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29,000 Homes Per Annum: A Review  

1. The Housing Emergency Delivery Plan stated that:  

“The Competition and Markets Authority, in a report published earlier this year, identified that 
since 2014, the average number of homes given planning permission in Scotland was 29,000 
annually, and that this significantly exceeded housing land supply targets, and indeed the 
number of house starts (average 19,892 per year) and completions (average 19,160 per year), 
over the period as a whole.” 

2. That is not correct. The CMA data doesn’t cover the period from January 2014 to December 
2023 which is where the average of 19,160 is from. It covers the period 2014-15 to 2021-22 (an 
8-year period) in which 232,483 residential units were approved (or 29,060/yr) according to the 
HBFs presentation of Glenigan data. Over the 10 years from 2014-23 an average of 28,000 
residential units were granted planning permission using the same data which the CMA used 
(the HBFs reporting of the Glenigan data). But that remains a somewhat misleading comparison 
as there is a lag from planning permission to completions (conditions, RCC, set up / 
infrastructure and actual time to build a house). We know very little about what exactly the 
Glenigan data is measuring in a Scottish context. However, there will be a two year lag time on 
average between consent and completions for most detailed applications. The Glenigan data 
also includes conversions, so they need to be added to the new build figures. Using these gives 
the below which shows a close tracking between permissions and completions (2 years after) 
until Covid-19 which shut down sites for 4-5 months and led to supply chain disruptions.  

 

3. We know the quote about significantly exceeded housing land supply targets is from the CMA. 
However, it seems to be comparing approvals between 2014-15 to 2021-22 with the MATHLR 



 
Briefing Note  

 
   

 

Page | 2  
 

which was not in force at the time. Housing Land Requirements in LDPs / SDPs prior to the 
introduction of the MATHLR added up to around 25-27k per annum. So, the exceedance was 
actually slight.  

4. We think the Glenigan data requires care too. It has been through a lot of revisions over the 
years to make it more accurate and try to strip out double counting and as we understand it, 
this has involved various discussions with MHCLG in England. We are not aware of any similar 
discussions with the Scottish Government. There are some features of the Scottish Planning 
system which I’m not clear on whether it fully captures. The English equivalent of Section 42 
does not allow one to extend the life of a planning permission but there are a lot of permissions 
in Scotland which are subject to a S42 every third year but never implemented.  

5. The way the Glenigan data treats outline consents is also important  

“Approvals are recorded at the detailed planning stage. Where a project has secured outline 
planning approval and the detailed consent is being resolved through the approval of reserve 
matters the date of ‘detailed consent’ is deemed to be that of the approval of reserve matters. 
In the case of some projects, the reserve matters are approved piecemeal; in these circumstances 
the earliest approval date has been used in order to avoid double counting.” 

6. We would assume that AMSCs are used in place of Reserved Matters, but this isn’t clear. If the 
Glenigan approach does do this then it means that the full capacity of sites would be counted 
as approved at the first AMSC permission. For instance, the full 4,000+ capacity of Chapelton 
would be counted as being approved upon approval of the first AMSC. However, in reality many 
further consents would be required as the first AMSC would only cover a specific parcel of 
housing or potentially just initial infrastructure ground works. A lot of very large sites had their 
first AMSCs approved in the period from 2014/15 onwards, more than normal probably in part 
due to displacement caused by the global financial crisis. These include  

• Tornagrain – 5,000 homes 
• Chapelton – 4,000+ homes  
• Grandhome – 4,700 homes 
• Countesswells – 3,000 homes 

7. There are plenty of others too. Clearly these will not be delivered in full in the foreseeable 
future. However, the statics appear to be treating them as having full consent upon approval of 
the first AMSC. This would not be a problem if such approvals were evenly distributed but that 
doesn’t appear to be the case.   

8. Bringing this together, what we see is a strong correlation between permissions and delivery 
until Covid-19. In the longer term there will always need to be more permissions than 
development because not everyone who gains planning permission is a developer who intends 
to develop the site. They may just be interested in increasing the site’s book value so they can 
borrow against it to fund their core business activities, they may intend to sell it on for 
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development but not get the price they want, they may discover impediments to development 
after planning permission is granted or face unexpectedly high S.75 costs which mean the land 
value is underwater. Even consenting regimes which are much less discretionary than Scotland’s 
have a gap between what is authorised and what is built. It’s also not clear how the Glenigan 
data treats Section 42s and that could lead to significant double counting.  

9. We consider that for the reasons outlined care should be taken in claiming that the flow of 
permissions is sufficient to deliver on Scotland’s housing need and demand. Viewed in context 
Covid-19 appears to be an important turning point. But the quality of the data is too 
questionable and may be skewed by a few AMSCs on very large sites. The claim of an average 
of 29,000 homes consented over 10 years is wrong. The comparison with just new build 
completions (rather than with conversions too) is not appropriate.  


