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Table A1:  Sites in Guildford borough with planning permission for more than 20 new homes
(net) that have not yet been completed

Planning 
reference

Address Ward
Status of 
planning 
application

Land 
designation

Number of 
new homes 
remaining to 

be built - 
Council 

Numbers

Neame 
Sutton's 
view on 
dwelling 
numbers

Comments

13/P/02183

Vision Engineering 
Ltd, Send Road,
Send

Send Commenced

Green Belt 
(outside of the 
village
settlement)

23 0

Removed - Neame Sutton has acted for the residentail developer on this site (Crayfern 
Homes Limited) and the landowners pulled out of the development on the basis that the 
site was required for the ongoing operation of its business - See email attached.

12/P/01534

Land to the south 
of Foreman Park 
and west of 
Foreman Road,
Ash

Ash South 
and 
Tongham Commenced

Countryside 
beyond the 
Green Belt 26 26

12/P/01514 Kingston House, 
112 Poyle Road, 
Tongham

Ash South 
and 
Tongham

Approved Countryside 
beyond the 
Green Belt

35 35

14/P/02398

Land adjacent to 
Grange Farm,
Grange Road, 
Tongham

Ash South 
and 
Tongham

Approved

Countryside 
beyond the 
Green Belt

50 50

04/P/00576

The Old Tannery 
Works, Tannery 
Lane,
Send

Send Commenced

Green Belt 
(outside of the 
village
settlement)

63 0

Removed as per Page 17 of LAA October 2018 that confirms site will not be completed.  
Whilst the Council identifies that the 63 units should be removed it has not done so within 
its trajectory - This is a factual correction.

02/P/02505

University of Surrey, 
Manor
Park, Guildford, 
Surrey

Onslow Commenced

Guildford Urban 
Area 66 66

12/P/01973 Land South of Ash 
Lodge Drive, Ash

Ash South 
and 
Tongham

Approved Countryside 
beyond the 
Green Belt

398 398

16/P/00120 Warren Farm, White 
Lane, Ash Green

Ash South 
and 
Tongham

Approved Countryside 
beyond the 
Green Belt

57 57

14/P/01637 Land at 109 South 
Lane,
Ash, Guildford

Ash South 
and
Tongham

Approved Countryside 
beyond the
Green Belt

20 20

15/P/00167 Land west of, Spoil 
Lane, Tongham

Ash South 
and 
Tongham

Approved Countryside 
beyond the 
Green Belt

26 26

15/P/00293 Land at Minley 
Nursery, Spoil Lane, 
Tongham

Ash South 
and 
Tongham

Commenced Countryside 
beyond the 
Green Belt

55 55

14/P/01870 Land south of, 
Guildford Road,
Ash, Aldershot,

Ash Wharf Approved Countryside 
beyond the
Green Belt

56 56

16/P/00608
Land at the rear of 
the Talbot, High 
Street, Ripley

Lovelace Approved
Villages (Land 
proposed to be 
inset)

26 26

16/P/01290

Guildford Park Road 
Car Park, Guildford 
Park
Road, Guildford

Onslow Approved

Guildford Town 
Centre 160 160

16/P/00752 Wey Corner, Walnut 
Tree Close, 
Guildford

Friary and 
St Nicolas

Approved Guildford Urban 
Area 56 56

15/P/00381

Guildford Methodist 
Church, 
Woodbridge
Road,

Friary and 
St Nicolas Commenced

Guildford Urban 
Area 25 25

15/P/01304 Redwood Care 
Centre, 179 Epsom 
Road, Guildford,

Merrow Approved
Guildford Urban 
Area 24 24

16/P/00222 Ash South 
and 
Tongham

Approved

Countryside 
beyond the 
Green Belt

0 254

Factual correction to move these schemes into consented sites line entry and also into the 
current 5-year supply.

17/P/00529 Ash South 
and 
Tongham

Approved

Countryside 
beyond the 
Green Belt

0 50

Factual correction to move these schemes into consented sites line entry and also into the 
current 5-year supply.

Total 1166 1384

Source LAA (October 2017) Appendix B Difference: 218

Notes:

The above figures are all that is available from the Council in terms of Consented sites.  The totals do not therefore match the total figures in the trajectory that also include consents on sites below 20 units
The above figures are translated into the trajectory under the line entry Outstanding Capacity (approved) and do not therefore affect the Outstanding Capacity (commennced) lin entry

Matter 4 - Appendix 2 - Page 1 of 8



Table A2 - Sites in Guildford Town Centre identified in the LAA

2015/
2016

2016/
2017

2017/
2018

2018/
2019

2019/
2020

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

18 18 18 18 18 172 171 171 171 171 55 55 55 55 55 1221
Source: Question 3 - Appendix 1: Figure A8-B:Submission Local Plan with the minor modifications to the Infrastructure Schedule incorporated: Relationship between the phasing of developments and transport schemes

Site ID Site address Ward 1-5 6-10 11-15
No. of homes 

(net)

134 The Plaza, Portsmouth Road, Guildford Friary and St Nicolas 90 0 0 90 90
2216 Finance House, Park Street, Guildford Friary and St Nicolas 0 6 0 6 6
817 1 Ward Street, Guildford Friary and St Nicolas 0 8 0 8 6
2181 Land between Farnham Road and the Mount, Guildford Friary and St Nicolas 0 0 70 70 70
1107 Jewsons, Walnut Tree Close Friary and St Nicolas 0 175 0 175 138
205 North Street redevelopment, Guildford Friary and St Nicolas 0 200 200 400 400
171 Land and buildings at Guildford Railway Station, Guildford Friary and St Nicolas 0 350 0 350 438
2370 White Lion Walk, High Street, Guildford Friary and St Nicolas 50 50 50
88 Guildford Adult Education Centre, Sydenham Road, Guildford Holy Trinity 0 15 0 15 15
93 Pewley Hill Centre, Guildford Holy Trinity 0 6 0 6 6
236 Old Reservoir, Oxford Terrace off Sydenham Road, Guildford Holy Trinity 0 0 5 5 5
1309 Kingdom Hall, 236 High Street, Guildford Holy Trinity 0 6 0 6 6
174 Bright Hill Car Park, Sydenham Road, Guildford Holy Trinity 0 40 0 40 40
Total 90 806 325 1221 1269
Source LAA (October 2017) Appendix B

Difference: 48

NeameSutton 
position on  

dwelling 
numbers

Pre-adoption First five years 6 - 10 YEARS 11 - 15 YEARS 2035+ Total (Plan
period)

Plan period

Town Centre

Guildford Town Centre (Local Plan reg 19 boundary) Anticipated delivery period 
(years)

Comment

438 approved at appeal APP/Y3615/W/16/3161412

Based on stated density Council has over estimated by 37 dwellings

Based on stated density Council has over estimated by  2 dwellings
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Table A3: Sites within Guildford Urban Area

2015/
2016

2016/
2017

2017/
2018

2018/
2019

2019/
2020

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

37 37 37 37 37 23 22 22 22 22 21 21 21 20 20 399
Source: Question 3 - Appendix 1: Figure A8-B:Submission Local Plan with the minor modifications to the Infrastructure Schedule incorporated: Relationship between the phasing of developments and transport schemes

Site ID Site address Ward 1-5 6-10 11-15 No. of homes 
(net)

2276 Land at Coltsfoot Drive, 1 Bryony Road and garages, Guildford Burpham 18 18 18
512 117 and 119 Epsom Road, Guildford Christchurch 8 8 8
669 111 Epsom Road, Guildford Christchurch 5 5 5

1103 121 and 121a Epsom Road, Guildford Christchurch 7 7 7
1135 Land off Easington Place, Guildford Christchurch 10 10 10
2323 Land at Guildford college, Guildford Christchurch 200 200 0
219 Land at Guildford Fire Station, Ladymead, Guildford Friary and St Nicolas 12 12 6

2183 Kernal Court, Walnut Tree Close, Guildford Friary and St Nicolas 100 100 100
939 Land adjoining and to the rear of Waverley, 22 Stocton Road, Guildford Friary and St Nicolas 6 6 6

1262 69 Woodbridge Road, Guildford Friary and St Nicolas 7 7 7
1170 Dryden Court, Lower Edgeborough Road, Guildford Holy Trinity 6 6 6
2349 13, Lower Edgeborough Road Holy Trinity 10 10 3
1147 Land rear of Horseshoe Lane West and Beechway, Guildford Merrow 5 5 5

50 Land at Guildford Cathedral, Alresford Road,  Guildford Onslow 93 93 91
2331 Land between Gill Avenue and Rosalind Frankin Close, Guildford Onslow 61 61 59
1104 Framptons Yard and Bryanstone House, Bryanstone Avenue, Guildford Stoughton 9 9 9

34 Land at Westway, off Aldershot Road, Guildford Westborough 38 38 45
1584 Former Pond Meadow School, Pond Meadow, Guildford Westborough 11 11 10
Total 392 111 103 606 394

Source: LAA (October 2017) Appendix B
Difference: -212

Notes:
The LPA figure is 207 dwellings higher than its trajectory - 200 relates to student accommodation that has be removed.  Remaining 7 cannot be corroborate by the evidence

Pre-adoption First five years 6 - 10 YEARS 11 - 15 YEARS 2035+ Total (Plan
period)

based on stated desnity site has capacity for an additional 7 dwellings

LPA has over stated by 1 dwelling

Plan period

LPA has over stated by 2 dwellings

Based on stated density  - LPA has over estimated by 7 dwellings

LPA has over stated by 2 dwellings

student accommodation sui generis 200 "bedspaces" - LPA has not included this figure in this line entry therefore removed

The Gross figure has been used by the LPA - Factual correction to take account of net increase

Guildford urban area (excluding SARP)

NeameSutton 
position on  dwelling 

numbers

Guildford Urban Area Anticipated delivery 
period (years)

Comment
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Table A4: Ash and Tongham Urban Area and Strategic Allocation

2015/
2016

2016/
2017

2017/
2018

2018/
2019

2019/
2020

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

7 7 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 3 54
Source: Question 3 - Appendix 1: Figure A8-B:Submission Local Plan with the minor modifications to the Infrastructure Schedule incorporated: Relationship between the phasing of developments and transport schemes

Site ID Address Ward 1-5 6-10
11-
15

No. of
homes 
(net)

2324 Stadium Works, Oxenden Road, Tongham Ash South and Tongham Urban area 6 6 6

506

Land south of Grange Road, Ash  (including 
the Coppins and land
to the west, and land rear of the Gables, 
Viden and Birnam)

Ash South and Tongham Urban area 4 10 14 9

1121 Works, Poyle Road, Tongham Ash South and Tongham Urban area 10 10 10
1139 Public House, Oxenden Road, Tongham Ash South and Tongham Urban area 15 15 0
2097 Land at 79 The Street, Tongham Ash South and Tongham Urban area 4 4 4
1118 Land off Kings Court, Oxenden Road, 

Tongham
Ash South and Tongham Urban area 10 10 10

533 The Forge, 129 Ash Street, Ash Ash Wharf Urban area 5 5 5
Total 10 35 19 64 44

Source: LAA (October 2017) Appendix B
Difference: -20

Notes:
LPA figure for urban area is 10 dwellings higher than trajectory - Presumed to be due to either double counting or net/gross conversion but not possible to corroborate

2015/
2016

2016/
2017

2017/
2018

2018/
2019

2019/
2020

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

62 75 75 92 92 91 91 91 92 91 91 91 91 1125
Source: Question 3 - Appendix 1: Figure A8-B:Submission Local Plan with the minor modifications to the Infrastructure Schedule incorporated: Relationship between the phasing of developments and transport schemes

Site ID Address Ward 1-5 6-10
11-
15

No. of
homes 
(net)

2002 Land to the east of White Lane, Ash Green Ash South and Tongham Countryside 62 62 62
2247 Land to the south and east of Ash and 

Tongham
Ash South and Tongham, 
Ash Wharf

Countryside
325 383 355 1063 764

Total 387 383 355 1125 826

Source: LAA (October 2017) Appendix B
Difference: -299

Notes:
Neame Sutton has updated the Ash and Tongham allocation figures to reflect the most recent consents - See also Table A1

Anticipated delivery 
period (years)

Tongham

Plan period

Pre-adoption First five years 6 - 10 YEARS 11 - 15 YEARS

Active pub with no current prospect of closure = Not footnote 11 compliant

NeameSutton 
position on  

dwelling 
numbers

Pre-adoption First five years

Anticipated delivery 
period (years) NeameSutton 

position on  
dwelling 
numbers

Comment

Total allocation of 1,750 - 986 granted = 764 dwellings

2035+ Total (Plan
period)

Ash and Tongham (urban area)

Ash and Tongham extension (currently countryside)

Plan period

6 - 10 YEARS

Tongham

11 - 15 YEARS 2035+ Total (Plan
period)

Comment

4 dwelling have commenced [16/P/00327], 10 are due for construction and 1 for demolition (net 9) 
[16/P/02174].
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Table A5: Sites within Villages

2015/
2016

2016/
2017

2017/
2018

2018/
2019

2019/
2020

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

16 16 16 15 15 3 2 2 2 2 13 13 13 13 13 154
Source: Question 3 - Appendix 1: Figure A8-B:Submission Local Plan with the minor modifications to the Infrastructure Schedule incorporated: Relationship between the phasing of developments and transport schemes

Site ID Site address Ward 1-5 6-10 11-15 No. of homes 
(net)

350 Carlians Garage, Epsom Road, East Horsley Clandon and 
Horsley

15 15 15

90
East Horsley countryside depot and the adjoining telephone 
exchange,
St Martins Close, East Horsley

Clandon and 
Horsley 15 15 15

1275 Hall, Weston Lea, East Lane, West Horsley Clandon and 
Horsley

5 5 5

1038 Orchard Walls, Beech Avenue, Effingham Effingham 5 5 5
2055 Hurst House, High Street, Ripley Lovelace 5 5 5
1265 Land at Wisteria, Glaziers Lane, Normandy Normandy 7 7 7
1328 Land to the rear of 1-11 Pirbright Terrace, Pirbright Pirbright 9 9 9

1268
Oakhaven, Webbers Post and Springfields, Clandon Road and 
Field Way,
Send Marsh

Send 7 7 7

1274 Land rear of 24 and 26 Potters Lane, Send Send 6 6 6
2244 Garage, Send Road Send 14 14 14
917 Garage, The Common, Horsham Road, Shalford Shalford 8 8 8

1006 51, 53, 55 Summersbury Drive, Shalford Shalford 5 5 5
1179 Land to the rear of Copse Close, Chilworth Shalford 12 12 9

81 Land at Shalford Station, Station Approach, Shalford Shalford 11 11 11
1180 Shalford Social Club, 10 Queens Hall, Station Road, Shalford Shalford 5 5 5
1267 Tangley Lea, New Road, Chilworth Shalford 5 5 5
1017 Land at Old Manor Gardens, Old Manor Gardens, Chilworth Tillingbourne 6 6 6
1094 Rack Close, The Spinning Walk, Shere Tillingbourne 8 8 8
369 Land at Grangefield, Jacobs Well, Guildford Worplesdon 6 6 6

Total 78 11 65 154 151
Source: LAA (October 2017) Appendix B

Difference: -3

NeameSutton 
position on  

dwelling numbers

Within villages Anticipated delivery period 
(years)

Within villages

Plan period
Pre-adoption First five years 6 - 10 YEARS 11 - 15 YEARS 2035+ Total (Plan

period)

Comment

based on density LPA has over stated by 3 dwellings
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Table A6: Sites within Villages proposed to be removed from the Green Belt

2015/
2016

2016/
2017

2017/
2018

2018/
2019

2019/
2020

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

46 46 45 45 45 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 272
Source: Question 3 - Appendix 1: Figure A8-B:Submission Local Plan with the minor modifications to the Infrastructure Schedule incorporated: Relationship between the phasing of developments and transport schemes

Site ID Ward 1-5 6-10 11-15 No. of homes 
(net)

2292 Paddock adjacent to Cranmore Lane, West Horsley Clandon and 
Horlsey

15 15 15

2177 Land at Fangate Manor, St Martins Close, East Horsley Clandon and 
Horsley

10 10 10

2026 Land to the west of Silkmore lane, West Horsley Clandon and 
Horsley

20 20 20

1040 The Barn, The Street, Effingham Effingham 16 16 16
99 Land at Church Street, Effingham Effingham 22 22 22
82 Land rear of Wanborough Station, Flexford, Normandy Normandy 8 8 8
52 Land off Heath Drive, Send Send 20 20 20
58 Land off Send Hill, Send Send 10 10 10

1183 Land rear of 6 Send Barns Lane, Send Send 20 20 20
2082 Clockbarn Nursery, Tannery Lane, Send Send 60 60 60
2286 Land at Old Manor Farm, Old Manor Lane, Chilworth Shalford 20 20 20
1264 Land rear of Greenhill and Burnside, Chinthurst Lane, Shalford Shalford 5 5 5

115 Land at 148 Broad Street, Wood Street Village Worplesdon 12 12 12
16 Land at and to the rear of Bell and Colvill, Epsom Road, West 

Horsley
Clandon and 
Horsley

34 34 32

Total 183 35 20 272 270
Source: LAA (October 2017) Appendix B

Difference: -2

NeameSutton 
position on  

dwelling 

based on density LPA has over stated by 2 dwellings

Villages (land proposed to be inset from the Green Belt)

Villages (land proposed to be inset from the Green Belt - Local Plan reg 19) Anticipated delivery period 
Comment

Plan period
Pre-adoption First five years 6 - 10 YEARS 11 - 15 YEARS 2035+ Total (Plan

period)
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Table A7: PDL Sites in Green Belt

2015/
2016

2016/
2017

2017/
2018

2018/
2019

2019/
2020

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

24 24 23 23 23 56 56 56 55 55 395
Source: Question 3 - Appendix 1: Figure A8-B:Submission Local Plan with the minor modifications to the Infrastructure Schedule incorporated: Relationship between the phasing of developments and transport schemes

Site ID Ward 1-5 6-10 11-15 No. of homes (net)

2371 Land north of Lower Road, Effingham Effingham 6 6 6
1502 Former Tyrrell site, Long Reach, Ockham Lovelace 12 12 12
1582 The Shed Factory, Portsmouth Road, Ripley Lovelace 12 12 12
2366 HM Prison Send, Ripley Road, Lovelace 150 150 148

2115 Builders Yard (Elms Garden), Glaziers Lane,
Normandy

Normandy 15 15 15

1164 Surrey Police Headquarters, Mount Browne, Sandy
Lane, Guildford

Shalford 116 116 118

2118 Treetops Kennels and Loxhill Nursery, Old
Portsmouth Road, Guildford

Shalford 12 12 6

35 Land at Oak Hill, Wood Street Village Worplesdon 22 22 22
1363 Former scrap yard, Aldershot Road, Worplesdon Worplesdon 50 50 45
Total 111 278 0 395 384

Source: LAA (October 2017) Appendix B
Difference: -11

Based on density LPA over Stated by 2 dwellings

Based on density LPA underestimated by 2 dwellings

Based on density LPA over Stated by 6 dwellings

15/P/01987 45 dwelling application approved 16/10/2017

PDL in the Green Belt

Previously Developed Land in the Green Belt Anticipated delivery period 
(years)

Comment

Plan period
Pre-adoption First five years 6 - 10 YEARS 11 - 15 YEARS 2035+ Total (Plan

period)

NeameSutton 
position on  dwelling 

numbers
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Table A8: Extensions to Urban Areas and Villages, Wisley New Settlement and, SARP

2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/ 2023/ 2024/ 2025/ 2026/ 2027/ 2028/ 2029/ 2030/ 2031/ 2032/ 2033/
50 100 100 100 100 100 100 210 210 210 210 210 300 1700

34 34 34 33 135

25 25 25 25 100

25 25 25 25 100

30 30 30 30 120

50 100 150 150 150 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 2000

20 20 40

50 50 150 150 400

50 100 100 100 100 100 100 170 170 170 170 170 300 1500

38 38 37 37 150

50 100 150 150 150 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 2000

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 500 1000
Source: Question 3 - Appendix 1: Figure A8-B:Submission Local Plan with the minor modifications to the Infrastructure Schedule incorporated: Relationship between the phasing of developments and transport schemes

Site ID Address Ward 1-5 6-
10

11-
15

No. of homes 
(net)

46 Gosden Hill Farm, Merrow Lane, Guildford Burpham, Clandon 
and Horsley

150 500 1050 1700 1300

15 Land to the west of West Horsley Clandon and Horsley 135 135 135

240
Land near Horsley Railway Station, Ockham 
Road North, West
Horsley

Clandon and Horsley 100 100 100

975 Land to the north of West Horsley Clandon and Horsley 120 120 120

2081 Land west of Winds Ridge and Send Hill, 
Send

Send 40 40 40

2258 Land at Garlick's Arch, Send Marsh Send and Lovelace 400
400 400

311 Blackwell Farm, Hogs Back, Guildford Shalford, Worplesdon 150 500 850
1500 910

126 Land north of Keens Lane, Guildford Worplesdon 150 150 150
53 Wilsey Airfield

Lovelace
150

850 1000 2000 1720

SARP
500 500 1000 900

Total 1395 2350 3400 7145 5775
Source: LAA (October 2017) Appendix B

Difference: -1370

Notes:
The delivery figures relied upon by the Council for some of its strategic allocations are unrealistic in terms of both the lead in times and the anticipated delivery rates when compared with the empiracle data - Neame Sutton has applied the data set out in the NLP Start to Finish report from November 2016
The Council has not suplied any evidence to support its delivery expectations
See Neame Sutton trajectory for detail of the revisions made year on year in the above table

Neame Sutton Trajectory for Contested Sites:

2015/
2016

2016/
2017

2017/
2018

2018/
2019

2019/
2020

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

10 50 50 100 150 150 150 160 160 160 160 300 1300

30 60 60 60 60 60 60 10 400

10 50 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 590 910

50 100 150 150 150 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 290 1720

50 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 600 900

Proposed new settlement (former Wisley airfield)

Slyfield Area Regeneration Plan

Adjustment to reflect more realistic trajectory based on evidence in NLP Start to 
Finish November 2016 - Figures 4 and 7
Adjustment to reflect more realistic trajectory based on evidence in NLP Start to 
Finish November 2016 - Figures 4 and 7

Adjustment to reflect more realistic trajectory based on evidence in NLP Start to 
Finish November 2016 - Figures 4 and 7

Proposed new settlement (former Wisley airfield)

Plan period
Pre-adoption First five years 6 - 10 YEARS 11 - 15 YEARS 2035+ Total (Plan

period)

Proposed extension to urban area (Gosden Hill, Guildford)

Land to the west of West Horsley

Land near Horsley Railway Station, Ockham Road North, West Horsley

Land near Horsley Railway Station, Ockham Road North, West Horsley

Land to the north of West Horsley

Land west of Winds Ridge and Send Hill, Send

Land at Garlick's Arch, Send Marsh/Burnt Common and Ripley

Proposed extension to urban area (Blackwell Farm, Guildford)

Land north of Keens Lane, Guildford

Proposed extensions to urban areas and villages, and new settlement (Local Anticipated delivery NeameSutton 
position on  

dwelling 
numbers

Comments

Adjustment to reflect more realistic trajectory based on evidence in NLP Start to 
Finish November 2016 - Figures 4 and 7

Amendment to trajectory to reflect more realistic delivery based on evidence in NLP 
Start to Finish November 2016 - Figures 4 and 7

Plan period

Pre-adoption First five years 6 - 10 YEARS 11 - 15 YEARS 2035+ Total (Plan
period)

Proposed new settlement (former Wisley airfield)

Slyfield Area Regeneration Plan

Land at Garlick's Arch, Send Marsh/Burnt Common and Ripley

Proposed extension to urban area (Blackwell Farm, Guildford)

Proposed extension to urban area (Gosden Hill, Guildford)
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Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended)

Guildford Local Plan - Examination

Housing Trajectory - LPA Position as set out in Responses to Inspector's Questions

30-Apr-18

__________________________________________________________________

Plan Period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

Supply Sources Pre-Adoption Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 2032/33 2033/34 TOTAL

Completions 387 294 158 839

Outstanding Capacity (commenced) 148 148 14 13 13 13 13 362

Outstanding Capacity (approved) 200 395 395 395 1385

Windfalls 30 30 30 30 30 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 750

Rural Exception 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 90

Town Centre 18 18 18 18 18 172 171 171 171 171 55 55 55 55 55 1221

Guildford Urban Area (excluding SARP) 37 37 37 37 37 23 22 22 22 22 21 21 21 20 20 399

Slyfield Area Regeneration Plan 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1000

Ash and Tongham (urban area) 7 7 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 3 54

Ash and Tongham extension 62 75 75 92 92 91 91 91 92 91 91 91 91 1125

Within villages 16 16 16 15 15 3 2 2 2 2 13 13 13 13 13 154

Villages (land proposed to be inset from the GB) 46 46 45 45 45 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 272

PDL in GB 24 24 23 23 23 56 56 56 55 55 395

Proposed New Settlement (Wisley) 50 100 150 150 150 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 2000

Extensions to Urban Areas and Villages

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Gosden Hill, Guildford) 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 210 210 210 210 210 1700

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Blackwell Farm, Guildford) 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 170 170 170 170 170 1500

Land north of Keens Lane, Guildford 38 38 37 37 150

Land to the north of West Horsley 30 30 30 30 120

Land to the west of West Horsley 34 34 34 33 135

Land near Horsley Railway Station 25 25 25 25 100

Land at Garlick's Arch, Send Marsh/Burnt Common and Ripley 50 50 150 150 400

Land west of Winds Ridge and Send Hill, Send 20 20 40

TOTAL SUPPLY 387 294 306 348 572 769 829 675 824 874 871 870 919 919 949 947 947 946 945 14191

Requirement 654 654 654 654 450 450 500 500 500 550 600 700 700 700 800 810 850 850 850

Annual Shortfall/Surplus -267 -360 -348 -306 122 319 329 175 324 324 271 170 219 219 149 137 97 96 95

Cumulative Shortfall/Surplus -267 -627 -975 -1281 -1159 -840 -511 -336 -12 312 583 753 972 1191 1340 1477 1574 1670

Base 5 Year Requirement 3066 2862 2708 2554 2400 2500 2650 2850 3050 3250 3500 3710 3860 4010 4160

Shortfall/oversupply (Liverpool)_ 0.0 -14.8 -36.9 -60.9 -85.4 -82.8 -64.6 -42.6 -30.5 -1.2 34.7 72.9 107.6 162 238.2

5 Year Requirement with Shortfall/oversupply 3066.0 2876.8 2744.9 2614.9 2485.4 2582.8 2714.6 2892.6 3080.5 3251.2 3465.3 3637.1 3752.4 3848.0 3921.8

Adjuste 5 Year Requirement with 20% Buffer 3679.2 3452.2 3293.9 3137.9 2982.5 3099.3 3257.5 3471.1 3696.7 3901.4 4158.4 4364.6 4502.9 4617.6 4706.2

Adjusted Annual Requirement (5yr) 735.8 690.4 658.8 627.6 596.5 619.9 651.5 694.2 739.3 780.3 831.7 872.9 900.6 923.5 941.2

5 Year Supply 1907 2289 2824 3193 3669 3971 4073 4114 4358 4453 4528 4604 4681 4708 4734

Supply in Years 2.59 3.32 4.29 5.09 6.15 6.41 6.25 5.93 5.89 5.71 5.44 5.27 5.20 5.10 5.03
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Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended)

Guildford Local Plan - Examination

Housing Trajectory - LPA Position - Sedgfield 20%

30-Apr-18

__________________________________________________________________

Plan Period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
Supply Sources Pre-Adoption Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 2032/33 2033/34 TOTAL

Completions 387 294 158 839

Outstanding Capacity (commenced) 148 148 14 13 13 13 13 362

Outstanding Capacity (approved) 200 395 395 395 1385

Windfalls 30 30 30 30 30 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 750

Rural Exception 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 90

Town Centre 18 18 18 18 18 172 171 171 171 171 55 55 55 55 55 1221

Guildford Urban Area (excluding SARP) 37 37 37 37 37 23 22 22 22 22 21 21 21 20 20 399

Slyfield Area Regeneration Plan 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1000

Ash and Tongham (urban area) 7 7 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 3 54

Ash and Tongham extension 62 75 75 92 92 91 91 91 92 91 91 91 91 1125

Within villages 16 16 16 15 15 3 2 2 2 2 13 13 13 13 13 154

Villages (land proposed to be inset from the GB) 46 46 45 45 45 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 272

PDL in GB 24 24 23 23 23 56 56 56 55 55 395

Proposed New Settlement (Wisley) 50 100 150 150 150 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 2000

Extensions to Urban Areas and Villages

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Gosden Hill, Guildford) 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 210 210 210 210 210 1700

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Blackwell Farm, Guildford) 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 170 170 170 170 170 1500

Land north of Keens Lane, Guildford 38 38 37 37 150

Land to the north of West Horsley 30 30 30 30 120

Land to the west of West Horsley 34 34 34 33 135

Land near Horsley Railway Station 25 25 25 25 100

Land at Garlick's Arch, Send Marsh/Burnt Common and Ripley 50 50 150 150 400

Land west of Winds Ridge and Send Hill, Send 20 20 40

TOTAL SUPPLY 387 294 306 348 572 769 829 675 824 874 871 870 919 919 949 947 947 946 945 14191

Requirement 654 654 654 654 450 450 500 500 500 550 600 700 700 700 800 810 850 850 850

Annual Shortfall/Surplus -267 -360 -348 -306 122 319 329 175 324 324 271 170 219 219 149 137 97 96 95

Cumulative Shortfall/Surplus -267 -627 -975 -1281 -1159 -840 -511 -336 -12 312 583 753 972 1191 1340 1477 1574 1670

Base 5 Year Requirement 3066 2862 2708 2554 2400 2500 2650 2850 3050 3250 3500 3710 3860 4010 4160

Shortfall/oversupply (Liverpool)_ 0.0 -267.0 -627.0 -975.0 -1281.0 -1159.0 -840.0 -511.0 -336.0 -12.0 312.0 583.0 753.0 972.0 1191.0

5 Year Requirement with Shortfall/oversupply 3066.0 3129.0 3335.0 3529.0 3681.0 3659.0 3490.0 3361.0 3386.0 3262.0 3188.0 3127.0 3107.0 3038.0 2969.0

Adjuste 5 Year Requirement with 20% Buffer 3679.2 3754.8 4002.0 4234.8 4417.2 4390.8 4188.0 4033.2 4063.2 3914.4 3825.6 3752.4 3728.4 3645.6 3562.8

Adjusted Annual Requirement (5yr) 735.8 751.0 800.4 847.0 883.4 878.2 837.6 806.6 812.6 782.9 765.1 750.5 745.7 729.1 712.6

5 Year Supply 1907 2289 2824 3193 3669 3971 4073 4114 4358 4453 4528 4604 4681 4708 4734

Supply in Years 2.59 3.05 3.53 3.77 4.15 4.52 4.86 5.10 5.36 5.69 5.92 6.13 6.28 6.46 6.64
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Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended)

Guildford Local Plan - Examination

Housing Trajectory - LPA Position - OAN 654 - Liverpool 20%

30-Apr-18

__________________________________________________________________

Plan Period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
Supply Sources Pre-Adoption Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 2032/33 2033/34 TOTAL

Completions 387 294 158 839

Outstanding Capacity (commenced) 148 148 14 13 13 13 13 362

Outstanding Capacity (approved) 200 395 395 395 1385

Windfalls 30 30 30 30 30 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 750

Rural Exception 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 90

Town Centre 18 18 18 18 18 172 171 171 171 171 55 55 55 55 55 1221

Guildford Urban Area (excluding SARP) 37 37 37 37 37 23 22 22 22 22 21 21 21 20 20 399

Slyfield Area Regeneration Plan 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1000

Ash and Tongham (urban area) 7 7 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 3 54

Ash and Tongham extension 62 75 75 92 92 91 91 91 92 91 91 91 91 1125

Within villages 16 16 16 15 15 3 2 2 2 2 13 13 13 13 13 154

Villages (land proposed to be inset from the GB) 46 46 45 45 45 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 272

PDL in GB 24 24 23 23 23 56 56 56 55 55 395

Proposed New Settlement (Wisley) 50 100 150 150 150 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 2000

Extensions to Urban Areas and Villages

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Gosden Hill, Guildford) 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 210 210 210 210 210 1700

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Blackwell Farm, Guildford) 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 170 170 170 170 170 1500

Land north of Keens Lane, Guildford 38 38 37 37 150

Land to the north of West Horsley 30 30 30 30 120

Land to the west of West Horsley 34 34 34 33 135

Land near Horsley Railway Station 25 25 25 25 100

Land at Garlick's Arch, Send Marsh/Burnt Common and Ripley 50 50 150 150 400

Land west of Winds Ridge and Send Hill, Send 20 20 40

TOTAL SUPPLY 387 294 306 348 572 769 829 675 824 874 871 870 919 919 949 947 947 946 945 14191

Requirement 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654

Annual Shortfall/Surplus -267 -360 -348 -306 -82 115 175 21 170 220 217 216 265 265 295 293 293 292 291

Cumulative Shortfall/Surplus -267 -627 -975 -1281 -1363 -1248 -1073 -1052 -882 -662 -445 -229 36 301 596 889 1182 1474

Base 5 Year Requirement 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270

Shortfall/oversupply (Liverpool)_ 0.0 -14.8 -36.9 -60.9 -85.4 -97.4 -96.0 -89.4 -95.6 -88.2 -73.6 -55.625 -32.7 6.0 60.2

5 Year Requirement with Shortfall/oversupply 3270.0 3284.8 3306.9 3330.9 3355.4 3367.4 3366.0 3359.4 3365.6 3358.2 3343.6 3325.6 3302.7 3264.0 3209.8

Adjuste 5 Year Requirement with 20% Buffer 3924.0 3941.8 3968.3 3997.1 4026.5 4040.8 4039.2 4031.3 4038.8 4029.8 4012.3 3990.8 3963.3 3916.8 3851.8

Adjusted Annual Requirement (5yr) 784.8 788.4 793.7 799.4 805.3 808.2 807.8 806.3 807.8 806.0 802.5 798.2 792.7 783.4 770.4

5 Year Supply 1907 2289 2824 3193 3669 3971 4073 4114 4358 4453 4528 4604 4681 4708 4734

Supply in Years 2.43 2.90 3.56 3.99 4.56 4.91 5.04 5.10 5.40 5.53 5.64 5.77 5.91 6.01 6.15
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Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended)

Guildford Local Plan - Examination

Housing Trajectory - LPA Supply - Uniform OAN 654 - Sedgefield 20%

30-Apr-18

__________________________________________________________________

Plan Period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
Supply Sources Pre-Adoption Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 2032/33 2033/34 TOTAL

Completions 387 294 158 839

Outstanding Capacity (commenced) 148 148 14 13 13 13 13 362

Outstanding Capacity (approved) 200 395 395 395 1385

Windfalls 30 30 30 30 30 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 750

Rural Exception 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 90

Town Centre 18 18 18 18 18 172 171 171 171 171 55 55 55 55 55 1221

Guildford Urban Area (excluding SARP) 37 37 37 37 37 23 22 22 22 22 21 21 21 20 20 399

Slyfield Area Regeneration Plan 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1000

Ash and Tongham (urban area) 7 7 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 3 54

Ash and Tongham extension 62 75 75 92 92 91 91 91 92 91 91 91 91 1125

Within villages 16 16 16 15 15 3 2 2 2 2 13 13 13 13 13 154

Villages (land proposed to be inset from the GB) 46 46 45 45 45 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 272

PDL in GB 24 24 23 23 23 56 56 56 55 55 395

Proposed New Settlement (Wisley) 50 100 150 150 150 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 2000

Extensions to Urban Areas and Villages

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Gosden Hill, Guildford) 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 210 210 210 210 210 1700

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Blackwell Farm, Guildford) 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 170 170 170 170 170 1500

Land north of Keens Lane, Guildford 38 38 37 37 150

Land to the north of West Horsley 30 30 30 30 120

Land to the west of West Horsley 34 34 34 33 135

Land near Horsley Railway Station 25 25 25 25 100

Land at Garlick's Arch, Send Marsh/Burnt Common and Ripley 50 50 150 150 400

Land west of Winds Ridge and Send Hill, Send 20 20 40

TOTAL SUPPLY 387 294 306 348 572 769 829 675 824 874 871 870 919 919 949 947 947 946 945 14191

Requirement 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654

Annual Shortfall/Surplus -267 -360 -348 -306 -82 115 175 21 170 220 217 216 265 265 295 293 293 292 291

Cumulative Shortfall/Surplus -267 -627 -975 -1281 -1363 -1248 -1073 -1052 -882 -662 -445 -229 36 301 596 889 1182 1474

Base 5 Year Requirement 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270

Shortfall/oversupply (Sedgefield) 0.0 -267.0 -627.0 -975.0 -1281.0 -1363.0 -1248.0 -1073.0 -1052.0 -882.0 -662.0 -445.0 -229.0 36.0 301.0

5 Year Requirement with Shortfall/oversupply 3270.0 3537.0 3897.0 4245.0 4551.0 4633.0 4518.0 4343.0 4322.0 4152.0 3932.0 3715.0 3499.0 3234.0 2969.0

Adjuste 5 Year Requirement with 20% Buffer 3924.0 4244.4 4676.4 5094.0 5461.2 5559.6 5421.6 5211.6 5186.4 4982.4 4718.4 4458.0 4198.8 3880.8 3562.8

Adjusted Annual Requirement (5yr) 784.8 848.9 935.3 1018.8 1092.2 1111.9 1084.3 1042.3 1037.3 996.5 943.7 891.6 839.8 776.2 712.6

5 Year Supply 1907 2289 2824 3193 3669 3971 4073 4114 4358 4453 4528 4604 4681 4708 4734

Supply in Years 2.43 2.70 3.02 3.13 3.36 3.57 3.76 3.95 4.20 4.47 4.80 5.16 5.57 6.07 6.64
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Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended)

Guildford Local Plan - Examination

Housing Trajectory - Neame Sutton Position - LPA Stepped Requirement

30-Apr-18

__________________________________________________________________

Plan Period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

Supply Sources Pre-Adoption Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 2032/33 2033/34 TOTAL

Completions 387 294 158 839

Outstanding Capacity (commenced) 148 148 14 13 13 13 13 362

Outstanding Capacity (approved) 190 471 471 471 1603

Windfalls 30 30 30 30 30 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 750

Rural Exception 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 90

Town Centre 66 18 18 18 18 172 171 171 171 171 55 55 55 55 55 1269

Guildford Urban Area (excluding SARP) 35 36 36 36 37 23 22 22 22 22 21 21 21 20 20 394

Slyfield Area Regeneration Plan 50 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 900

Ash and Tongham (urban area) 6 6 6 6 6 3 3 3 3 2 44

Ash and Tongham extension 44 52 52 69 69 68 68 68 69 68 68 68 63 826

Within villages 16 15 15 14 15 3 2 2 2 2 13 13 13 13 13 151

Villages (land proposed to be inset from the GB) 45 45 45 45 45 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 270

PDL in GB 20 20 22 22 22 56 56 56 55 55 384

Proposed New Settlement (Wisley) 50 100 150 150 150 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 1720

Extensions to Urban Areas and Villages

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Gosden Hill, Guildford) 10 50 50 100 150 150 150 160 160 160 160 1300

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Blackwell Farm, Guildford) 10 50 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 910

Land north of Keens Lane, Guildford 38 38 37 37 150

Land to the north of West Horsley 30 30 30 30 120

Land to the west of West Horsley 34 34 34 33 135

Land near Horsley Railway Station 25 25 25 25 100

Land at Garlick's Arch, Send Marsh/Burnt Common and Ripley 30 60 60 60 60 60 60 10 400

Land west of Winds Ridge and Send Hill, Send 20 20 40

TOTAL SUPPLY 387 294 306 338 689 788 864 459 530 760 757 906 965 915 755 763 763 762 756 12757

Requirement 654 654 654 654 450 450 500 500 500 550 600 700 700 700 800 810 850 850 850

Annual Shortfall/Surplus -267 -360 -348 -316 239 338 364 -41 30 210 157 206 265 215 -45 -47 -87 -88 -94

Cumulative Shortfall/Surplus -267 -627 -975 -1291 -1052 -714 -350 -391 -361 -151 6 212 477 692 647 600 513 425

Base 5 Year Requirement 3066 2862 2708 2554 2400 2500 2650 2850 3050 3250 3500 3710 3860 4010 4160

Shortfall/oversupply (Liverpool)_ 0.0 -14.8 -36.9 -60.9 -86.1 -75.1 -54.9 -29.2 -35.5 -36.1 -16.8 1 30.3 79.5 138.4

5 Year Requirement with Shortfall/oversupply 3066.0 2876.8 2744.9 2614.9 2486.1 2575.1 2704.9 2879.2 3085.5 3286.1 3516.8 3709.3 3829.7 3930.5 4021.6

Adjuste 5 Year Requirement with 20% Buffer 3679.2 3452.2 3293.9 3137.9 2983.3 3090.2 3245.9 3455.0 3702.7 3943.3 4220.1 4451.1 4595.7 4716.6 4825.9

Adjusted Annual Requirement (5yr) 735.8 690.4 658.8 627.6 596.7 618.0 649.2 691.0 740.5 788.7 844.0 890.2 919.1 943.3 965.2

5 Year Supply 2014 2415 2985 3138 3330 3401 3370 3412 3918 4303 4298 4304 4161 3958 3799

Supply in Years 2.74 3.50 4.53 5.00 5.58 5.50 5.19 4.94 5.29 5.46 5.09 4.83 4.53 4.20 3.94

Matter 4 - Appendix 1b - Page 1 of 4



Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended)

Guildford Local Plan - Examination

Housing Trajectory - Neame Sutton Position - Sedgfield 20%

30-Apr-18

__________________________________________________________________

Plan Period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

Supply Sources Pre-Adoption Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 2032/33 2033/34 TOTAL

Completions 387 294 158 839

Outstanding Capacity (commenced) 148 148 14 13 13 13 13 362

Outstanding Capacity (approved) 190 471 471 471 1603

Windfalls 30 30 30 30 30 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 750

Rural Exception 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 90

Town Centre 66 18 18 18 18 172 171 171 171 171 55 55 55 55 55 1269

Guildford Urban Area (excluding SARP) 35 36 36 36 37 23 22 22 22 22 21 21 21 20 20 394

Slyfield Area Regeneration Plan 50 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 900

Ash and Tongham (urban area) 6 6 6 6 6 3 3 3 3 2 44

Ash and Tongham extension 44 52 52 69 69 68 68 68 69 68 68 68 63 826

Within villages 16 15 15 14 15 3 2 2 2 2 13 13 13 13 13 151

Villages (land proposed to be inset from the GB) 45 45 45 45 45 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 270

PDL in GB 20 20 22 22 22 56 56 56 55 55 384

Proposed New Settlement (Wisley) 50 100 150 150 150 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 1720

Extensions to Urban Areas and Villages

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Gosden Hill, Guildford) 10 50 50 100 150 150 150 160 160 160 160 1300

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Blackwell Farm, Guildford) 10 50 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 910

Land north of Keens Lane, Guildford 38 38 37 37 150

Land to the north of West Horsley 30 30 30 30 120

Land to the west of West Horsley 34 34 34 33 135

Land near Horsley Railway Station 25 25 25 25 100

Land at Garlick's Arch, Send Marsh/Burnt Common and Ripley 30 60 60 60 60 60 60 10 400

Land west of Winds Ridge and Send Hill, Send 20 20 40

TOTAL SUPPLY 387 294 306 338 689 788 864 459 530 760 757 906 965 915 755 763 763 762 756 12757

Requirement 654 654 654 654 450 450 500 500 500 550 600 700 700 700 800 810 850 850 850

Annual Shortfall/Surplus -267 -360 -348 -316 239 338 364 -41 30 210 157 206 265 215 -45 -47 -87 -88 -94

Cumulative Shortfall/Surplus -267 -627 -975 -1291 -1052 -714 -350 -391 -361 -151 6 212 477 692 647 600 513 425

Base 5 Year Requirement 3066 2862 2708 2554 2400 2500 2650 2850 3050 3250 3500 3710 3860 4010 4160

Shortfall/oversupply (Sedgefield) 0.0 -267.0 -627.0 -975.0 -1291.0 -1052.0 -714.0 -350.0 -391.0 -361.0 -151.0 6.0 212.0 477.0 692.0

5 Year Requirement with Shortfall/oversupply 3066.0 3129.0 3335.0 3529.0 3691.0 3552.0 3364.0 3200.0 3441.0 3611.0 3651.0 3704.0 3648.0 3533.0 3468.0

Adjuste 5 Year Requirement with 20% Buffer 3679.2 3754.8 4002.0 4234.8 4429.2 4262.4 4036.8 3840.0 4129.2 4333.2 4381.2 4444.8 4377.6 4239.6 4161.6

Adjusted Annual Requirement (5yr) 735.8 751.0 800.4 847.0 885.8 852.5 807.4 768.0 825.8 866.6 876.2 889.0 875.5 847.9 832.3

5 Year Supply 2014 2415 2985 3138 3330 3401 3370 3412 3918 4303 4298 4304 4161 3958 3799

Supply in Years 2.74 3.22 3.73 3.71 3.76 3.99 4.17 4.44 4.74 4.97 4.91 4.84 4.75 4.67 4.56

Matter 4 - Appendix 1b - Page 2 of 4



Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended)

Guildford Local Plan - Examination

Housing Trajectory - Neame Sutton Position - OAN 654 - Liverpool 20%

30-Apr-18

__________________________________________________________________

Plan Period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

Supply Sources Pre-Adoption Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 2032/33 2033/34 TOTAL

Completions 387 294 158 839

Outstanding Capacity (commenced) 148 148 14 13 13 13 13 362

Outstanding Capacity (approved) 190 471 471 471 1603

Windfalls 30 30 30 30 30 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 750

Rural Exception 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 90

Town Centre 66 18 18 18 18 172 171 171 171 171 55 55 55 55 55 1269

Guildford Urban Area (excluding SARP) 35 36 36 36 37 23 22 22 22 22 21 21 21 20 20 394

Slyfield Area Regeneration Plan 50 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 900

Ash and Tongham (urban area) 6 6 6 6 6 3 3 3 3 2 44

Ash and Tongham extension 44 52 52 69 69 68 68 68 69 68 68 68 63 826

Within villages 16 15 15 14 15 3 2 2 2 2 13 13 13 13 13 151

Villages (land proposed to be inset from the GB) 45 45 45 45 45 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 270

PDL in GB 20 20 22 22 22 56 56 56 55 55 384

Proposed New Settlement (Wisley) 50 100 150 150 150 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 1720

Extensions to Urban Areas and Villages

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Gosden Hill, Guildford) 10 50 50 100 150 150 150 160 160 160 160 1300

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Blackwell Farm, Guildford) 10 50 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 910

Land north of Keens Lane, Guildford 38 38 37 37 150

Land to the north of West Horsley 30 30 30 30 120

Land to the west of West Horsley 34 34 34 33 135

Land near Horsley Railway Station 25 25 25 25 100

Land at Garlick's Arch, Send Marsh/Burnt Common and Ripley 30 60 60 60 60 60 60 10 400

Land west of Winds Ridge and Send Hill, Send 20 20 40

TOTAL SUPPLY 387 294 306 338 689 788 864 459 530 760 757 906 965 915 755 763 763 762 756 12757

Requirement 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654

Annual Shortfall/Surplus -267 -360 -348 -316 35 134 210 -195 -124 106 103 252 311 261 101 109 109 108 102

Cumulative Shortfall/Surplus -267 -627 -975 -1291 -1256 -1122 -912 -1107 -1231 -1125 -1022 -770 -459 -198 -97 12 121 229

Base 5 Year Requirement 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270

Shortfall/oversupply (Liverpool)_ 0.0 -14.8 -36.9 -60.9 -86.1 -89.7 -86.3 -76.0 -100.6 -123.1 -125.0 -127.75 -110.0 -76.5 -39.6

5 Year Requirement with Shortfall/oversupply 3270.0 3284.8 3306.9 3330.9 3356.1 3359.7 3356.3 3346.0 3370.6 3393.1 3395.0 3397.8 3380.0 3346.5 3309.6

Adjuste 5 Year Requirement with 20% Buffer 3924.0 3941.8 3968.3 3997.1 4027.3 4031.7 4027.6 4015.2 4044.8 4071.7 4074.0 4077.3 4056.0 4015.8 3971.5

Adjusted Annual Requirement (5yr) 784.8 788.4 793.7 799.4 805.5 806.3 805.5 803.0 809.0 814.3 814.8 815.5 811.2 803.2 794.3

5 Year Supply 2014 2415 2985 3138 3330 3401 3370 3412 3918 4303 4298 4304 4161 3958 3799

Supply in Years 2.57 3.06 3.76 3.93 4.13 4.22 4.18 4.25 4.84 5.28 5.27 5.28 5.13 4.93 4.78
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Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended)

Guildford Local Plan - Examination

Housing Trajectory - Neame Sutton Supply - Uniform OAN 654 - Sedgefield 20%

30-Apr-18

__________________________________________________________________

Plan Period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
Supply Sources Pre-Adoption Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 2032/33 2033/34 TOTAL

Completions 387 294 158 839

Outstanding Capacity (commenced) 148 148 14 13 13 13 13 362

Outstanding Capacity (approved) 190 471 471 471 1603

Windfalls 30 30 30 30 30 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 750

Rural Exception 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 90

Town Centre 66 18 18 18 18 172 171 171 171 171 55 55 55 55 55 1269

Guildford Urban Area (excluding SARP) 35 36 36 36 37 23 22 22 22 22 21 21 21 20 20 394

Slyfield Area Regeneration Plan 50 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 900

Ash and Tongham (urban area) 6 6 6 6 6 3 3 3 3 2 44

Ash and Tongham extension 44 52 52 69 69 68 68 68 69 68 68 68 63 826

Within villages 16 15 15 14 15 3 2 2 2 2 13 13 13 13 13 151

Villages (land proposed to be inset from the GB) 45 45 45 45 45 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 270

PDL in GB 20 20 22 22 22 56 56 56 55 55 384

Proposed New Settlement (Wisley) 50 100 150 150 150 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 1720

Extensions to Urban Areas and Villages

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Gosden Hill, Guildford) 10 50 50 100 150 150 150 160 160 160 160 1300

Proposed Extension to Urban Area (Blackwell Farm, Guildford) 10 50 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 910

Land north of Keens Lane, Guildford 38 38 37 37 150

Land to the north of West Horsley 30 30 30 30 120

Land to the west of West Horsley 34 34 34 33 135

Land near Horsley Railway Station 25 25 25 25 100

Land at Garlick's Arch, Send Marsh/Burnt Common and Ripley 30 60 60 60 60 60 60 10 400

Land west of Winds Ridge and Send Hill, Send 20 20 40

TOTAL SUPPLY 387 294 306 338 689 788 864 459 530 760 757 906 965 915 755 763 763 762 756 12757

Requirement 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654

Annual Shortfall/Surplus -267 -360 -348 -316 35 134 210 -195 -124 106 103 252 311 261 101 109 109 108 102

Cumulative Shortfall/Surplus -267 -627 -975 -1291 -1256 -1122 -912 -1107 -1231 -1125 -1022 -770 -459 -198 -97 12 121 229

Base 5 Year Requirement 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270 3270

Shortfall/oversupply (Sedgefield) 0.0 -267.0 -627.0 -975.0 -1291.0 -1256.0 -1122.0 -912.0 -1107.0 -1231.0 -1125.0 -1022.0 -770.0 -459.0 -198.0

5 Year Requirement with Shortfall/oversupply 3270.0 3537.0 3897.0 4245.0 4561.0 4526.0 4392.0 4182.0 4377.0 4501.0 4395.0 4292.0 4040.0 3729.0 3468.0

Adjuste 5 Year Requirement with 20% Buffer 3924.0 4244.4 4676.4 5094.0 5473.2 5431.2 5270.4 5018.4 5252.4 5401.2 5274.0 5150.4 4848.0 4474.8 4161.6

Adjusted Annual Requirement (5yr) 784.8 848.9 935.3 1018.8 1094.6 1086.2 1054.1 1003.7 1050.5 1080.2 1054.8 1030.1 969.6 895.0 832.3

5 Year Supply 2014 2415 2985 3138 3330 3401 3370 3412 3918 4303 4298 4304 4161 3958 3799

Supply in Years 2.57 2.84 3.19 3.08 3.04 3.13 3.20 3.40 3.73 3.98 4.07 4.18 4.29 4.42 4.56
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Executive Summary

There is a growing recognition that large-scale housing development can and should play a large role 
in meeting housing need. Garden towns and villages – planned correctly – can deliver sustainable new 
communities and take development pressure off less sustainable locations or forms of development. 

However, what looks good on paper needs to deliver in practice. Plans putting forward large sites to meet 
need must have a justification for the assumptions they make about how quickly sites can start providing 
new homes, and be reasonable about the rate of development. That way, a local authority can decide how 
far it needs to complement its large-scale release with other sites – large or small – elsewhere in its district. 

This research looks at the evidence on speed and rate of delivery of large-scale housing based on a large 
number of sites across England and Wales (outside London). We draw five conclusions:

1.	 If more homes are to be built, more land needs to be released and more planning permissions granted. 
There is no evidence to support the notion of systemic ‘land banking’ outside London: the commercial 
drivers of both house builders and land promoters incentivises rapid build out of permissions to secure 
returns on capital.

2.	 Planned housing trajectories should be realistic, accounting and responding to lapse rates, lead-in 
times and sensible build rates. This is likely to mean allocating more sites rather than less, with a 
good mix of types and sizes, and then being realistic about how fast they will deliver so that supply 
is maintained throughout the plan period. Because no one site is the same – and with significant 
variations from the average in terms of lead-in time and build rates – a sensible approach to evidence 
and justification is required. 

3.	 Spatial strategies should reflect that building homes is a complex and risky business. Stronger local 
markets have higher annual delivery rates, and where there are variations within districts, this should 
be factored into spatial strategy choices. Further, although large sites can deliver more homes per year 
over a longer time period, they also have longer lead-in times. 

4.	 Plans should reflect that – where viable – affordable housing supports higher rates of delivery. This 
principle is also likely to apply to other sectors that complement market housing for sale, such as build 
to rent and self-build (where there is demand for those products). This might mean some areas will 
want to consider spatial strategies that favour sites with greater prospects of affordable or other types 
of housing delivery. 

5.	 For large-scale sites, it matters whether a site is brownfield or greenfield. The latter come forward more 
quickly. 

In our conclusions we identify a check list of questions for consideration in exploring the justification for 
assumed timing and rates of delivery of large-scale sites.

Image Credit: A.P.S (UK) / Alamy Stock Photo
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The Research in Figures

number of large sites assessed 70 
3.9 years the average lead in time for large sites prior to the 

submission of the first planning application 

years the average planning approval period of schemes of 2,000+ 
dwellings. The average for all large sites is circa 5 years6.1 
the average annual build rate for a scheme of 2,000+ dwellings161
the highest average annual build rate of the schemes assessed,  
but the site has only delivered for three years 321 
approximate increase in the annual build rate for large sites 
delivering 30%+ affordable housing compared to those  
delivering 10%-19%

more homes per annum are delivered on average on large 
greenfield sites than large brownfield sites 

40%  

50%  
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Introduction

When it comes to housing, Government wants planning 
to think big. With its Garden Towns and Villages agenda 
and consultation on proposed changes to the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) to encourage new 
settlements, planning authorities and developers are 
being encouraged to bring forward large-scale housing 
development projects, many of them freestanding. And 
there is no doubt that such projects will be necessary if 
England is to boost supply and then consistently deliver 
the 300,000 new homes required each year1. 

Large-scale sites can be an attractive proposition 
for plan-makers. With just one allocation of several 
thousand homes, a district can – at least on paper – 
meet a significant proportion of its housing requirement 
over a sustained period. Their scale means delivery of 
the infrastructure and local employment opportunities 
needed to sustain mixed communities. 

But large-scale sites are not a silver bullet. Their scale, 
complexity and (in some cases) up-front infrastructure 
costs means they are not always easy to kick start. And 
once up and running, there is a need to be realistic 
about how quickly they can deliver new homes. Past 
decades have seen too many large-scale developments 
failing to deliver as quickly as expected, and gaps in 
housing land supply have opened up as a result. 

So, if Local Plans and five year land supply assessments 
are to place greater reliance on large-scale 
developments – including Garden Towns and Villages – 
to meet housing needs, the assumptions they use about 
when and how quickly such sites will deliver new homes 
will need to be properly justified. 

The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) offers little 
guidance other than identifying that timescales and 
rates of development in land availability assessments 
should be based on information that “may include 
indicative lead-in times and build-out rates for the 
development of different scales of sites. On the largest 
sites allowance should be made for several developers 
to be involved. The advice of developers and local agents 
will be important in assessing lead-in times and build-out 
rates by year”2. It also requires housing land availability 
assessments to include: “a reasonable estimate of build 
out rates, setting out how any barriers to delivery could 
be overcome.”3

This research provides insights to this topic – which 
has become a perennial discussion at Local Plan 
examinations and Section 78 appeals in recent years – 
by focusing on two key questions:

1.	 what are realistic lead-in times for large-scale 
housing developments?; and 

2.	 once the scheme starts delivering, what is a 
realistic annual build rate?

NLP has carried out a desk-based investigation of 
the lead-in times and build-out rates on 70 different 
strategic housing sites (“large sites”) delivering 500 or 
more homes to understand what factors might influence 
delivery. For contrast 83 “small sites” delivering between 
50 and 499 homes have been researched to provide 
further analysis of trends in lead in times and build rates 
at varying scales. 

As well as identifying some of the common factors at 
play during the promotion and delivery of these sites it 
also highlights that every scheme has its own unique 
factors influencing its progress: there can be significant 
variations between otherwise comparable developments, 
and there is no one ‘typical scheme’. This emphasises 
the importance of good quality evidence to support the 
position adopted on individual projects.

1 House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs (2016) Building more homes: 1st Report of Session 2016-17 - HL Paper 20 
2 PPG ID: 3-023-20140306 
3 PPG ID: 3-028-20140306

“Local planning authorities should take a proactive 
approach to planning for new settlements where they 
can meet the sustainable development objectives 
of national policy, including taking account of the 
need to provide an adequate supply of new homes. 
In doing so local planning authorities should work 
proactively with developers coming forward with 
proposals for new settlements in their area.”

DCLG consultation on proposed changes to national 
planning policy (December 2015)
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Efforts were made to secure a range of locations and 
site sizes in the sample, but it may not be representative 
of the housing market in England and Wales as a whole 
and thus conclusions may not be applicable in all areas 
or on all sites. 

 

In total NLP reviewed 70 strategic sites (“large sites”) 
which have delivered, or will deliver, in excess of 500 
dwellings. The sites range in size from 504 to 15,000 
dwellings. The geographic distribution of the 70 large 
sites and comparator small sites is set out below in 
Figure 1. A full list of the large sites can be found in 
Appendix 1 and the small sites in Appendix 2. NLP 
focused on sites outside London, due to the distinctive 
market and delivery factors applicable in the capital. 

Figure 1: Geographic Distribution of the 70 Large Sites and 83 Small Sites Assessed

Source: NLP analysis

Data Sources and Methodology
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Figure 2 sets out the stages and the milestones 
used to measure them. These are assumed to fall 
under what are defined as ‘lead-in times’, ‘planning 
approval periods’ and ‘build periods’, with ‘first housing 
completion’ denoting the end of the lead-in time and 
start of the build period. Not every site assessed will 
necessarily have gone through each component of 
the identified stages sequentially, or indeed at all (for 
example, some sites secure planning permission without 
first being allocated). 

Methodology
The research aims to cover the full extent of the 
planning and delivery period. So, wherever the 
information was available, the data collected on each 
of the 70 sites covers the stages associated with the 
total lead-in time of the development (including the 
process of securing a development plan allocation), the 
total planning approval period, starting works on site, 
delivery of the first dwelling and the annualised build 
rates recorded for the development up until to the latest 
year where data is available (2014/15). To structure 
the research and provide a basis for standardised 
measurement and comparison, these various stages 
(some of them overlapping) have been codified. 

Source: NLP

Figure 2: Timeline for the Delivery of a Strategic Housing Site
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Due to the varying ages of the assessed sites, the 
implementation of some schemes was more advanced 
than others and, as a function of the desk-based nature 
of the research and the vintage of some of the sites 
assessed, there have been some data limitations, 
which means there is not a complete data set for every 
assessed site. For example, lead-in time information 
prior to submission of planning applications is not 
available for all sites. And because not all of the sites 
assessed have commenced housing delivery, annual 
build rate information is not universal. The results are 
presented accordingly.

The approach to defining these stages for the purposes 
of this research is set out below: 

•	 The ‘lead-in time’ – this measures the period up 
to the first housing completion on site from either 
a) the date of the first formal identification of the 
site as a potential housing allocation (e.g. in a LPA 
policy document) or where not applicable, available 
or readily discernible – b) the validation date of the 
first planning application made for the scheme.

•	 The ‘planning approval period’ is measured from 
the validation date of the first application for the 
proposed development (be that an outline, full or 
hybrid application). The end date is the decision 
date of the first detailed application which permits 
the development of dwellings on site (this may 
be a full or hybrid application or the first reserved 
matters approval which includes details for 
housing). The discharge of any pre-commencement 
and other conditions obviously follows this, but from 
a research perspective, a measurement based on a 
detailed ‘consent’ was considered reasonable and 
proportionate milestone for ‘planning’ in the context 
of this research.

•	 The date of the ‘first housing completion’  
on site (the month and year) is used where the 
data is available. However, in most instances the 
monitoring year of the first completion is all that 
is available and in these cases a mid-point of the 
monitoring period (1st October, falling halfway 
between 1st April and the following 31st March)  
is used. 

•	 The ‘annual build rate’ falls within the overall 
‘build period’. The annual build rate of each 
site is taken or inferred from the relevant Local 
Planning Authority’s Annual Monitoring Reports 
(AMR) or other evidence based documents where 
available. In some instances this was confirmed – 
or additional data provided – by the Local Planning 
Authority or County Council. 
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How long does it take for large-scale sites to get up and 
running? This can be hard to estimate. Understandably, 
those promoting sites are positive about how quickly 
they can deliver, and local authorities choosing to 
allocate large-scale sites in their plans are similarly keen 
for these sites to begin making a contribution to housing 
supply. This leads some local housing trajectories to 
assume that sites can be allocated in Local Plans and 
all detailed planning approvals secured in double-quick 
time. However, the reality can prove different. 

Our main focus here is on the average ‘planning 
approval period’ and the subsequent period from 
receiving a detailed planning approval to delivery of the 
first house on site. However, another important metric 
is how long it takes from the site being first identified by 
the local authority for housing delivery to getting started 
on site. Unfortunately, getting accurate data for this on 
some of the historic sites is difficult, so this analysis is  
focused on a just 18 of the sample sites where 
information was available. 

Getting Started:  
What are Realistic Lead-in Times?

Lead-in Times 
The lead-in time prior to the submission of a planning 
application is an important factor, because many 
planning issues are flushed out in advance of planning 
applications being submitted, not least in terms of 
local plan allocations establishing the principle of an 
allocation. In a plan-led system, many large-scale sites 
will rely on the certainty provided by Local plans, and in 
this regard, the slow pace of plan-making in the period 
since the NPPF4 is a cause for concern. 

If the lead-in time prior to submission of an application 
is able to focus on addressing key planning issues, it 
can theoretically help ensure that an application – once 
submitted – is determined more quickly. Our sample 
of sites that has lead-in time information available 
is too small to make conclusions on this theory. 
However, there is significant variation within these 
sites highlighting the complexity of delivering homes 
on sites of different sizes. Of this sample of sites: on 
average it was 3.9 years from first identification of the 
site for housing to the submission of the initial planning 
application.

Moreover, a substantial lead-in time does not guarantee 
a prompt permission: 4 of the 18 sites that took longer 
to gain planning permission than the average for sites 
of comparable size and also had lead-in times prior to 
submission of a planning application of several years5.

4 As at September 2016, just 34% of Local Authorities outside London have an up-to-date post-NPPF strategic-level Local Plan.  
Source: PINS / NLP analysis. 
5 The sites in question were The Wixams, West Kempton, West of Blyth, and Great Denham.
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Figure 3: Average lead-in time of sites prior to submission of the first planning application 

Source: NLP analysis
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The Planning Approval Period:  
Size Matters 
The term ‘planning approval period’ in this report measures 
the period from the validation date of the first planning 
application for the scheme to the decision date of the 
first application which permits development of dwellings 
on site (this could be a full, hybrid or reserved matters 
application). Clearly, in many cases, this approval will also 
need to be followed by discharge of pre-commencement 
conditions (a focus of the Government’s Neighbourhood 
Planning Bill) but these were not reviewed in this research 
as a detailed approval was considered an appropriate 
milestone in this context. 

The analysis considers the length of planning approval 
period for different sizes of site, including comparing large-
scale sites with small sites. Figure 4 shows that the greater 
the number of homes on a site, the longer the planning 
approval period becomes. There is a big step-up in time for 
sites of in-excess of 500 units. 

Time Taken for First Housing 
Completion after Planning Approval
Figure 4 also shows the time between the approval of the 
first application to permit development of dwellings on site 
and the delivery of the first dwelling (during which time any 
pre-commencement conditions would also be discharged), 
in this analysis his is the latter part of the lead in time 
period. This reveals that the timescale to open up a  
site following the detailed approval is relatively similar  
for large sites. 

Interestingly, our analysis points to smaller sites taking 
longer to deliver the first home after planning approval. This 
period of development takes just over 18 months for small 
sites of under 500 units, but is significantly quicker on 
the assessed large-scale sites; in particular, on the largest 
2,000+ dwelling sites the period from receiving planning 
approval to first housing completion was 0.8 years.

In combination, the planning approval period and 
subsequent time to first housing delivery reveals the 
total period increases with larger sites, with the total 
period being in the order of 5.3 – 6.9 years. Large sites 
are typically not quick to deliver; in the absence of a live 
planning application, they are, on average, unlikely to be 
contributing to five year housing land supply calculations.

Figure 4: Average planning approval period and delivery of first dwelling analysis by site size 

Source: NLP analysis
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Case Studies
If some sites are coming forward more quickly than the 
average for sites of that size, what is it that is driving their 
rapid progress? We explored this with some case studies. 
These suggest that when schemes are granted planning 
permission significantly faster than the above averages, it 
is typically due to specific factors in the lead-in time prior 
to the submission of a planning application.

Of course, these are average figures, and there are 
significant variations from the mean. Figure 5 below 
shows the minimum and maximum planning approval 
periods for sites in each of the large size categories.  
This shows even some of the largest sites coming 
forward in under two years, but also some examples 
taking upwards of 15-20 years. Clearly, circumstances 
will vary markedly from site to site. 

Gateshead – St James Village  
(518 dwellings):  
Planning approval period 0.3 years6 

This site was allocated as a brownfield site in the 
Gateshead UDP (2000) prior to the submission of a 
planning application for the regeneration scheme.  
A Regeneration Strategy for East Gateshead covered 
this site and as at 1999 had already delivered 
high profile flagship schemes on the water front. 
Llewelyn Davis were commissioned by the Council 
and English Partnerships to prepare a masterplan 
and implementation strategy for the site which was 
published in June 1999. Persimmon Homes then 
acquired the site and it was agreed in autumn 1999 
that they should continue the preparation of the 
masterplan. East Gateshead Partnership considered 
the masterplan on the 08th March 2000 and 
recommended approval. Subsequently, the outline 
application (587/00) with full details for phase 1 was 
validated on the 6th September 2000 and a decision 
issued on the 9th January 2001. 

It is clear that although it only took 0.3 years for the 
planning application to be submitted and granted for 
a scheme of more than 500 units, the lead in time 
to the submission of the application was significant, 
including an UDP allocation and a published 
masterplan 18 months ahead of permission being 
granted. By the time the planning application was 
submitted most of the site specific issues had been 
resolved.

Figure 5: Site size and duration of planning

Source: NLP analysis
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6 St James Village is excluded from the lead-in time analysis because it is unclear on what date the site was first identified within the regeneration area 
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Dartford – Ingress Park  
(950 dwellings):  
Planning approval period 1.4 years 
This site was initially identified in a draft Local Plan 
in 1991 and finally allocated when this was adopted 
in April 1995. The Ingress Park and Empire Mill 
Planning Brief was completed in three years later 
(November 1998). 

The submission of the first planning application for 
this scheme predated the completion of the Planning 
Brief by a few months, but the Council had already 
established that they supported the site. By the time 
the first application for this scheme was submitted, 
the site had been identified for development for circa 
seven years. 

The outline application (98/00664/OUT) was 
validated on the 10th August 1998 and permission 
granted on the 21st Nov 2000, a determination 
period of 1 year and 3 months). A full application for 
the First Phase for 52 dwellings (99/00756/FUL) was 
validated and approved in just two months, prior to 
approval of the outline. Clearly, large-scale outline 
permissions have to wrap up a wide range of other 
issues, but having first phase full applications running 
in parallel can enable swifter delivery, in situations 
where a ‘bite sized’ first phase can be implemented 
without triggering complex issues associated with the 
wider site.

Cambridge and South 
Cambridgeshire – North West 
Cambridge (3,000 dwellings and 
2,000 student bed spaces):  
Planning approval period 2.2 years
Cambridge University identified this area as its only 
option to address its long-term development needs, 
and the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure 
Plan 2003 identified the location for release from 
the Green Belt. The site was allocated in the 
2006 Cambridge Local Plan, and the North West 
Cambridge Area Action Plan was adopted in October 
2009. The Area Action Plan established an overall 
vision and set out policies and proposals to guide the 
development as a whole.

As such, by the time the first application for this 
scheme was submitted, there had already been 
circa eight years of ‘pre-application’ planning initially 
concerning the site’s release from the Green Belt, 
but then producing the Area Action Plan which set 
out very specific requirements.. This ‘front-loaded’ 
consideration of issues that might otherwise have 
been left to a planning application. 

The outline application (11/1114/OUT – Cambridge 
City Council reference) for delivery of up to 3,000 
dwellings, up to 2,000 student bed spaces and 
100,000 sqm of employment floorspace was 
validated on the 21st September 2011 and approved 
on the 22nd of February 2013. The first reserved 
matters application for housing (13/1400/REM) 
was validated on the 20th September 2013 and 
approved on the 19th December 2013. Some ten 
years from the concept being established in the 
Structure Plan.
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Summary on Lead-in Times 
1.	 On average, larger sites take longer to complete the planning application and lead-in processes than 

do smaller sites. This is because they inevitably give rise to complex planning issues related to both the 
principle of development and the detail of implementation. 

2.	 Consideration of whether and how to implement development schemes is necessary for any scheme, and 
the evidence suggests that where planning applications are determined more quickly than average, this is 
because such matters were substantially addressed prior to the application being submitted, through plan-
making, development briefs and/or master planning. There is rarely a way to short-circuit planning. 

3.	 Commencement on large sites can be accelerated if it is possible to ‘carve-out’ a coherent first phase 
and fast track its implementation through a focused first phase planning application, in parallel with 
consideration of the wider scheme through a Local Plan or wider outline application. 

4.	 After receiving permission, on average smaller sites take longer to deliver their first dwelling than do the 
largest sites (1.7-1.8 years compared to 0.8 years for sites on 2,000+ units). 
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Lapse Rates: What Happens to Permissions?

Not every planning permission granted will translate into 
the development of homes. This could mean an entire 
site does not come forward, or delivery on a site can be 
slower than originally envisaged. It is thus not realistic 
to assume 100% of planning permission granted in any 
given location will deliver homes. Planning permissions 
can lapse for a number of reasons:

1.	 The landowner cannot get the price for the site that 
they want;

2.	 A developer cannot secure finance or meet the 
terms of an option;

3.	 The development approved is not considered to be 
financially worthwhile;

4.	 Pre-commencement conditions take longer than 
anticipated to discharge;

5.	 There are supply chain constraints hindering a start; 
or

6.	 An alternative permission is sought for the scheme 
after approval, perhaps when a housebuilder seeks 
to implement a scheme where the first permission 
was secured by a land promoter.

These factors reflect that land promotion and 
housebuilding is not without its risks. 

At the national level, the Department for Communities 
and Local Government has identified a 30-40% gap 
between planning permissions granted for housing and 
housing starts on site7. DCLG analysis suggested that 
10-20% of permissions do not materialise into a start 
on site at all and in addition, an estimated  
15-20% of permissions are re-engineered through 
a fresh application, which would have the effect of 
pushing back delivery and/or changing the number  
of dwellings delivered. 

This issue often gives rise to claims of ‘land banking’ 
but the evidence for this is circumstantial at best, 
particularly outside London. The business models of 
house builders are generally driven by Return on Capital 
Employed (ROCE) which incentivises a quick return on 
capital after a site is acquired. This means building 
and selling homes as quickly as possible, at sales 
values consistent with the price paid for the land. Land 
promoters (who often partner with landowners using 
promotion agreements) are similarly incentivised to 
dispose of their site to a house builder to unlock their 
promotion fee. Outside London, the scale of residential 
land prices has not been showing any significant growth 
in recent years8 and indeed for UK greenfield and urban 
land, is still below levels last seen at least 20039. There 
is thus little to incentivise hoarding land with permission. 

The LGA has identified circa 400-500,000 units of 
‘unimplemented’ permissions10, but even if this figure 
was accurate, this is equivalent to just two years 
of pipeline supply. More significantly, the data has 
been interpreted by LGA to significantly overstate 
the number of unimplemented permissions because 
‘unimplemented’ refers to units on sites where either 
the entire site has not been fully developed or the 
planning permission has lapsed11. It therefore represents 
a stock-flow analysis in which the outflow (homes built) 
has been ignored. 

Insofar as ‘landbanking’ may exist, the issue appears 
principally to be a London – rather than a national 
– malaise, perhaps reflecting that land values in the 
capital – particularly in ‘prime’ markets – have increased 
by a third since the previous peak of 2007. The London 
Mayor’s ‘Barriers to Housing Delivery – Update’ of July 
2014 looked at sites of 20 dwellings or more and 
reported that only about half of the total number of 
dwellings granted planning permission every year are 
built (Table 3); a lapse rate of circa 50% across London. 

Clearly, the perceived problem of landbanking is seeing 
policy attention from Government, but caution is 
needed that any changes do not result in unintended 
consequences or act as a disincentive to secure 
planning permissions. 

A more practical issue is that Plans and housing land 
trajectories must adopt sensible assumptions, based  
on national benchmarks, or – where the data exists –  
local circumstances, to understand the scale of natural 
non-implementation.

7 DCLG Presentations to the HBF Planning Conference (September 2015) 
8 Knight Frank Residential Development Land Index Q1 2016 http://content.knightfrank.com/research/161/documents/en/q1-2016-3844.pdf 
9 Savills Development Land Index http://www.savills.co.uk/research/uk/residential-research/land-indices/development-land-index.aspx 
10 Glenigan data as referenced by Local Government Association in its January 2016 media release (a full report is not published) http://www.local.gov.
uk/web/guest/media-releases/-/journal_content/56/10180/7632945/NEWS  
11 This would mean that a site which has built 99% of homes will still show up as 100% of units being ‘unimplemented’
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Build Rates: How Fast Can Sites Deliver? 

The rate at which sites deliver new homes is a frequently 
contested matter at Local Plan examinations and during 
planning inquiries considering five year housing land supply. 
Assumptions can vary quite markedly and expectations 
have changed over time: in 2007, Northstowe – the new 
settlement to the north west of Cambridge – was expected 
by the Council to deliver 750-850 dwellings per annum12; 
it is now projected to deliver at an annual rate of just 25013. 

There is a growing recognition that the rate of annual 
delivery on a site is shaped by ‘absorption rates’: a 
judgement on how quickly the local market can absorb the 
new properties. However, there are a number of factors 
driving this for any given site:

•	 the strength of the local housing market;

•	 the number of sales outlets expected to operate on 
the site (ie the number of different house builders or 
brands/products being delivered); or

•	 the tenure of housing being built. Are market homes 
for sale being supplemented by homes for rent, 
including affordable housing?

The analysis in this section explores these factors with 
reference to the surveyed sites. 

Market Strength 
It might seem a truism that stronger market demand  
for housing will support higher sales and build rates –  
but how far is that the case and how to measure it? 

Figure 6 below compares CLG data on post-permission 
residential land value estimates (£/ha) by Local Authorities 
in 201414 to the average build out rate of each of the 
assessed strategic sites. Unfortunately the residential land 
value estimates are only available for England and as such 
the Welsh sites assessed are excluded, leaving 57 sites  
in total. 

The analysis shows that markets matter. Relatively weaker 
areas may not be able to sustain the high build-out rates 
that can be delivered in stronger markets with greater 
demand for housing. There are significant variations, 
reflecting localised conditions, but the analysis shows a 
clear relationship between the strength of the market in 
a Local Authority area and the average annual build rates 
achieved on those sites. Plan makers should therefore 
recognise that stronger local markets can influence how 
quickly sites will deliver. 

12 South Cambridgeshire Annual Monitoring Report 2006/07 
13 South Cambridgeshire Annual Monitoring Report 2014/15 
14 Post-permission residential land value estimates were released in December 2015, however the end date of the build rate data obtained is 2014/15; 
as such land value estimates at February 2015 are better aligned to the build periods assessed in this report and have been used for consistency.

Source: NLP analysis and CLG Post-permission residential land value estimates (£/ha) by Local Authorities (February 2015)

Figure 6: Average Annual Build-out Rates of sites compared to Land Values as at 2014 
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Size Matters
A key metric for build rates on sites is the number of 
sales outlets. Different housebuilders will differentiate 
through types or size of accommodation and their 
brands and pricing, appealing to different customer 
types. In this regard, it is widely recognised that a site 
may increase its absorption rate through an increased 
number of outlets. 

Unfortunately, data limitations mean that the number 
of outlets is not readily available for the large sites 
surveyed within this research, and certainly not on any 
longitudinal basis which is relevant because the number 
of outlets on a site may vary across phases. 

However, it is reasonable to assume that larger sites 
are likely to feature more sales outlets and thus have 
greater scope to increase build rates. This may relate to 
the site being more geographically extensive: with more 
access points or development ‘fronts’ from which sales 
outlets can be driven. A large urban extension might be 
designed and phased to extend out from a number of 
different local neighbourhoods within an existing town 
or city, with greater diversity and demand from multiple 
local markets. 

Our analysis supports this concept: larger sites deliver 
more homes each year, but even the biggest schemes 
(those with capacity for 2,000 units) will, on average, 
deliver fewer than 200 dwellings per annum, albeit their 
average rate – 161 units per annum – is six times that 
of sites of less than 100 units (27 units per annum). 

Of course, these are average figures. Some sites will 
see build rates exceeding this average in particular 
years, and there were variations from the mean across 
all categories (see Figure 8), suggesting that higher or 
lower rates than this average may well be possible, if 
circumstances support it. 

Nevertheless, it is striking that annual average delivery 
on sites of up to 1,499 units barely exceeds 100 units 
per annum, and there were no examples in this category 
that reached a rate of 200 per annum. The highest 
rate – of 321 units per annum – is for the Cranbrook 
site, but this is a short term average. A rate of 268 per 
annum was achieved over a longer period at the Eastern 
Expansion Area (Broughton Gate & Brooklands) site in 
Milton Keynes. The specific circumstance surrounding 
the build rates in both these examples are explored as 
case studies opposite. It is quite possible that these 
examples might not represent the highest rate of 
delivery possible on large-scale sites in future, as other 
factors on future sites might support even faster rates.  

Our analysis also identifies that, on average, a site of 
2,000 or more dwellings does not deliver four times 
more dwellings than a site delivering between 100 and 
499 homes, despite being at least four times the size. 
In fact it only delivers an average of 2.5 times more 
houses. This is likely to reflect that: 

•	 it will not always be possible to increase the 
number of outlets in direct proportion to the size of 
site – for example due to physical obstacles (such 
as site access arrangements) to doing so; and

•	 overall market absorption rates means the number 
of outlets is unlikely to be a fixed multiplier in terms 
of number of homes delivered.

Figure 7: Average annual build rate by site size

Source: NLP analysis 
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Figure 8: Average annual build-out rate by site size, including 
the minimum and maximum averages within each site size 

Source: NLP analysis 
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Cranbrook: East Devon
The highest average annual build out rates recorded 
in this analysis comes from the Cranbrook site in East 
Devon where an average of 321 dwellings per annum 
were delivered between 2012/13 and 2014/15. 
Delivery of housing only started on this site in 2012/13, 
with peak delivery in 2013/14 of 419 dwellings.

Cranbrook is the first new standalone settlement in 
Devon for centuries and reportedly – according to East 
Devon Council – the result of over 40 years of planning 
(this claim has not been substantiated in this research). 
It is the circumstances surrounding its high annual 
delivery rate which is of most interest, however. 

Phase 1 of the development was supported by a  
£12 million repayable grant from a revolving 
infrastructure fund managed by the Homes and 
Communities Agency. The government also intervened 
again in the delivery of this site by investing £20 million 
for schools and infrastructure to ensure continuity of 
the scheme, securing the delivery of phase 2. The 
government set out that the investment would give  
local partners the confidence and resources to drive 
forward its completion. 

The Consortium partnership for Cranbrook (including 
Hallam Land, Persimmon Homes (and Charles Church) 
and Taylor Wimpey) stated the following subsequent to 
the receipt of the government funding15. 

“Without this phase 2 Cranbrook would have been 
delayed at the end of phase 1, instead, we have 
certainty in the delivery of phase 2, we can move 
ahead now and commit with confidence to the next key 
stages of the project and delivering further community 
infrastructure and bringing forward much needed 
private and affordable homes”. 

Clearly, the public sector played a significant role in 
supporting delivery. The precise relationship between 
this and the build rate is unclear, but funding helped 
continuity across phases one and two of the scheme. 
More particularly, the rate of delivery so far achieved 
relates just to the first three years, and there is no 
certainty that this high build-out rate will be maintained 
across the remainder of the scheme.

Eastern Expansion Area (Broughton 
Gate & Brooklands): Milton Keynes 
The second highest average build out rates recorded 
in this analysis comes from the Eastern Expansion 
Area (Broughton Gate & Brooklands) site in Milton 
Keynes where an average of 268 dwellings per annum 
were delivered between 2008/09 and 2013/14. As is 
widely recognised, the planning and delivery of housing 
in Milton Keynes is distinct from almost all the sites 
considered in this research. 

Serviced parcels with the roads already provided were 
delivered as part of the Milton Keynes model and house 
builders are able to proceed straight onto the site and 
commence delivery. This limited the upfront site works 
required and boosted annual build rates. Furthermore, 
there were multiple outlets building-out on different 
serviced parcels, with monitoring data from Milton 
Keynes Council suggesting an average of c.12 parcels 
were active across the build period. This helped to 
optimise the build rate.

15 https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-funding-to-unlock-delivery-of-12-000-new-homes
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Peak Years of Housing Delivery
Of course, rates of development on sites will ebb and 
flow. The top five peak annual build-out rates achieved 
across every site assessed are set out in Table 1 below. 
Four of the top five sites with the highest annual peak 
delivery rates are also the sites with the highest annual 
average build out rates (with the exception of Broughton 
& Atterbury). Peak build rates might occur in years when 
there is an overlap of multiple outlets on phases, or 
where a particular phase might include a large number 
of affordable or apartment completions. It is important 
not to overstress these individual years in gauging build 
rates over the whole life of a site. 

Affordable Housing Provision 
Housing sites with a larger proportion of affordable 
homes (meeting the definition in the NPPF) deliver 
more quickly, where viable. The relationship appears to 
be slightly stronger on large-scale sites (500 units or 
more) than on smaller sites (less than 500 units), but 
there is a clear positive correlation (Figure 9). For both 
large and small-scale sites, developments with 40% or 
more affordable housing have a build rate that is around 
40% higher compared to developments with 10-19% 
affordable housing obligation.

The relationship between housing delivery and 
affordable (subsidised) housing is multi-dimensional, 
resting on the viability, the grant or subsidy available 
and the confidence of a housing association or 
registered provider to build or purchase the property 
for management. While worth less per unit than a 
full-market property, affordable housing clearly taps 
into a different segment of demand (not displacing 
market demand), and having an immediate purchaser 
of multiple properties can support cash flow and risk 
sharing in joint ventures. However, there is potential 
that starter homes provided in lieu of other forms of 
affordable housing may not deliver the same kind of 
benefits to speed of delivery, albeit they may support 
viability overall. 

The Timeline of the Build-out Period
Many planners’ housing trajectories show large sites 
gradually increasing their output and then remaining 
steady, before tailing off at the end. In fact, delivery 
rates are not steady. Looking at the first eight years of 
development – where the sample size of large sites is 
sufficiently high – NLP’s research showed that annual 
completions tended to be higher early in the build-out 
period before dipping (Figure 10). 

For sites with even longer build out periods, this pattern 
of peaks and troughs is potentially repeated again 
(subject to data confidence issues set out below). This 
surge in early completions could reflect the drive for 

Scheme Peak Annual 
Build-Out Rate

Annual Average 
Build-Out Rate

Cambourne 620 239

Hamptons 548 224

Eastern Expansion Area 473 268

Cranbrook 419 321

Broughton 409 171

Table 1: Peak annual build-out rates compared against average 
annual delivery rates on those sites

Source: NLP analysis and various AMRs

Figure 9: Affordable housing provision and housing output

Source: NLP analysis
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This principle – of a product targeting a different 
segment of demand helping boost rates of development 
– may similarly apply to the emergent sectors such  
as ‘build-to-rent’ or ‘self build’ in locations where there 
is a clear market for those products. Conversely,  
the potential for starter homes to be provided in  
lieu of other forms of affordable housing may overlap 
with demand for market housing on some sites, and  
will not deliver the kind of cash flow / risk sharing 
benefits that comes from disposal of properties to a 
Registered Provider.
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Summary
1.	 There is a positive correlation between the strength of the market (as measured by residential land values) and 

the average annual build rates achieved. 

2.	 The annual average build-rate for the largest sites (of 2,000 or more units) is circa 161 dwellings per annum 

3.	 The rate of delivery increases for larger schemes, reflecting the increased number of sales outlets possible on 
large sites. However, this is not a straight line relationship: on average, a site of 2,000 units will not, deliver four 
times as fast as a site of 500. This reflects the limits to number of sales outlets possible on a site, and overall 
market absorption rates. 

4.	 There is significant variation from the average, which means some sites can be expected to deliver more (or 
less) than this average. However, the highest average build-out rate of all the assessed sites is 321 dwellings 
per annum in Cranbrook. But this relates to just three years of data, and the scheme benefitted from significant 
government funding to help secure progress and infrastructure. Such factors are not be present in all schemes, 
and indeed, the data suggests sites tend to build at a higher rate in initial years, before slowing down in later 
phases. 

5.	 Build rates on sites fluctuate over their life. The highest build rate recorded in a single year is 620 units at 
Camborne, but for the duration of the development period the average annual build rate is 239 dwellings. 

6.	 There is a positive correlation between the percentage of affordable homes built on site and the average annual 
delivery of homes with sites delivering 30% or more affordable housing having greater annual average build rates 
than sites with lower affordable housing provision. The introduction of different tenures taps into different market 
segments, so a build to rent product may similarly boost rates of delivery – where there is a market for it – but 
starter homes may have the opposite effect if they are provided in lieu of other forms of affordable homes, and 
displace demand for cheaper market homes.

Figure 10: Average annual build-out rate per year of the  
build period 

Source: NLP analysis

An
nu

al
 d

el
iv

er
y 

(u
ni

ts
 p

er
 y

ea
r)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Development year

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

rapid returns on capital in the initial phase, and/or 
early delivery of affordable housing, with the average 
build rate year by year reducing thereafter to reflect 
the optimum price points for the prevailing market 
demand. Additionally, the longer the site is being 
developed, the higher the probability of coinciding with 
an economic downturn – obviously a key factor for 
sites coming forward over the past decade – which will 
lead to a reduction in output for a period.

Our sample of sites where the development lasted for 
more than eight years is too small to draw concrete 
findings, but it does flag a few other points. On 
extremely large sites that need to span more than 
a decade, the development will most likely happen 
in phases. The timing and rate of these phases will 
be determined by a range of factors including: the 
physical layout of the site, the ability to sell the homes; 
trigger points for payment for key social and transport 
infrastructure obligations; the economic cycle; and 
local market issues. Predicting how these factors 
combine over a plan period is self-evidently difficult, 
but plan makers should recognise the uncertainty and 
build in flexibility to their housing trajectories to ensure 
they can maintain housing supply wherever possible.
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The NPPF encourages the effective use of 
previously-developed land, and recent Government 
announcements suggest increased prioritisation of 
development for brownfield sites. Efforts to streamline 
the planning process for brownfield sites may also 
speed up their delivery. But, is there a difference in how 
quickly brownfield sites can come forward compared to 
greenfield sites? 

Research produced by CPRE and Glenigan in March 
201616 suggested that the time between planning 
permission being granted and construction work starting 
is generally the same for brownfield and greenfield 
sites, but suggested that work on brownfield sites is 
completed more than six months quicker. However, it 
was not clear if this finding was because the greenfield 
sites were larger than the equivalent brownfield sites 
surveyed in that study. We therefore looked at how lead 
in times and build rates compared for large-scale sites 
of 500+ dwellings on greenfield and brownfield sites. 

Figure 11: Previous land use and duration of planning Table 2: Previous land use and duration of planning approval 
period

Source: NLP analysis

Source: NLP analysis

A Brownfield Land Solution?

The Planning Approval Period 
Whether land is brownfield or greenfield does not 
impact on the planning approval period. On average, 
for all sites, the planning approval period for the 
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identical at 5.1 years for brownfield and 5.0 years for 
greenfield – see Figure 11, although this is skewed 
by the very largest sites of 2,000+ units (see Table 
2), with brownfield sites in the smaller-size bands 
being on average slightly quicker than their greenfield 
counterparts (albeit caution is required given the small 
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What the analysis tends to show is that it is the scale of 
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the greatest impact on the length of planning process, 
and that despite government prioritisation on brownfield 
land in the NPPF, this is unlikely to result in significant 
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Approval Period

G
re

en
fie

ld
 S

ite
s 500-999 14 4.5

1,000-1,499 9 5.3

1,500-1,999 7 5.5

2,000+ 13 5.0

Total/Average 43 5.0

B
ro

w
nfi

el
d 

S
ite

s 500-999 16 4.1

1,000-1,499 3 3.3

1,500-1,999 1 4.6

2,000+ 7 8.6

Total/Average 27 5.1

D
ur

at
io

n 
(y

ea
rs

)

0.0
Brownfield Greenfield

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

Planning approval period Planning to delivery

16 Brownfield comes first: why brownfield development works CPRE, March 2016
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Build-out Rates
There is a more discernible difference between 
brownfield and greenfield sites when it comes to the 
annual build out rates they achieve, with the analysis in 
Figure 12 suggesting that brownfield sites on average 
deliver at lower rates than their greenfield counterparts, 
both overall and across the different size bandings (see 
Table 3) albeit recognising the small sample size for 
some sizes of site. On average, the annual build-out rate 
of a greenfield site is 128 dwellings per annum, around 
50% higher than the 83 per annum average  
for brownfield sites.

Figure 12: Previous land use and housing delivery Table 3: Previous land use by size and average annual build  
out rate

Source: NLP analysis

Source: NLP analysis

This may reflect that brownfield sites carry extra costs 
(e.g. for remediation) which reduces the scale of 
contribution they make to infrastructure and affordable 
housing provision (which as shown can boost rates  
of delivery).

Summary
1.	 Brownfield and greenfield sites come forward at broadly similar rates, although at the smaller end of the 

scale, there does appear to be some ‘bonus’ in speed of decisions for previously-developed land. For the 
largest sites (of 2,000+ units) the sample of brownfield sites suggests an extended time period (3.6 years 
longer) compared to their equivalent greenfield sites;

2.	 Once started, large-scale greenfield sites do deliver homes at a more rapid rate than their brownfield 
equivalents, on average 50% quicker.

Site Size 
(dwellings)

Number of sites 
in this group

Average Annual 
Build-out Rate

G
re

en
fie

ld
 S

ite
s 500-999 14 86

1,000-1,499 9 122

1,500-1,999 7 142

2,000+ 13 171

Total/Average 43 128

B
ro

w
nfi

el
d 

S
ite

s 500-999 16 52

1,000-1,499 3 73

1,500-1,999 1 84

2,000+ 7 148

Total/Average 27 83
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There is a growing recognition that large-scale housing 
development can and should play a large role in meeting 
housing need. Garden towns and villages – planned 
correctly – can deliver sustainable new communities and 
take development pressure off less sustainable locations 
or forms of development. 

However, if planners are serious about wanting to 
see more homes built each year and achieve the 
government’s target of one million by 2020 (or indeed, 
deliver the 300,0000 per annum that are needed), 
simply allocating a site or granting a permission is not 
enough. The Government recognises this: the Minister 
for Planning has been quoted as saying that “you cannot 
live in a planning permission”.

Part of the debate has focused on perceptions of ‘land 
banking’ – the concept that developers are hoarding 
land or slowing down development. Equally, suggestions 
have been made that proposals for large-scale 
development should be ‘protected’ from competition 
from smaller sites or from challenge under five year 
land supply grounds. The evidence supporting these 
propositions appears limited. 

In our view the real concern – outside London, at any 
rate – is ensuring planning decisions (including in 
plan-making) are driven by realistic and flexible housing 
trajectories in the first place, based on evidence and 
the specific characteristics of individual sites and local 
markets. 

Based on the research in this document, we draw five 
conclusions on what is required:

1.	 If more homes are to be built, more land needs 
to be released and more planning permissions 
granted. Confidence in the planning system relies 
on this being achieved through local plans that 
must be sufficiently ambitious and robust to meet 
housing needs across their housing market areas. 
But where plans are not coming forward as they 
should, there needs to be a fall-back mechanism 
that can release land for development when it is 
required. 

Conclusion

2.	 Planned housing trajectories should be realistic, 
accounting and responding to lapse rates, lead-
in times and sensible build rates. This is likely to 
mean allocating more sites rather than less, with 
a good mix of types and sizes, and then being 
realistic about how fast they will deliver so that 
supply is maintained throughout the plan period. 
Because no one site is the same – and with 
significant variations from the average in terms of 
lead-in time and build rates – a sensible approach 
to evidence and justification is required. 

3.	 Spatial strategies should reflect that building 
homes is a complex and risky business. Stronger 
local markets have higher annual delivery rates, 
and where there are variations within districts, this 
should be factored into spatial strategy choices. 
Further, although large sites can deliver more 
homes per year over a longer time period, they 
also have longer lead-in times. To secure short-
term immediate boosts in supply – as is required 
in many areas – a good mix of smaller sites will be 
necessary.

4.	 Plans should reflect that – where viable – affordable 
housing supports higher rates of delivery. This 
principle is also likely to apply to other sectors 
that complement market housing for sale, such as 
build to rent and self-build (where there is demand 
for those products). Trajectories will thus need to 
differentiate expected rates of delivery to respond 
to affordable housing levels or inclusion of other 
market products. This might mean some areas will 
want to consider spatial strategies that favour sites 
with greater prospects of affordable or other types 
of housing delivery. This plays into the wider debate 
about support for direct housing delivery for rent 
by local government and housing associations and 
ensuring a sufficient product mix on sites. 

5.	 Finally, in considering the pace of delivery, large-
scale brownfield sites deliver at a slower rate than 
do equivalent greenfield sites. The very largest 
brownfield sites have also seen very long planning 
approval periods. Self-evidently, many brownfield 
sites also face barriers to implementation that 
mean they do not get promoted in the first place. 
In most locations outside our biggest cities, a good 
mix of types of site will be required.
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A Checklist for Understanding  
Large-scale Site Delivery
In setting or assessing reasonable housing trajectories 
for local plans or five year housing land supply, the lead-
in times and average rates of housing delivery identified 
in this research can represent helpful benchmarks or 
rules of thumb, particularly in situations where there is 
limited local evidence. 

However, these rules of thumb are not definitive. It is 
clear from our analysis that some sites start and deliver 
more quickly than this average, whilst others have 
delivered much more slowly. Every site is different. 

In considering the evidence justifying the estimated time 
and rate of delivery, the questions listed in Table 4 below 
represent a checklist of questions that are likely to be 
relevant:

Lead-in times to getting started on site Factors affecting the speed of build out rate

•	 Is the land in existing use?

•	 Has the land been fully assembled?

•	 If in multiple ownership/control, are the interests of all 
parties aligned?

•	 To what extent is there any challenge to the principle of 
development?

•	 Is the site already allocated for development? Does it 
need to be in order for release?

•	 Does an SPD, masterplan or development brief help 
resolve key planning issues?

•	 Is the masterplan/development brief consistent with 
what the developer will deliver?

•	 Is there an extant planning application or permission?

•	 Are there significant objections to the proposal from 
local residents?

•	 Are there material objections to the proposal from 
statutory bodies?

•	 Are there infrastructure requirements – such as access 
– that need to be in place before new homes can be 
built? 

•	 Are there infrastructure costs or other factors that may 
make the site unviable? 

•	 Does the proposal rely on access to public resources?

•	 If planning permission is secured, is reserved matters 
approval required?

•	 Does the scheme have pre-commencement conditions?

•	 Is the scheme being promoted by a developer who will 
need time to dispose of the site to a house builder?

•	 How large is the site? 

•	 Will the scale, configuration and delivery model for the site 
support more sales outlets?

•	 How strong is the local market? 

•	 Does the site tap into local demand from one or more 
existing neighbourhoods?

•	 Is the density and mix of housing to be provided 
consistent with higher rates of delivery?

•	 What proportion of affordable housing is being delivered?

•	 Are there other forms of housing – such as build to rent – 
included?

•	 When will new infrastructure – such as schools – be 
provided to support the new community?

•	 Are there trigger points or phasing issues that may affect 
the build rate achievable in different phases?

Table 4: Questions to consider on the speed of housing delivery on large-scale sites
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Appendix 2: Small Sites Reviewed

Site Name Local Planning Authority Site Size

Holme Farm, Carleton Road, Pontefract Wakefield 50

Part Sr3 Site, Off Elizabeth Close, Scotter West Lindsey 50

Former Downend Lower School, North View, Staple Hill South Gloucestershire 52

Fenton Grange, Wooler Northumberland 54

Land at the Beacon, Tilford Road, Hindhead Waverley 59

Land To Rear Of 28 - 34 Bedale Road, Aiskew Hambleton 59

Hanwell Fields Development, Banbury Cherwell 59

Land at Prudhoe Hospital, Prudhoe Northumberland 60

Oxfordshire County Council Highways Depot Cherwell 60

Clewborough House School, St Catherines Road Cherwell 60

Land south of Pinchington Lane West Berkshire 64

Land Off Cirencester Rd Stroud 66

Springfield Road Caunt Road South Kesteven 67

Land off Crown Lane Wychavon 68

Former Wensleydale School, Dent Street, Blyth Northumberland 68

Land at Lintham Drive, Kingswood South Gloucestershire 68

Hawthorn Croft (Off Hawthorn Avenue Old Slaughterhouse Site), Gainsborough West Lindsey 69

Land to the North of Walk Mill Drive Wychavon 71

Watermead, Land At Kennel Lane, Brockworth Tewkesbury 72

North East Area Professional Centre, Furnace Drive, Furnace Green Crawley 76

Land at Willoughbys Bank, Clayport Bank, Alnwick Northumberland 76

The Kylins, Loansdean, Morpeth Northumberland 88

MR10 Site, Caistor Road, Market Rasen West Lindsey 89

OS Field 9972 York Road Easingwold Hambleton 93

Land At Green Road - Reading College Reading 93

North East Sandylands South Lakeland 94

Auction Mart South Lakeland 94

Parcel 4, Gloucester Business Park, Brockworth Tewkesbury 94

Former York Trailers Yafforth Road Northallerton Scheme 1/2 Hambleton 96

Poppy Meadow Stratford-on-Avon 106

Weeton Road/Fleetwood Road Fylde 106

Land South of Station Road East Hertfordshire 111

Former Bewbush Leisure Centre Site, Breezehurst Drive, Bewbush Crawley 112

Land West Of Birchwood Road, Latimer Close Bristol, City of 119

Land Between Godsey Lane And Towngate East South Kesteven 120

Bibby Scientific Ltd Stafford 120

Kennet Island Phase 1B - E, F, O & Q, Manor Farm Road Reading 125

Primrose Mill Site Ribble Valley 126

Land Rear Of Mount Pleasant  Cheshire West and Chester 127

Land to the east of Efflinch Lane  East Staffordshire 130

North of Douglas Road, Kingswood South Gloucestershire 131

Land at Farnham Hospital, Hale Road, Farnham Waverley 134

Bracken Park, Land At Corringham Road, Gainsborough West Lindsey 141

Doxey Road Stafford 145

Former York Trailers Yafforth Road Northallerton Scheme 2/2 Hambleton 145
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Site Name Local Planning Authority Site Size

London Road/ Adj. St Francis Close East Hertfordshire 149

MR4 Site, Land off Gallamore Lane, Market Rasen West Lindsey 149

Queen Mary School Fylde 169

Sellars Farm, Sellars Road Stroud 176

Land South of Inervet Campus Off Brickhill Street, Walton Milton Keynes 176

Notcutts Nursery, 150 - 152 London Road Cherwell 182

Hoval Ltd North Gate Newark and Sherwood 196

Hewlett Packard (Land Adjacent To Romney House), Romney Avenue Bristol, City of 242

128-134 Bridge Road And Nos 1 - 4 Oldfield Road Windsor and Maidenhead 242

GCHQ Oakley - Phase 1 Cheltenham 262

Land off Henthorn Road Ribble Valley 270

Land Between A419 And A417, Kingshill North, Cirencester Cotswold 270

Hortham Hospital, Hortham Lane, Almondsbury South Gloucestershire 270

Land At Canons Marsh, Anchor Road Bristol, City of 272

M & G Sports Ground, Golden Yolk and Middle Farm, Badgeworth Tewkesbury 273

Long Marston Storage Depot Phase 1 Stratford-on-Avon 284

Land at Brookwood Farm, Bagshot Road Woking 297

Land at, Badsey Road Wychavon 298

Land At Fire Service College, London Road, Moreton in Marsh Cotswold 299

Land At Dorian Road Bristol, City of 300

Kennet Island Phase 1 - H, M, T, U1, U2 Manor Farm Road Reading 303

Chatham Street Car Park Complex  Reading 307

Former NCB Workshops, Ellington Rd, Ashington (aka Portland Park) Northumberland 357

Former Masons Cerement Works and Adjoining Ministry of Defence Land, 
Gipping Road, Great Blakenham Mid Suffolk 365

Woolley Edge Park Site Wakefield 375

Luneside West Lancaster 403

Radyr Sidings Cardiff 421

New World House, Thelwall Lane Warrington 426

Land at former Battle Hospital, 344 Oxford Road Reading Borough Council 434

New Central (Land at Guildford Road and Bradfield Close including Network 
House, Merrion House, Bradford House and Coronation House Woking Borough Council 445

Kingsmead South Milton Keynes Council 450

Bleach Green, Winlaton Gateshead 456

Farington Park, East of Wheelton Lane South Ribble 468

Bickershaw Colliery, Plank Lane, Leigh Wigan 471

Farnborough Business Park Rushmoor 476

Horfield Estate, Filton Avenue, Horfield Bristol City Council 485

Stenson Fields South Derbyshire 487

Cookridge Hospital Leeds 495

Matter 4 - Appendix 3 - Page 30 of 32



DevCap
Assessing Environmental and 
Development Capacity

Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (NLP) is an independent 
planning, economics and urban design consultancy, 
with offices in Bristol, Cardiff, Edinburgh, Leeds, 
London, Manchester, Newcastle and Thames Valley.

We are one of the largest independent planning 
consultancies in the UK and we offer the broadest 
range of skills of any specialist planning firm. This 
includes services in economics, spatial analytics, 
heritage, sustainability, urban design, graphics and 
sunlight and daylight, as well as a full range of 
planning skills. NLP was RTPI Planning Consultancy  
of the Year for three years running to 2014.

We prepare accessible and clear reports, underpinned 
by robust analysis and stakeholder engagement, and 
provide expert witness evidence to public inquiries 
and examinations.

Our targeted research reports explore current 
planning / economic issues and seek to offer practical 
ways forward.

Read More
You can find out more information on NLP and 
download copies of this report and the below 
documents at:

www.nlpplanning.com

Contacts
For more information, please contact us:

Bristol Andy Cockett 0117 403 1980 acockett@nlpplanning.com

Cardiff Gareth Williams 0292 043 5880 gwilliams@nlpplanning.com

Edinburgh Nicola Woodward 0131 285 0670 nwoodward@nlpplanning.com

Leeds Justin Gartland 0113 397 1397 jgartland@nlpplanning.com

London Matthew Spry 0207 837 4477 mspry@nlpplanning.com

Manchester Michael Watts 0161 837 6130 mwatts@nlpplanning.com

Newcastle Michael Hepburn 0191 261 5685 mhepburn@nlpplanning.com

Thames Valley Daniel Lampard 0118 334 1920 dlampard@nlpplanning.com

This publication has been written in general terms and cannot be relied on to cover specific situations. We recommend that you obtain 
professional advice before acting or refraining from acting on any of the contents of this publication. NLP accepts no duty of care or 
liability for any loss occasioned to any person acting or refraining from acting as a result of any material in this publication.

Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners is the trading name of Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Limited. Registered in England, no.2778116. 

Registered office: 14 Regent’s Wharf, All Saints Street, London N1 9RL

© Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Ltd 2016. All rights reserved.

Land Supply
Assessing five year housing land  
supply positions

HEaDROOM
Objective Assessments  
of Local Housing Needs

UNLOCK
Strategic & Residential  
Land Promotion

Evidencing 
Development Capacity

Assessing five 
year housing land 
supply positions

Objective 
Assessments of 
Local Housing Needs

Evidencing  
Economic Benefits

How NLP Can Help

Strategic & 
Residential Land 
Promotion

About NLP
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TRIP
Targeted Research 
& Intelligence Programme

Planning 
Consultancy 
of the Year

2011-2014

nlpplanning.com

Applications & Appeals

Climate Change & Sustainability

Community Engagement

Daylight & Sunlight

Economics & Regeneration 

Environmental Assessment

Expert Evidence

GIS & Spatial Analytics

Graphic Design

Heritage

Property Economics

Site Finding & Land Assembly 

Strategy & Appraisal

Urban Design
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