s housing need is distributed as targets according to the capacity
of individual London boroughs, informed by the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) produced in conjunction with the boroughs and other stakeholders.
Indeed, providing the “housing need” figures for individual boroughs is a distraction and gives
the impression that the Government does not understand the process by which the London
borough housing targets are arrived at.

Urban uplift

8. Paragraph 62 was added to provide policy on the application of the standard method urban
uplift. This sets out that the urban uplift should normally be accommodated within the cities
and urban centres where the uplift applies, except in certain specific circumstances.

9. We propose reversing this change and deleting this paragraph. We support the
principle of directing housing growth to our larger urban areas, but the existing approach
provides a poor basis for this. First, the method we are consulting on (as set out in chapter 4)
more appropriately distributes growth to a wider range of urban areas without the need for a
specific urban adjustment. Second, as set out later in this chapter, we are clear that urban
centres should be working together across their wider regions to accommodate need. Third,
as also set out later in this chapter, we are not only strengthening the existing Duty to
Cooperate requirement but proposing to introduce effective new mechanisms for cross-
boundary strategic planning. This will include short term measures which will strengthen
cross-boundary co-operation, ahead of introducing formal strategic planning mechanisms
through new legislation. It is our intention to move to a model of universal strategic planning
covering functional economic areas within the next five years.

Question 3

Do you agree that we should reverse the December 2023 changes made on the urban uplift
by deleting paragraph 627?

Yes because this was arbitrary and punitive, effectively requiring London and other major
cities to take the housing need of the less urbanised parts of the country. For London, the
December 2023 proposals provided Government imposed “targets” for individual London
boroughs without any consideration of capacity. But the current proposals, albeit for a lower
overall target for London, replicate this problem by producing unachievable “need”
figures/targets at borough level for a significant number of boroughs, especially in Inner
London. Whilst the “need” figures in shire district may be synonymous with their housing
targets, that is not and cannot be the case in London. This is fundamental error.



What is not made clear is that since London has a Spatial Development Strategy - the London
Plan which was adopted in March 2021 - paragraph 9 in Chapter 12 to means that transitional
arrangements will apply in London until March 2026 when the London Plan is 5 years old.
However, the Greater London Authority Act 1999 (Sections 339 and 340 devolves the making
and review of the London Plan to the GLA, limiting the Secretary of State's role to making
directions to review the Plan. It is therefore inappropriate for the Secretary of State to
publish, or to seek to impose, purported, targets for individual London boroughs as in
the “Outcome of the proposed revised method”.

The London Plan assesses both the housing need at the London level through the Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) and then distributes that to the London boroughs in
relation to their capacity, as identified by the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment
(SHLAA). These are both collaborative exercises between the GLA, London boroughs and
other key stakeholders which succeed in distributing housing so that the individual borough
housing targets reflect local capacity. A partial review of the London Plan housing targets
could be achieved in the next 18 months which would produce a more equitable and realistic
set of targets to facilitate delivery. Alternatively, this would best be done as part of the overall
review of the London Plan.

Character and density

10. Paragraph 130 was added to the NPPF to explain that local character can be taken into
account when local planning authorities consider their ability to meet their housing needs. The
policy sets out that significant uplifts in density may be inappropriate if this would result in
development wholly out of character with the existing area. Local planning authorities are
required to use authority-wide design codes to evidence the impact on character.

11. We propose reversing this change and deleting paragraph 130 in its entirety. We are
clear that local planning authorities should identify opportunities for maximising the efficient
use of land, especially in areas well served by transport and other infrastructure. By restricting
density, the existing policy is likely to have longer term negative impacts on achieving
sustainable patterns of development and on meeting expectations on future housing supply.
Alongside this reversal, we propose strengthening expectations that plans should
promote an uplift in density in urban areas.

12. We intend to support this by focusing on ensuring development plans support the
efficient use of land at appropriate densities. Rather than district-wide design coding, we
want to focus local planning authority efforts on the preparation of localised design codes,
masterplans and guides for areas of most change and most potential — including regeneration
sites, areas of intensification, urban extensions and the development of large new
communities.

Question 4

Do you agree that we should reverse the December 2023 changes made on character and
density and delete paragraph 1307

Yes but although we recognise the need for densification and support the deletion of
paragraph 130, it is critically-important, however, to retain the principle that policies and
decision-making on density should take full account of local character and historic assets; and
that restrictions on the height of buildings may therefore be both appropriate and necessary.



We also support the greater use of area-based design codes created with community
engagement, as set out in the revised Chapter 12 of the NPPF, in the National Design Guide
and the National Model Design Code. Those policies and criteria are essential safeguards
against inappropriate forms of densification. But LPAs will need additional resources to
develop and implement design codes which the Government will need to fund for some LPAs.

Safeguards are needed in the NPPF and associated guidance for protection of World
Heritage sites (there are four in London), Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas.

Question 5

Do you agree that the focus of design codes should move towards supporting spatial visions
in local plans and areas that provide the greatest opportunities for change such as greater
density, in particular the development of large new communities?

Yes and progress has been made in some Local Plans in London towards integrating spatial
visions and design codes.

At London Plan level, 48 Opportunity Areas of major development, Areas of Intensification
and Regeneration Sites have been defined. However, such locations for new homes and jobs
need to be supported by transport and social infrastructure and services, just as the
Government is proposing for Grey Belt sites in the consultation document paragraph 23.

It is unlikely that developers will fund all the necessary facilities and public funding will be
needed to enable some of the sites of major potential to be developed. (See also our answer
to Question 4 above).

We note that to promote economic growth (see consultation paragraph 8c), the planning
system needs to achieve this “by identifying and coordinating the provision of infrastructure”.

Strengthening and reforming the presumption in favour of sustainable
development (‘the presumption’)

13. It is our intention that changes to the approach to meeting housing needs, will, over time,
ensure that plans identify enough land to deliver the homes our communities need. However,
with less than a third of places with up-to-date plans, it is important that land that has not
been allocated in a plan can be brought forward for development when needed, particularly in
the short term.

14. The presumption, set out in paragraph 11 of the NPPF, allows for this. The primary
function of the presumption is to provide a fallback to encourage planning permission to be
granted where plan policies are not up-to-date, including where there is an insufficient supply
of land. It broadly does this in two ways. It brings land into scope of potential development
where it has not been specifically allocated for development (e.g. a site on the edge of
existing settlements), or where land is allocated for another purpose (e.g. where housing may
be proposed on a site allocated for employment uses). Additionally, it ‘tilts the balance’
towards approval by making clear that permission should be granted unless doing so would
cut across protections for safeguarded areas, like National Parks and habitat sites, or the
adverse impacts would ‘significantly and demonstrably’ outweigh the benefits when assessed
against the NPPF taken as a whole.



15. Introducing more demanding targets and reinstating the requirement to demonstrate a 5-
year housing land supply at all times is likely to bring more local planning authorities into the
scope of the presumption in the short-term. This is necessary to ensure that we urgently
address the issue of chronic undersupply of land that has underpinned the housing crisis and
support our drive to deliver 1.5 million new homes over the next five years.

16. In addition to this, we are proposing to make changes to clarify the primary role that the
presumption is intended to play in addressing inadequate land supply. Currently, the
presumption is triggered when there are ‘no relevant development plan policies’, or those
which are ‘most important for determining the application are out-of-date’. The question of
what policies are ‘most important’ has been the subject of extensive debate and litigation. To
bring clarity, we propose making clear that the relevant policies are those for the supply of
land.

17. We have also heard concerns that some developers have used the presumption to
promote low quality, unsustainable development. We are clear that the presumption cannot
offer a route to creating poor quality places, and so we are proposing changes to the
presumption to add explicit reference to the need to consider locational and design policies,
as well as policies relating to the delivery of affordable housing, when the presumption is
engaged. These safeguards will mean that schemes that rely on the presumption to secure
approval will meet the high standards we expect of all development.

Question 6

Do you agree that the presumption in favour of sustainable development should be amended
as proposed?

Yes, but it must not be applied to Grey Belt sites. Also, ‘the need to consider locational and
design policies’, as in the consultation document paragraph 17, should be explained in the
NPPF and the associated PPG.

Restoring the 5-Year Housing Land Supply (5YHLS)

18. Prior to December 2023, the 5-year housing land supply required local planning
authorities to annually identify and update a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to
provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing. This was tested against the housing
requirement in their local plan or, where no up-to-date plan was in place, local housing need.
Where local planning authorities could not demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply, they
were subject to the presumption in favour of sustainable development, described above. The
policy helped ensure that authorities maintained a future pipeline of housing.

19. In December 2023, several changes were made to 5-year housing land supply policy
which weakened this as the fallback route to encourage planning permission to be granted
where plan policies are not up-to-date. The NPPF currently states that where a local planning
authority has an up-to-date plan which meets certain criteria, it is exempt from having to
continually demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply while that plan remains up-to-date.
Where authorities are in the late stages of plan making, they need only demonstrate a 4-year
housing land supply. We have heard concerns that these policies are undermining supply.
The logic for making these changes was incentivising plan development — to ‘protect’
authorities from the presumption where they have a well-developed or up-to-date plan. But
this means that if circumstances change over the 5-year lifetime of an up-to-date plan, and



allocations turn out not to be deliverable, it is harder for new development to come forward
and there is no clear mechanism for making up the shortfall.

20. To address this, we propose reversing these changes and re-establishing the
requirement for all local planning authorities, regardless of local plan status, to continually
demonstrate 5 years of specific, deliverable sites for housing. We are also proposing to
remove the wording on past oversupply in paragraph 77, which was introduced to set out that
previous over-supply could be set against upcoming supply. Given the chronic need for
housing we see in all areas, we should celebrate strong delivery records without diluting
future ambitions.

21. These changes will be pro-supply measures, ensuring a pipeline of deliverable sites is
maintained at all times.

Question 7

Do you agree that all local planning authorities should be required to continually demonstrate
5 years of specific, deliverable sites for decision making purposes, regardless of plan status?

Yes, but there are unlikely to be enough sites in some London boroughs to meet the
purported targets set out in the “Outcome of the proposed revised standard method”.

See our response to Q.16.
Question 8

Do you agree with our proposal to remove wording on national planning guidance in
paragraph 77 of the current NPPF?

Yes but there must be tests on identified sites and approved applications that the
development is deliverable.

Restoring the 5% buffer

22. The Framework currently requires local planning authorities to include a buffer of 20% on
top of their 5-year housing land supply where there has been significant under delivery of
housing over the previous 3 years, as measured through the Housing Delivery Test. Prior to
December 2023, authorities were also required to include a buffer of 5% on top of their 5-year
housing land supply, in order to account for fluctuations, or 10% where the authority wanted
to confirm its 5-year housing land supply for a year through an Annual Position Statement or
recently adopted plan.

23. We propose reversing this change and reintroducing the 5% buffer. This will be
added to all 5-year housing land supply calculations in decision making and plan making, and
provide an important buffer of sites, ensuring choice and competition in the market. We also
are proposing to remove the option for local planning authorities to ‘fix’ their 5-year housing
land supply through Annual Position Statements which is a policy that has been little used.
We consider that any authority with sufficient evidence to confirm its forward supply through
this process should in any case be able to demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply. The
20% buffer would also remain. As it is now, this will only be applied where an authority



significantly under delivers against their housing requirement as measured through the HDT
or local housing need where relevant.

Question 9

Do you agree that all local planning authorities should be required to add a 5% buffer to their
5-year housing land supply calculations?

Yes, but this will not work where there are insufficient sites and the initial housing
targets are unachievable — see the comments on Question 7 above and in our response to
Questions 16 and 17.

Question 10
If yes, do you agree that 5% is an appropriate buffer, or should it be a different figure?

Yes but not in those London boroughs with insufficient sites and unachievable housing
targets — see answers to Questions 7 and 9 above.

Question 11
Do you agree with the removal of policy on Annual Position Statements?

No comment.

Maintaining effective co-operation and the move to strategic planning

24. The Levelling-up and Regeneration Act 2023 will revoke the Duty to Cooperate in relation
to the reformed plan making system. However, the Duty remains a legal requirement under
the current local plans system and will continue to apply to local plans progressed within the
current system.

25. The Government was clear in its manifesto that housing need in England cannot be met
without planning for growth on a larger than local scale, and that it will be necessary to
introduce effective new mechanisms for cross-boundary strategic planning. This will play a
vital role in delivering sustainable growth and addressing key spatial issues — including
meeting housing needs, delivering strategic infrastructure, growing the economy, and
improving climate resilience. Strategic planning will also be important in the delivery of Local
Growth Plans and Local Nature Recovery Strategies.

26. We will therefore take the steps necessary to enable universal coverage of strategic
planning within this Parliament, which we will formalise in legislation. This model will support
elected Mayors in overseeing the development and agreement of Spatial Development
Strategies (SDSs) for their areas. The Government will also explore the most effective
arrangements for developing SDSs outside of mayoral areas, in order that we can achieve
universal coverage in England, recognising that we will need to consider both the appropriate
geographies to use to cover functional economic areas, and the right democratic mechanisms
for securing agreement. Across all areas, these arrangements will encourage partnership
working but we are determined to ensure that, whatever the circumstances, SDSs can be
concluded and adopted. The Government will work with local leaders and the wider sector to
consult on, develop and test these arrangements in the months ahead before legislation is



introduced, including consideration of the capacity and capabilities needed such as geospatial
data and digital tools.

27. We also want to ensure that in the short term we are making the most of opportunities for
greater collaboration between authorities, so we propose amending the ‘maintaining
effective co-operation’ section of the NPPF to ensure that the right engagement is
occurring on the sharing of unmet housing need and other strategic issues where
plans are being progressed. This will apply to local plans, minerals, waste plans and to
spatial development strategies, and would be introduced in changes to paragraphs 24-27 of
the existing NPPF. This change will apply in conjunction with the Duty to Cooperate in the
current plan making system.

28. In addition, separate from the NPPF, we will work in concert with Mayoral Combined
Authorities to explore extending existing powers to develop an SDS, which will not rely on
new primary legislation, and so allow us to get a head start. We intend to identify priority
groupings of other authorities where strategic planning — and in particular the sharing of
housing need requirements — would provide particular benefits, setting a clear expectation of
cooperation that we will help to structure and support this, and to use powers of intervention
where necessary.

Question 12

Do you agree that the NPPF should be amended to further support effective co-operation on
cross boundary and strategic planning matters?

Yes.

29. Over recent years there have been concerns that plans containing strategic scale
proposals and associated infrastructure can require implementation over a long period,
making it more difficult to provide evidence of deliverability and viability. We want the planning
system to enable such long term and ambitious planning, while recognising that such plans
need to be grounded and realistic. We do not have a firm proposal to address this point, so
instead ask the following open question.

Question 13

Should the tests of soundness be amended to better assess the soundness of strategic scale
plans or proposals?

Yes. The inclusion of “deliverable over the plan period” in the definition of soundness is
problematic and often ignored. It is absurd not to recognise that major developments can take
a decade or more to come to fruition, as is occurring with some of the 48 Opportunity Areas in
London which the previous DLUHC Secretary of State required to be reviewed by the Mayor.

Question 14
Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter?

London Forum notes that the consultation paragraph 5 on this chapter states that “local
planning authorities should use the standard method to assess housing needs” but that is not
an acceptable approach in London, as we have explained in our responses to questions 3 16
and 17.

The proposed standard method is flawed and gives the wrong results for London boroughs
and that may also apply to other cities and urban areas. Strategic Housing Market



Assessment (SHMA) process is the only sensible way for local authorities to assess the need
for housing, including by type.

Paragraph 17 refers to “locational policies”. It is important that the NPPF and the associated
PPG make clear the importance of context and character in plan making and decision taking.
(See our strong reservations in our answer to Question 4)

London Forum is concerned that the ‘maintaining effective co-operation’ section of the NPPF”
mentioned in the consultation paragraph 27 will not be effective between local authorities on
the outer edge of the GLA and those in the greater metropolitan area adjoining them. The
GLA has conducted talks on that for some years, without progress.

Chapter 4 — A new Standard Method for assessing
housing needs

Alongside reversing the previous Government’s changes to the NPPF, including to
restore the standard method for assessing housing needs as mandatory, we are
proposing a new standard method. A revised method will support this Government’s
ambition to deliver 1.5 million homes over the next five years, underpin growth in all corners
of the country, and provide greater certainty to the key stakeholders involved in planning for
housing — including local planning authorities, communities, developers, and landowners.

The current standard method for assessing local housing need

1. The current standard method (first introduced in 2018) identifies the minimum number of
homes that a local planning authority should plan for in its area. The NPPF makes clear that
the outcome of the standard method should inform the preparation of local plans and
establishing a housing requirement for the area.

2. The current method comprises a baseline of household projections (produced by the Office
for National Statistics) which are then adjusted to take account of affordability. In some
circumstances that figure is then capped to limit the increase, and finally an urban uplift (35%)
is applied to our 20 most populous urban local planning authorities. It is designed to sum to
300,000 at a national level.

3. The use of household projections in the current standard method has attracted criticism
from across the sector. Household projections are volatile, and subject to change every few
years, making it difficult for local planning authorities to plan for housing over their Plan
periods (10-15 years). To guard against regular shifts, the previous government opted to lock
in 2014-projections, rather than updating the formula to incorporate more recent updates. This
means the dataset is now ten years old and is no longer fit for purpose in reflecting current
housing needs. By projecting forward past trends, household projections have also resulted in
artificially low projections in some places, particularly where overcrowding and concealed
households have suppressed household formation, which generally happens in the least
affordable parts of the country.

4. We are therefore proposing a revised standard method which aligns more closely
with the Government’s aspirations for the housing market. This new method will provide
stability and certainty for all stakeholders, seek to address the issues with the current
approach, and support a more ambitious house building strategy.



The Government’s proposed approach
5. Our new approach is based on four principles for reform. The new method must:

a. support the Government’s ambition to deliver 1.5 million new homes over the next five
years;

b. provide greater certainty to the sector through more stable and predictable housing
numbers;

c. achieve a more balanced distribution of homes across the country, by directing homes to
where they are most needed and least affordable, and ensure that all areas contribute to
meeting the country’s housing needs, rather than radically undershooting local ambition in
some areas of the country; and

d. be straightforward to understand and apply — so that the method can be easily replicated,
be updated in line with the most recent publicly available data, and speed up plan making.

6. That standard method will result in a local planning authority-wide number, on which basis
the authority must then plan. The local area will then decide how and where in their authority
that need is best met in accordance with national policy, engaging with local communities.
The standard method provides the basis for plan making, not the final housing requirement —
and we are absolutely clear that authorities may justify planning for a lower number only
where they can evidence hard constraints to the Planning Inspectorate

7. We therefore propose a new standard method that:

a. uses a baseline set at a percentage of existing housing stock levels, designed to
provide a stable baseline that drives a level of delivery proportionate to the existing size of
settlements, rebalancing the national distribution to better reflect the growth ambitions across
the Midlands and North;

b. tops up this baseline by focusing on those areas that are facing the greatest affordability
pressures, using a stronger affordability multiplier to increase this baseline in proportion to
price pressures; and

c. removes arbitrary caps and additions so that the approach is driven by an objective
assessment of need.

Setting a new headline target

8. We will not deliver our target of 1.5 million homes if too little land is allocated. It is clear that
the current level of ambition is too low: our analysis suggests that housing requirements in
adopted plans only add up to approximately 230,000 homes per annumieei and the latest

OBR forecast indicates that this year the number of net additions will fall below 200,000
homes footnote 2]

9. We are starting from a point that falls far short of the homes that are needed so we need to
act decisively if we are to ramp up new supply. We are therefore boosting the overall target to
a level that provides resilience, building capacity into the system to catch up. However, while
we are clear that local planning authorities must use the output of the new standard method
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as their starting point for determining their housing requirement and must make all efforts to
allocate land in line with it, there will be some places where it is not possible to meet that
need, despite taking all possible steps, including optimising density, sharing need with
neighbouring authorities, and reviewing Green Belt boundaries. Given that, we must build
room into the formula, to account for the fact that we will not see a one-to-one relationship
between targets and allocations.

Step 1 — Setting the baseline — providing stability and certainty through
housing stock

10. Housing stock is more stable and predictable than household projections and does not
vary significantly over time. Using stock will ensure that all areas, as a minimum, are
contributing a share of the national total, proportionate to the size of their current housing
market. Basing the approach on stock also helps to reinforce development in existing urban
areas, thereby ensuring that new homes can maximise existing infrastructure such as public
transport, schools, medical facilities and shops.

11. We propose 0.8% of existing housing stock in each local planning authority as the
baseline starting point. The most robust data source of stock levels is the annually

published Dwelling stock estimates by local authority districtsiiceneesi gnd the most
recent data published at the time should be used. On average, housing stock has grown
nationally by 0.89% per year over the last 10 years. Using a figure of 0.8% therefore provides
a level of increase in all areas that is consistent with average housing growth over time, a
baseline which banks the average status quo level of delivery, to then be built on through
affordability-focused uplifts.

Question 15

Do you agree that Planning Practice Guidance should be amended to specify that the
appropriate baseline for the standard method is housing stock rather than the latest
household projections?

Yes. Projections of household formation can by their nature never be accurate. Worse, they
are volatile in the short term as well as subject to longer-term influences. Existing housing
stock will provide a much firmer basis on which to plan.

Step 2 — Adjusting for affordability

12. High and rapidly increasing house prices indicate an imbalance between the supply of
and demand for new homes, making homes less affordable. The worsening affordability of
homes is the best evidence that supply is failing to keep up with demand.

13. The current method incorporates an adjustment for housing affordability, and we are
proposing the new method continues to use affordability to adjust the stock baseline. This will
be similar to the current approach, using workplace-based median house price to median
earnings ratioeneed byt with two specific changes.

14. First, we propose increasing the significance of affordability by revising the
affordability adjustment. This would mean that the baseline stock figure is adjusted upwards
in areas where house prices are more than four times higher than earnings: for every 1%
above that 4:1 ratio, the multiplier increases to 0.6% (the current method multiplier is
0.25%). This will increase the importance of housing affordability in assessing needs which
will help direct more homes to where they are most needed. Second, it is proposed
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that average affordability over the three most recent years for which data is

available will be used. Using an average, rather than just the most recent datapoint, will help
smooth out changes in affordability and will provide further stability and certainty in inputs and
outputs of the method.

15. The proposed affordability adjustment is as follows:
Accessible text version
Adjustment Factor = ((Three year average affordability ratio)-4)/4x0.6

16. The workplace-based median house price to median earnings ratio is a nationally
recognised and robust publicly available national statistic. It reflects the relationship between
local house prices and earnings and is relatively stable over time. We have also considered
how evidence on rental costs can be taken account of through the model. Although we have
not proposed incorporating this into the model, we would welcome views on the
appropriateness and feasibility of reflecting rental affordability alongside house price
affordability in the model.

17. Unlike the previous method, the new standard method does not have a cap applied to
limit the level of increase for individual authorities. Under the current method, numbers
are capped at 40% above either the previous local plan figure or the projection-derived
baseline. To significantly boost the su