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Appendix A – Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan Examination Green Belt Review   

  

WELWYN/HATFIELD LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION GREEN 

BELT REVIEW  
  

Context  

I have set out below some initial thoughts that relate to the soundness of this 

plan and in particular discussed the scope of additional work that the Council may 

wish to consider undertaking, in order to expand the findings of its Green Belt 

review. The purpose of this additional work, which involves expanding the Green 

Belt data base, is to enable the making of more informed judgements on the 

soundness of different development strategies in a Green Belt context.  
  

My final conclusions regarding the plan’s soundness and procedural compliance 

will be given in a report to be produced following the assessment of all of the 

evidence, including that to be produced for and at the forthcoming Hearing 

sessions and after consultation on the proposed Main Modifications.  

Nevertheless, having regard to the criteria for soundness and to assist at this 

stage, I provide a brief explanation as to my current thinking on the Green Belt 

and related matters below. These may well alter in the light of evidence that 

emerges during the examination of the plan and including the consultation 

process. My views given below are based on my professional knowledge and 

experience in a spirit of helpfulness and my current understanding of the plan. 

They are given without prejudice to my final conclusions on soundness that will 

appear in my report. This will cover all main soundness issues that arise during 

the examination as well as those referred to below.  
  

Background  

The plan as submitted does not provide sufficient housing development proposals 

to enable sufficient dwellings to meet the Full Objectively Assessed Housing Need 

(FOAHN), prepared on behalf of the Council prior to its submission of the plan, to 

be built. Subsequently, a revised FOAHN assessment based on the 2014 

household projections, prepared by the Department for Communities and Local 

Government, suggests a much higher FOAHN. The National Planning Policy 

Framework says at paragraph 47 that Local Planning Authorities should ensure 

that their Local Plan meets the FOAHN in the housing market area. If this cannot 

be achieved, particularly in the context of the current housing crisis and the 

Government’s desire to boost the supply of housing, then there needs to be very 

sound reason(s) for not doing this.  
  

The Council has suggested that it is unable to meet its housing need because of  

Green Belt restrictions among other concerns. In my concluding remarks to the 

Hearing sessions into Strategic Matters, I pointed out that I did not consider the 

development strategy put forward in the plan to be sound, in part because there 

was insufficient justification for the failure to identify sufficient developable sites 

within the Green Belt. That is largely because the phase 1 Green Belt Review was 

at such a strategic level as to render its findings on the extent of the potential 

harm to the purposes of the Green Belt, caused by development within the large 

parcels considered as a whole, debatable when applied to smaller individual 



 

 

potential development sites adjacent to the urban areas. It goes without saying 

that a finer grained approach would better reveal the variations in how land 

performs against the purposes of the Green Belt. Such an approach is also more 

likely to reveal opportunities as well as localised constraints, both of which might 

reasonably be considered further.  
  

  

Additionally, the phase 2 Green Belt Review, which did look at a finer grain of 

sites, does not appear to have examined all of the potential development sites 

adjacent to the urban areas. Furthermore that study, which combined a more 

refined examination, of the contribution that sites made to Green Belt purposes, 

with an overall examination of development considerations, appears to have 

incorporated an examination of landscape character into the consideration of 

openness. Openness considerations in a Green Belt context should only be 

concerned about the absence of built development and other dominant urban 

influences. They should not be concerned about the character of the landscape.   
  

The actual development strategy finally arrived at is a matter for the Council, 

providing it is arrived at in a way that is objective and rational. However, if that 

strategy fails to meet the FOAHN and assuming that all realistic development 

opportunities outside of the Green Belt have been put forward in the plan, then it 

is effectively saying that there are no exceptional circumstances justifying a 

further release of additional land from the Green Belt and that presumably means 

for as long as current national green belt policy and its interpretation prevails. 

That may be the case but unless all of the Green Belt has been forensically 

analysed in some detail then it is difficult to prove.     
  

Essential areas to retain  

In some circumstances the impact of development on the Green Belt’s purposes  

will cause such harm to the Green Belt that it outweighs all the other 

considerations and leads directly to the finding that exceptional circumstances 

could not exist. In many cases that may not be the case and a review of the 

Green Belt boundary may be justified in principle. In such circumstances, the 

impact on Green Belt purposes is just one of many factors to be weighed in the 

balance. However, given the importance of Green Belts in current national policy, 

any harm to the Green Belt should none the less be given appropriate weight in 

the process. Unfortunately, there is no clear ranking of considerations either with 

respect to the different Green Belt purposes or with regard to all the relevant 

considerations used to determine the suitability of land for development in 

National Policy. The weight to be given to the different considerations is therefore 

a matter of rational professional judgement.   
  

In that context it seems to me that there must be a limit beyond which the 

development of undeveloped land between settlements, be they neighbouring 

towns or nearby smaller settlements, should not proceed. Exactly what that is in 

terms of distance is debatable and it could well be different in the context of the 

merging of neighbouring towns to the context of maintaining the settlement 



 

 

pattern. I note that the Council has referred to a kilometre, whereas other 

studies have used a mile and even five kilometres in the context of neighbouring 

towns. What is significant however is perception and a kilometre gap with limited 

development in a landscape of rolling topography, where the settlements are not 

visible one from the other, is probably more valuable than five kilometres in flat 

country with more sporadic urban development in between and such that the 

settlements are clearly visible one from the other.   
  

The perception of distinct separation will also vary between the distance 

experienced by walkers on public footpaths and that experienced by cyclists on 

bridleways or drivers on the roads connecting the settlements. Following on from 

that the fundamental consideration is whether the development would 

individually or cumulatively fundamentally compromise the gap.  
  

Given that ‘maintaining the settlement pattern’ is a local consideration and not 

one of the five Green Belt purposes it is arguable whether or not it should be 

given the same weight as the others but that again is a matter of rational 

objective judgement. It is also worth bearing in mind, when deciding which 

settlements and gaps to apply this consideration to that the Hertfordshire 

Structure Plan, when discussing ‘maintaining the settlement pattern’, refers to 

distinct and diverse communities each capable of supporting an appropriate 

range of housing, employment, leisure and shopping facilities.       
  

Countryside encroachment  

In the context of assisting in the safeguarding of the countryside from 

encroachment, it is again openness that is the most important consideration. It is 

therefore not simply the countryside characteristics of a particular site but how 

that site contributes to the wider countryside with which it is a constituent part. 

The extent of that countryside is largely determined by topography, woodland 

and major physical features that close off views.   
  

Whether or not a particular site has limited urban development on it now is not 

the critical consideration. Even if it has but it is experienced by users of the 

countryside in the context of a wider group of sites, its loss from the countryside 

to extensive built development may be more harmful than another site with no 

development but which because of topography etc. has no direct relationship 

with the rest of the nearby countryside. In this context the analysis of some of 

the larger potential development areas as single sites may not be appropriate. 

Parts of them may contribute more to the value of the surrounding countryside 

than the analysis to date suggests.  
  

Scope of the analysis  

As well as NPPF 85 the analysis should also be undertaken in the context of 

paragraphs 79, 80 and 86. It should also use the existing Green Belt purposes 

assessments, particularly the basics of the Green Belt elements of phase two, 

which following a review of its methodology and a reality check of its findings 

could be built upon by extending the sites considered to all those abutting urban 

areas and even sites beyond these if the analysis suggests that adjacent sites 

abutting the urban area could be developed and there is an overall need for more 



 

 

sites. The extent to which the Green Belt would be compromised by the loss of 

the parcel either in part or its entirety or in combination with other parcels is 

clearly the fundamental issue to be analysed.  
  

Essential areas to be otherwise retained  

There are of course sites, which for other purposes are unlikely to ever be 

developed. I would include the statutory conservation sites, land potentially at 

risk of flooding, and the major heritage assets in this category but the final 

choice should be a rational value judgement on the importance of the protection. 

It nevertheless seems pointless to me to carry out a detailed Green Belt 

assessment for such sites however they are defined.  
   

In the context of defining essential areas to be retained, the extent to which the 

study would be expected to cover all of the Green Belt within the Borough largely 

depends upon the anticipated outcomes. If it can be confidently assumed that 

land could be found for a dwelling requirement of at least 20,000 together with 

necessary supporting infrastructure then the study could confine itself to those 

parts of the Borough adjacent to the urban areas and only the gaps between the 

towns and other settlements with distinct communities considered in the context 

of what is essential to be permanently retained. 20,000 would allow for the 

identification of some safeguarded land to be used for development after 2032.   
  

If this quantum of development is unlikely to be achieved adjacent to the urban 

areas without unacceptable harm to the Green Belt or other considerations then 

the study would need to assess other locations that are large enough to 

accommodate new settlements of a sufficient size to be genuinely sustainable 

and without compromising fundamentally the purposes of the Green Belt and the 

need for openness. Given the configuration of the Green Belt within  

Welwyn/Hatfield and the location of settlements in adjacent districts this would 

not be an easy task.  
  

In circumstances where the FOAHN is unlikely to be met then there would need 

to be further analysis of the areas of open countryside within the Borough to 

assess which areas are essential to retain given their importance and value to the 

residents of the nearby settlements as a visual as well as a physical recreational 

amenity. The comparative findings would need to be clearly set out.  
  

Other studies  

I have been unable to identify another Green Belt study that could be used as a 

template, partly because to date I have been unable to identify another authority 

that has recently been unable to meet its FOAN solely because of the 

unsoundness of further releases from the Green Belt. However, I consider the 

ones undertaken for Windsor and Maidenhead, Cheshire West and Chester and 

Tewkesbury, Gloucester and Cheltenham to be useful examples of ones 

undertaken in areas where the lpas were eventually able to meet their FOAHN by 

releasing land from their Green Belts. There are no doubt others   
  



 

 

Demonstrating exceptional circumstances  

The Calverton court case gives a legal interpretation of the soundness of the 

approach identified and used by the Greater Nottingham Authorities. More than 

anything it confirms that whether or not exceptional circumstances exist to 

release land from the Green Belt is largely a matter of rational judgement 

between competing considerations whereby different weight is given to them to 

arrive at an objective decision.   
  

Mr Boulton was correct when he referred to the need to set out the exceptional 

circumstances that justify the release of each major site or group of sites in a 

particular locality from the Green Belt. That is because the overall circumstances, 

including the value of a site to the Green Belt will not be the same for each site. 

Even the weight given to the FOAHN shortfall could vary the smaller it is and 

assuming that one can differentiate between different groups of sites that could 

potentially be released from the Green Belt.  
  

Mel Middleton  
  

INSPECTOR  
  

December 2017        
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Epping Forest District Council 
Housing Implementation Strategy Update: Discussion Paper 

12th December 2018 
 
Introduction 
 
1. Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) are required by the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) to identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites 
sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their housing 
requirement.  This also means that Local Plans need to ensure that there is a 
reasonable prospect of a five-year land supply being achieved upon adoption and 
throughout the lifetime of the Plan. To support the Epping Forest District Local Plan 
Submission Version (LPSV), the Council published a Housing Implementation Strategy 
(EB410) (HIS) in 2017 setting out how the LPSV will maintain an adequate five-year 
supply of deliverable housing land against its housing requirement. The HIS also 
includes a housing trajectory which illustrates the expected rate of housing delivery 
throughout the plan period.  

 
2. With new monitoring data available for the 2017/18 monitoring year, the Council is 

updating the Housing Implementation Strategy and the Housing Trajectory.  The Council 
is also looking to review the assumptions that are being used to calculate the future 
local housing supply, in particular the types of sites that should be included in 
calculating the Five Year Land Supply (FYLS), timescales and phasing of individual 
housing sites, and the non-implementation rate that should be applied.   

 
3. Engagement with, and inputs from landowners, agents and the development industry 

are vital to ensure that the HIS update and the new housing trajectory is as robust, 
realistic and justified as possible.  This briefing paper sets out the assumptions that are 
currently being used in assessing future housing delivery. This paper also outlines the 
Council’s proposed approach to formulating a new stepped housing requirement for the 
emerging Local Plan, which reflects guidance, best practice and local circumstances.   

 
4. A set of questions has been included at the end of each sections to guide 

responses. The Council is seeking responses from the Developer Forum in 
response to these questions or any other element of this discussion paper by no 
later than noon on Monday 7th January 2019.   

 
5. Following the receipt of responses, the Council will produce an updated HIS taking into 

account the representations received.  It is anticipated that the updated HIS will be 
published before the end of January 2019 and will be used to inform the on-going Local 
Plan examination.  

 
Local Plan Housing Delivery Assumptions  
 
6. Table 1 below sets out the types of sites that are currently included in the housing 

trajectory as well as general assumptions on their phasing arrangements. In considering 
these assumptions, the Council has taken into account local monitoring data, latest 
national guidance, and the two widely cited reports looking into build-out rate for housing 
development i.e. the Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners’ report1 which looked at lead-in 
times and delivery rates of large-scale housing schemes; and the independent review 

                                                
1 Start to Finish: How Quickly do Large-Scale Housing Sites Deliver? by NLP, November 2016 
https://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf 
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conducted by Sir Oliver Letwin2 which focuses on build-out rates. The projected delivery 
rate for individual housing sites informed by these general assumptions is included in 
Appendix 1 (for sites with planning permission) and Appendix 2 (for housing allocations 
in the LPSV). Please note that phasing arrangements on individual housing site is still 
subject to on-going internal review.   

 
Type of housing sites to be included in the Housing Trajectory 

 
7. The NPPF includes guidance on what kinds of site could be deemed to be ‘deliverable’.  

Footnote 11 of the NPPF 2012 states that a ‘deliverable’ site ‘…should be available now, 
offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic 
prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years….’. The NPPF 2018 
added to this definition by stating that non-major development and sites with detailed 
planning permission should generally be deemed as deliverable unless there is clear 
evidence to suggest otherwise, while sites with outline permission, permission in 
principle, allocated in the development plan or identified on a brownfield register should 
only be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing completions 
will begin on site within five years. In its recent consultation3, the Government proposed 
further clarification to this definition to make it clear that minor development with outline 
permission is also deemed to be deliverable.  The Council agrees with these general 
principles and has embedded them into the assumptions set out in Table 1. 

 
Lead-in time and Build-out rate  
  
8. In terms of lead-in time, the NLP report indicates that on average it takes 3.9 years from 

first formal identification of the site for housing (e.g. in a LPA policy document) to the 
submission of the initial planning application, although the report does acknowledge that 
the sample size in this case is too small to reach any conclusive findings, and that there 
are significant variations between different sites.  The NLP report also found that the 
larger the site in terms of housing number, the longer it takes from planning approval to 
first delivery.  On average, it takes less than five years for smaller sites (less than 500 
units) to come forward, this increases to between 5.3 to 6.9 years for sites larger than 
500 units.  Again, the report indicates that there are significant variations between 
sample sites with some coming forward under two years and some others taking 
upwards of 15-20 years.  
 

9. The Council has also undertaken a high-level analysis on the progress of some 19 
major development schemes (ranging from 10 units to 105 units) across the District 
approved in the last five years.  The result of the analysis shows that on average it takes 
36 weeks between validation and the granting of planning permission. The data also 
suggests that 16 out of 19 sites have either been commenced or completed within four 
years from when the planning application was first validated by the Council, which is not 
dissimilar to the timescale identified in the NLP report.   
 

10. The recently published Letwin Review examined the built-out rate for 15 large housing 
sites ranging from over 1,000 homes to over 15,000 homes in areas of very high 
housing demand (5 in Greater London, 9 in the south of England, and 1 in the 
Northwest).  The review found that the medium build-out rate for these large sites was 

                                                
2 Independent Review of Build Out: Final Report by Sir Oliver Letwin MP, October 2018 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/75
2124/Letwin_review_web_version.pdf 
3 Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance, MHCLG, October 2018  
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/75
1810/LHN_Consultation.pdf 
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6.5% (of the total number of new homes permitted on site) per annum, which equates to 
a medium build out period of 15.5 years. The report concluded that the homogeneity of 
the types and tenures of the homes on offer on these sites is the fundamental drivers of 
the slow rate of build out. A number of recommendations have also been made in the 
report to improve the build out rate for large housing schemes, including requiring large 
housing sites to provide a diversity of offerings on the site which are able to address the 
various categories of demand within the local housing market. 
 

11. The Council acknowledges that slow build out rates on large sites could be a potential 
risk to the timely delivery of large-scale housing allocations in the LPSV. To improve 
delivery rates, the LPSV already requires all new development to maximise densities on 
housing sites, whilst recognising that different density levels will be appropriate for 
different sites in different locations. Policy H 1 of the LPSV requires new development to 
provide a range of house types and sizes to address local need which is in line with the 
recommendations from the Letwin Review.  

 
12. The Council is working closely with partners to facilitate timely (and where possible 

accelerated) delivery of allocations that form part of identified Masterplan Areas and 
Concept Framework Areas which will contribute significantly to the Council housing 
supply in the middle to long term.  

 
Non-implementation rate 
 
13. While this is not a specific requirement in national planning policy, the Council considers 

that it is good practice and pragmatic to deduct a percentage of dwellings from their 
projected supply to take into account the fact that not all planning permissions will 
ultimately be implemented.  The Council has applied a 10% non-implementation rate 
accordingly to all sites identified in the future supply, which is regarded to represent a 
suitable allowance for the District.   

 
 
Q1 Do you have any comments on the housing delivery assumptions in Table 1? 

 
Q2 Do you have any comments on the phasing arrangement for individual housing 
sites/allocations detailed in Appendix 1 and 2? Please provide any specific comments on 
proposed phasing arrangements as clearly as possible. 
 
Q3 Is the 10% non-implementation rate realistic and justified?  If not, please provide 
evidence where possible to explain why not. 
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Table 1 – General assumptions on housing delivery 
 

General assumptions 
 

Justification 

1. Minor residential development schemes (sites less than 
10 units and less than 0.5 hectares) with detailed or 
outline planning permission, are deemed to be 
deliverable within five years from the data of permission. 

  

NPPF guidance suggests that this type of site should generally be deemed 
as deliverable unless there is clear evidence to suggest otherwise.  

2. Larger developments not allocated within the Local Plan 
with detailed permission are deemed to be at least 
partially deliverable within the next five years from the 
date of permission.  
 
Build out rates for this kind of development are not 
expected to be more than 50 units per annum. 
 
 

The Council’s own analysis indicates that it is reasonable to assume that 
small to medium sized housing sites can come forward relatively quickly 
once planning permission is received.  Most of the sites under this category 
will be readily available and suitable for delivery. Planning applications on 
these sites are likely to be submitted soon after the local plan is adopted 
with at least some new homes being completed within the next five years.  

3. For smaller Local Plan allocations (<50 units), it is 
expected that a large proportion of the allocation will be 
delivered towards the end of the first five-year period.   
 
Build out rates for this type of development site are not 
expected to exceed more than 50 units per annum. 
 
 

4. For medium sized allocations (>50 units), it is expected 
that at least a proportion of the allocation will start to 
deliver within the next five year period.  
 
Build out rates for this kind of development are not 
expected to exceed more than 50 units per annum. 

5. For larger allocations requiring the production of a 
Strategic Masterplan, including the Garden Town Sites, 

The Council acknowledges the fact that lead in-times for larger allocations 
will be longer than small housing sites/allocations, and that the vast majority 
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small parcels may be delivered within the first five years 
subject to ongoing discussions with site promoters, 
where delivery will not prejudice the cohesive delivery of 
the wider masterplan, in accordance with Local Plan 
policies. 
 
Build out rates are not expected to exceed 50 units per 
outlet per annum.  
 

of homes under this category will not be delivered in the next five years. 
That being said, it is still reasonable to assume that in some cases a small 
number of new homes could be delivered within these masterplan areas as 
long as they are in compliance with the Masterplan and will not prejudice 
future development across the whole Masterplan area.  
 
 

6. Sites with prior approval granted for conversion from 
other uses into residential use will be delivered within the 
next five years.   

While delivery timescales for prior approval developments vary depending 
on the nature of the proposal, local monitoring data seems to indicate that 
this type of development will generally be implemented within two to three 
years. 
 

7. Sites with Lawful Development Certificate issued for 
residential use will be delivered in the next five years.   

Generally speaking, these sites are already being used for residential 
purposes.  
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A case for a Stepped Housing Trajectory  
 
14. The Housing Implementation Strategy published in late 2017 indicates that, with the 

adoption of the LPSV, the Council would be able to demonstrate 5.3 years’ worth of 
deliverable land against identified housing requirement using 2016/17 monitoring data. 
The Council’s FYLS position has since deteriorated due to the delay in Local Plan 
adoption caused by the Judicial Review which has a knock-on impact on the delivery of 
local plan housing allocations and commitments. There is also uncertainty around how 
the temporary ‘moratorium’ on planning permissions (to be lifted pending the adoption of 
a mitigation strategy for the Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation) may affect 
housing delivery in the short term4.  Given the circumstances, and the growing shortfall 
in housing delivery in the early years of the plan period brought about by the delay in 
Local Plan adoption, there is little prospect that the Local Plan can maintain FYLS post 
adoption with the current housing trajectory.  It is therefore necessary for the Council to 
consider a pragmatic approach in the form of a stepped requirement. 
 

15. The Planning Practice Guidance states that ‘A stepped requirement may be appropriate 
where there is to be a significant change in the level of housing requirement between 
emerging and previous policies and/or where strategic sites will have a phased delivery 
or are likely to be delivered later in the plan period. Strategic policy-makers will need to 
set out evidence to support using stepped requirement figures, and not seek to 
unnecessarily delay meeting identified development needs….( Paragraph: 034 
Reference ID: 3-034-20180913)’ 
 

16. For the Epping District, there is a significant difference between the housing requirement 
set out in the LPSV (518 new homes per annum) and previous housing target (175 new 
homes per annum) based on the now abolished East of England Plan.  As mentioned 
above, the majority of new homes from strategic allocations will only come forward later 
in the plan period. Together with the concerns over short term supply and the extensive 
Green Belt coverage in the District, there is a clear case for the Council to develop a 
stepped housing trajectory.  

 
 
Q4 Is the Council justified in introducing a stepped housing trajectory for the Local 
Plan? 
 
 
17. It should be noted that the Council has explored a number of other possible options to 

boost short term housing supply before reaching the conclusion that a stepped trajectory 
is the only realistic option. These actions include:  

 
To seek assistance from neighbouring authorities.   
 
18. The Council sought assistance from neighbouring authorities through Duty to Cooperate 

discussions in order to address identified undersupply within the next five years. 
Discussions prior to the Regulation 19 publication with other LPAs in the same HMA i.e. 
Harlow, Uttlesford and East Herts District Councils confirmed that that none of the them 
were able to contribute towards EFDC’s undersupply as they too need to achieve a 
challenging housing requirement through their Local Plans and are likely to struggle to 
meet their own undersupply.  We consulted with neighbouring authorities again in 
December 2018 and their position remains unchanged.  

 
To bring forward housing sites earlier 
                                                
4 The draft stepped trajectory in Appendix 3 has taken in account these delivery constraints  
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19. To provide planning certainty, EFDC agreed to apply material weight to policies in the 

LPSV in decision making, and a number of smaller allocations have received planning 
permission.  A dedicated Implementation Team has been put in place to ensure that 
there is sufficient resource and expertise in the Council to deal with planning 
applications on strategic allocations in a timely manner. The Council also actively 
encourages developers to have pre-application discussions to ensure any planning and 
delivery issues can be addressed early in the process, and Planning Performance 
Agreements are being utilised to frontload the planning process and streamline 
decision-making.  However, the effect of these measures has already been accounted 
for in the Council’s assumptions towards future housing delivery. 

 
To identify new deliverable sites and introduce new policies to increase short-term supply  
 
20. This option would require a significant amount of new evidence and public consultation 

to be carried out to justify the quantum and location of any proposed new allocations. 
This would significantly delay the Local Plan process, leaving the District without an up 
to date Local Plan for a longer period, extending the shortfall and delaying the delivery 
of housing allocations in the Plan.  
 

21. In addition, the District has a number of considerable constraints that significantly 
restrict the potential to accommodate additional growth.  These constraints include: 
 Availability of land outside of the Green Belt; 
 The need to ensure the ongoing protection of environmental assets, including the 

Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation; and 
 The capacity of the transport network. 
 

22. The Council must ensure that the Local Plan as a whole is realistic, deliverable and 
sustainable.  In this case, the Council considered it will neither be appropriate nor 
realistic to attempt to increase short term housing supply through further allocations.  

 
 
Q5 Are there other realistic ways for the Council to significantly boost short term 
housing supply? 
 
 
The Stepped Trajectory  
 
23. The draft Stepped Trajectory is included in Appendix 3. The three main ‘steps’ in this 

draft trajectory are: 
 

i. Previous years (2011-2017) – the housing requirement for this period is being set at 
a level that reflects the actual delivery rate during the same period. This will help to 
ensure that Local Plan housing delivery target over the remaining plan period is 
realistic.  
 

ii. Years 1-5 (2018/19 – 2022/23) – housing target for the five-year period starting 
2018/19 is proposed at 425 per annum. This is considered by the Council to be a 
realistic and achievable target. If applied with a 20% buffer (brought forward from 
later plan period), the total FYLS requirement for this period would be 2,550, 
meaning that the Council could demonstrate 5.5year of land supply on adoption of 
the Plan based on revised housing delivery assumptions.  
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iii. Years 6-15 (2023/24 – 2032/33) –the Council will need to deliver 742 new homes per 
annum during the last 10 years of the plan period in order to meet the overall Local 
Plan housing requirement of 11,400 new homes.  Most of the strategic allocations 
are anticipated to commence delivery from 2023 onward, which makes the target 
challenging but achievable.  

 
 
Q6 Has the draft stepped trajectory been set at the right levels and is it justified by the 
evidence?  If not, please explain why. 
 
Q7 Please provide any other comments on the proposed approach set out within this 
discussion paper. 
 
 
 
 
Please provide your written response to LDFconsult@eppingforestdc.gov.uk, by no later 
than noon on Monday 7th January 2019.   
 
Your comments will be greatly appreciated, and assist in informing the updated Housing 
Implementation Strategy for the Local Plan Examination. 
 
 
Appendix 1 – Phasing arrangements for sites with planning permission (attached separately) 
 
Appendix 2 – Phasing arrangements for Local Plan allocations (attached separately) 
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Appendix 3 – EFDC Local Plan Housing Trajectory update 
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EFDC Local Plan Housing Trajectory - Update 

Draft Stepped Requirement Historic Completion (2011-2017)

Local Plan Housing Supply 2018-2033 LPSV housing requirement - 518 per annum


